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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

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 FONSI stated that the DOE had
prepared an environmentai assessment (EA) on the proposed action to construct and operate a
supercompactor and repackaging facility (SARF) and a transuranic (TRU) waste shredder (TWS) in the existing
Building 776 at the Rocky Flats Plant The SARF and TWS, respectively, would compact and shred sohd
plutonium contaminated TRU wastes, including TRU wastes that contain hazardous constituents Based on
the analysis in the EA, the DOE proposed to issue a FONSI The Federal Register notice also stated that the
proposed FONSI and the EA were being made avaiable for a 30-day public comment period Comments
recewved 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

On May 16, 1990, the DOE published a follow-up notice in the Federal Register (Vol 55, No 95,

p 20297) announcing an extension of the public comment penod on the proposed FONSI 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 Categor.es of issues and concerns that received 10 or more comments each were Radiological
Impact Analysis (27 comments), Ventlation 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 clarifying information that was
contained in the EA However, some of the public concerns regarding the proposed action and its impacts

are hsted as follows

. The EA did not address the impacts of plutonium in the existing ventilation ducts of Buildings
776/777 The plutonium contained in the ventiation system i1s not believed to be creating a risk
to workers or the pubhic Risks associated with plutonium in the ducts and optimal methods
for remediation of the plutonium are currently being analyzed

. Supercompacted wastes are proposed to be stored in buildings which do not meet design basis
critena for wind and earthquakes The EA states that efforts will be implemented over the nex*
two to three year period to reduce the nisk of storing supercompacted wastes to levels lower
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than those assoctated with the status quo by transferring wastes into buildings designed to
withstand severe natural phenomena events (e g, earthquakes and extreme winds)

. The proposed action includes the disposal of wastes at the Waste Isolation Pilot Piant (WIPP)
which 1s not currently operational  The Rocky Flats Plant Resourse Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) permit has a 1601 cubic yard hmntaton for on site storage of TRU-mixed wastes
It WIPP or other sites are not available to receive supercompacted or non-supercompacted
wastes prior to reaching the 1601 cubic yard im#t, t will be necessary to halt waste production
at RFP in order to compiy with the hmit or a vanance will have to be received from the State
of Colorado

. As stated in the EA, 1n addition 10 using the existing storage capacity at RFP, the DOE s in the
process of reviewing a proposal for alternate near-term storage for RFP TRU-mixed waste which
includes both on-site and oft-stte options These options are being evaluated in the event that
addional storage space s needed for RFP Separate NEPA documentation for this proposal
is being prepared Commenters requested the NEPA documentation for storage at alternate
sites, however, the documentation for the documentation I1s not currently available for public
review

This document contains DOE's response 10 the public comments and provides additional information
on the proposed action and on the anaiysis of impacts However, no comment or response brings forth new
information to indicate that the proposed action will significantly affect the qualty of the human

environment

>
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ACRONYMS

ACGIH American Conference of Governmental Industnal Hygienists
AIC Acceptable Intake - Chronic
APCD Air Pollution Control Dvision
ASRF Advanced Size Reduction Facility
BEIR National Research Councils Committee on the Biological Effects of lonizing Radiation
CDH Colorado Department of Health
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DBE Design Basic Earthquake
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EA Environmental Assessment
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Hi Hazard Index
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TWS TRU Waste Shredder

WIPP Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

WIPP-WAC Waste [solation Pilot Plant Waste Acceptance Critenia
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10 INTRODUCTION

A proposal finding of no signficant impact (FONSI) on the Environmental Assessment of
Supercompactor and Repackaging Faciity 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
FONS! were delivered or mailed to the Governors of Colorado and New Mexico, Colorado congressional
delegates, local officials, interested organizations, public reading rooms, libranes, 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 pubiic comment period would be considered by the DOE prior to a final determination
whether to 1ssue 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 53, No 95, p 20297) that the

public comment period on the proposed FONS! 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

received 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

Response To Comments June 1990
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10

11

12

13

14

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Barbara A Moore

Director of Front Range Affirmative Action Group

(A-17 through A-22)

(A-23 through A-26)

Director on the Board Rocky Fiats Clean-up Commission

Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

Jonathan P Carter
Office of the Governor
State of Idaho

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

Garrey Carruthers, Governor
State of New Mexico

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

Joe Tempel
Rocky Filats Cleanup Commission

George Hovorka, Mayor
City of Westminster

(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 containing comments is contained in Appendix A to this Response to

Comments

After review of the letters containing comments the comments were sorted into 19 categories of 1ssues

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

simiar the comments were grouped together and a collective comprehensive response is 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 Issues and concerns, and by refernng

to Appendix A for the comment number associated with their comment

-
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20 COMMENT CATEGORIES AND RESPONSES

21 VOLUME REDUCTION

211

Barbara Moore
Front Range Atfirmative 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 oniginal waste volume inside each of the onginal 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 piutornumn for each drum If you are going to achieve the volume reduction
anticipated of having 16 pucks inside 1 overpacked 55-galion drum Knowing this, why would DOE
establish the 50 gram limit for each drum? Or lets be more realistic and say we are looking ata 2 to
1 volume reduction

Craig Kish
Rocky Fiats Cleanup Commussion

Comment Page 5-61 ~ The EA claims the average volume reduction will be 5 1 from the SARF
As stated supra, nor all the waste is 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 factorof 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 is that 28 cubic yards (unaltered)
plus the 8 cubuc yards of supercompacted waste yields approximately 36 cubic yards at the end of the
process Thus, 70 cubic yards 1s reduced to about 36 cupic yards, wrich is an overail reduction of
two to one (2 1) and not five to one (5 1) While the first page of the EA admits thus, the remainder of
the EA fails to acknowledge it 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 musieading to state otherwise and
has the effect of putting the SARF 1n a better light than 1t 1s due

Joe Tempel
Rocky Fiats Cleanup Commussion

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 is made on page 3-31 that ‘each overpack drum will be himited to a maximum of 16
drums of soft waste * This appears (o be a reduction factor of 16 to 1 What is correct?

Response T mments 211-214

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 receved the contents of a maximum of four drums of soft waste dunng precompaction
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and 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 plutonium limit or 800-pound weight imat)

As stated on page 1-1, not all wastes can or will be supercompacted An overall volume
reduction of 2 10 1 will be realized for all TRU-mixed wastes taking into account those wastes that would
not otherwise be supercompacted

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

Comment This document statas that current waste production is 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 is Iittle storage space avarlable 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, 1t 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 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
bortorn 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 1s 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 1s misleading when the EA claims a 5§ 1 reduction from supercompacting

Response To Comments 215-216

Page 3-3 of the EA states that 1t 1s difficult to predict the annual quantity of TRU and TRU-mixed
waste that will be processed in the SARF Durning 1987 and 1988 fiscal years an average of 33 530
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 mnimization
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

Approximetely 60 percent of the waste was soft combustibles, 17 percent was fiter media, 17
percent was metal, and approximately 6 percent was glass and Raschig nings Due to the vanabiity
in process operations and the concerted waste minimization effort to decrease production of TRU and
TRU-mixed wastes, these rates have been reduced and should continue to be reduced in the future
Dunng 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 resulting waste production rates
with supercompaction

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Heaith 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-rmixed 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 facility

Response to Comments June 1990
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessment Page 2-2
eglg\ur-i-t-s\rcsp-com\u:-z-c jun




(@]

TABLE 2-1

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

1987 and 1988 Approximate
Average Proguction 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 1o be
Supercompacted (60% of A) 104 1243 42 504
Volume arnter 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
Response to Commeants June 1990
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at least Many question exactly how much waste has been generated since the inception of this facility
We would make that a reques! again, that an accounting would be appreciated at this point in ime
Averages tend to downplay high production years, hidden by cuntailed operations or imes of inventory,
etc

Respon

As indicated in response to Comments 215 - 2 1 6 dunng normal operations waste production
that couid 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 annual
production operations, considering the concerted waste minimization 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 duning normal routine operations (not inciuding
existing stored wastes as discussed in Section 3 1 3 of the EA) Waste generation rates of waste that
could have been supercompacted during 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

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA states that selection of the drums for supercompaction will be based on the
compactibiiity of the matenal contained EA, p 3-7 DOE should explain in the final EA the factors it
will use to determine compacubility

Response

Compatibiity will be determined based on the weight and mass of waste in the drum Pucks
wiil 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 Commission

Comment On page 3-20 a statement is made that ‘during the initial SARF operating period an
estimated maximum of aporoximately 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 wiil 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 exceeaed the 1601 yard
limit?

Response
There are 27 cubic feet in 1 cubic yard (3 feet by 3 feet by 3 feet) ~pproximately 15 000 cubic

feet equals approximately 555 cubic yards The Rocky Flats Plant has not exceeded the 1601 cubic
yard himit

OPERATION

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment DOE claims that one of the values of the SARF 1s to enhance operational safety by reducing
the need for supphed breathing air suits Is this claim related to, or intended to respond to

Response to Comments June 1990
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the criticism leveled at DOE by the National Academy of Sciences for allowing a ‘respirator culture’ to
have developed 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 i1s undertaking to reduce the need for supplied breathing sunts further or is DOE
also considering enhancing the suits 1n a manner that would reduce occupational risk hazards?

Response

The SARF is designed to replace a current operation in the Size Reduction Vauit that involves
repackaging drums of wastes into large open containers The task routinely creates high levels of
arborne radioactivity in the Size Reduction Vault Worker protection is provided by supplied-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 Exposure, which states

As a design objective, exposure of personnel to inhaiation of arborne radioactive
matenals i1s 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 their
respective gloveboxes, which provide containment of radioactive contamination Under normal operating
condrtions, 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 piaced into the gloveboxes and removal of filled drums
from the bag ports Although drums and boxes of waste will be opened on down-graft tables,
administrative procedures dictate that respirators be worn whenever a waste drum or other container
of waste 1s opened Administrative procedures also dictate the use of respirators whenever matenial is
being removed from a glovebox through a bag port In both operations, the local ventilation is designed
to control the potential for creating airborne contamination The respirators are worn as an additional
precautionary measure

Administrative procedures dictate that two workers be present whenever a waste drum i1s to be
opened Radiation Protection personnel also must be present whenever a waste drum i1s opened or a
bag port Is changed One of the duties of the Radiation Protection Monitor is to assure that ail
personnel present are wearing appropriate 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 pernormance
of supplied-air suits would be discussed In the documentation for those operations or ennancement
activities

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 wiil disable the precompactor ram if
personnel have their hands in the gloves during precompaction EA, o 3-8 Will this mechanism apply
when the grappler/hoist is operating?

Respons

The grappler hoist Is located on a monorail system (not associated with the piston movement
of the precompactor) and I1s 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 spatially onented
so that this type of interlock 1s not approprniate

-
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Melhinda 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 shouid evaluate such systems and indicate whether they are functioring properly

Response

The sprinklers and the nuclear cniticality controls already in place in the existing buildings are
subject to the current Operational Safety Requirements (OSR) which

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

. maintain survelllance to insure that the system i1s operating property A surveilance
program provides for periodic Inspection and confirmation of the proper operation of
safety protection systems and components

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

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 as a proposed action |f the SARF improves upon
current operations, then t can be assumed to be better, have less risk, or less impact than the no action
alternative

Anonymous Commenter 2

Comment The Environmental Assessment should also evaluate the impacts of removing the wastes
(in plastic liners) from the metal drums prior to compaction Concerns about gas generation and use
of relauvely short-lived containers at WIPP may lead to exciusion of metal drums

-
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Response

Metal drums are necessary to contain the wastes both during precompaction and
supercompaction Writhout containenzation, the soft wastes would spread and disperse honzontally
dunng precompaction and after the mold is removed dunng 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 Critenia (WAC) The waste could not be shipped in plastic liners only As
necessary, prior to disposal at WIPP, the supercompacted pucks could be removed from the 5§5-gallon
overpack drums and the drums could be recycled, however, this would 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 plastic bagged waste Also considenng that the WIPP-WAC requires DOT-7A
containers, it 1s not a reasonable alternative for the EA to consider exclusion of metal drums at WIPP

Paula Elofson - Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians for A Cleaner Colorado

Comment It 1s 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 detals ducts, and placement of the above in
Buildings 776/777, Building 374, etc contain Unclassified Controlled Nuclear Information subject to
Section 143 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as amended (42 USC2168) and are therefore not availlable
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 tne precompactor ram
to protect operator personnel 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 faciity) With this in mind, we would suggest that an aggressive preventanve maintenance
program be applied to assure that in fact the photoelectrics are operating as intended

Response

The photoelectric cell safety feature has been designed so that it can not be overridden
Operation of the cell wili 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 light,
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 venfy that ail console
incicator hghts are operational

PMO schedules involve the routine inspection and change of matenals such as oils, hydraulic
fluds, glovebox gloves, etc  The schedules help to ensure worker safety and protection of public health
and the environment They ailso 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 specifications because Rocky Flats Plant operating experience 1s
also considered when establishing the schedules

Resoonse to Comments June 1990
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Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Five different manual steps are noted for the TWS operation, yet operator error 1S not

adequately addressed for the TWS either An automatic kick-out device is noted that will 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
1dentification 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 aidlock chamber In the event that unshreddable material 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
Yranesh and Raisch for City of Broomfield

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 1s no negative impact on the environment

Melinda Kassen Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The condition of the present ventlatron system in buliding 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 1s 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 emitted from the Buiding 776 rooftop exhaust vents *
(Sec 13) Although off-site exposure I1s projected to be minimal, it would be our request that air
monitoring be intensified duning the early months of use of this new equipment The Governor's
Scientific 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 Resuits 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 Atfirmative Action Group
Rocky Flats Clean-Up Commussion

Comment The Supercompactor and TRU Waste Shredder shouid be constructed so it wiil have a
totally independent hiter 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
plutonium i1s careless It demonstrates a total disregard for safety to the workers and the public  This
1s not acceptable It is highly uniikely that the exisuing system was designed for the added volume of
air the Supercompactor and Waste Shredder will discharge into thus filter system The current ventilation
system should not be used unless all the plutonium inside 1s removed

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

Comment The methodology of calculating exposure to worker and the Public did not address the
added impact from having large amounts of plutoniurn 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 building 776 The EA should assure the public that the existing
ventilation system in Building 776 is free of plutomum Befgre operating the SARF DQE should
first addr the_hazard by substantial plutomum accymulations in the air duct,_accumulation
which could increase with the operation of the SARF,

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment Page 5-12  Its 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?
Should not the effluent be constantly monitored to assure quality and the operation shut down
immediately upon determining any proolem?

Joe Tempel
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

Comment Our greatest concern is 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, it should
be cleaned and further contamination should be prevented The criticality potential 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 supercompactor will cause excessive pressure on the HEPA
filters and the glovepbox system may not contain the plutonium 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 quality control throughout the whole process
As a mimimum, 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?

Resoonse to Comments
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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 plutomium particles
generated by the SARF and TWS?

Paula Elotson - Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians for A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Impacts of construction indicate location of the two units to be in bldg 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 is unacceptable proposed action

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

R nse T mment 1-231

The plutonium contained in the Buildings 776/777 glovebox ventilation system 1s not believed
to be creating a rnisk to workers or the public Risks associated with plutonium in the ducts, and optimal
methods for remediation of the plutorium are currently being analyzed

The SARF and TWS emussions will be filtered and vented out of Plenum 205 The high efficiency
particulate air filtration (HEPA) 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 fitration system in Builldings 776/777 has
adequate capacty for the addition of the SARF and TWS gloveboxes

As discussed on pages 4-5 and 4-6 of the EA, gases and arr from processing glove boxes,
downdraft tables, and exhaust hoods are fitered through a minimum 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 Filtered 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 filters are analyzed for total long-lived alphé (TLLA) emitters 10 Indicate the
air guality In the work area the air quality of the emissions and the efficiency of the air filt.ation systems
If the TLLA concentration 1n any sample filter exceeds 0 02 pCi/m’, an investigation 1s conducted to
determine the cause ana to implement corrective action

Process area air and the ventilation exhausts are continuously monitored by selective alpha arr
monitors (SAAMs) which are sensitive to the alpha radiation of amernicium and prutomium for immediate
detection of abnormal conditions At preset alarm levels, the SAAMs actuate a signal to alert building
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 f small plutonium particles are bypassing the fiters The resuits of arrborne effluent
monitonng are made avaiable to the public in the monthly and annual monitoring reports  The reports
describe applicable guiaes and standards, the quality control program, analytical procedures, and the
resuits of the monitoring

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA states that workers will cperate the SARF through a glove box with an airflow
mimmurm of 150 R/muin directed into it EA, p 3-5 Does this comply with accepted national standarc's
for protection against worker exposure? [n addition, will the glove 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
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workers to bypass the prefilter on their own initiative? Finally, will there be shielding (to protect workers
from the gamma radiation associated with Americium) for glove box workers similar to that in use at
commercial reprocessing facilities in Europe, or will this glove box merely have the amount of shielding
associated with the old and inadequate glove boxes presently in use elsewhere at the Plant?

Response

The Amernican Conference of Governmental industniai Hygienists (ACGIH) provides the most
defintive guidance for air flow rates at open hoods The recommendations in the ACGIH publication
number 19 are for 125 to 150 feet per minute minimum 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 1s based on the upper hmit of the recommended
range

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

The SARF glovebox will not be shielded Since none of the drums to be handled in the SARF
have radiation fields high enough, either singly or in combination, to require shielding the glovebox
During the mntial 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, Karisruhe, West Germany

. KfA - NUKEM Kartstien Facility, Hanau, West Germany

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

None of these faciliies provide a direct comparnson of glovebox design since none of them have
installed the equipment in gloveboxes

European commerctal reprocessing facilities are not a good comparison for this operation
because their operations may include handling matenal with much higher ievels of radioactivity and
much higher dose levels 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
in the SARF glovebox will not produce large amounts of dust and contamination bulldup will therefore
not be a significant source of radiation exposure Because the shredding that takes place in the TWS
operation 1s a dusty operation, the TWS glovebox will 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 Will
the HEPA filters used in the waste management process sausfy the NESHAPS requirements with regard
to the berylhum and radionuclides generated and likely 1o be found in the emussions at Rocky Flats®?

Response

Section 112 of the Clean Air Act lists hazardous matenals of concern whereas EPA regulations
at 40 CFR 61 descrnibe standards applicable to both beryiium (10 grams/day) and radionuclides (effective
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dose equivalent 10 millirems/year) HEPA filters used in the waste management process are designed
and operated to control the environmental release of these particulate matenals to amounts well within
these standards

2313 Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission
Comment Further, the EA states that effluent SAAM's will alarm “if significant increases in airborne
alpha acuvity are detected * What i1s considered significant? Will the operation cease immediately?
What 1s the contingency plan?
2314 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 ume? Do operations cease or simply continue while
the investigation occurs?
Response To Comments 2 3 12-23 13
Page 5-2 of the EA (first pamal paragraph fifth Ilne) contains an error If emissions of non-specific
aipha emitters exceed Q 020 pCl/m (not 0 20 pCi/m’), an investigation will be conducted to determine
the cause(s) and the corrective action xhat will be taken There s no immediate or long-term health
hazard at a release level of 0 02 pCl/m For example, 0 02 pCi/m® 1s more than one hundred times
lower than the most restnictive Derived Air Concentration (DAC) proposed by the International
Commussion on Radiological Protection (ICRP), without considering the dilution that wilt occur when the
matenal leaves the vent and 1s dispersed in the surrounding air If there is a potential health risk, the
necessary operations will be shut down until the prcblems are corrected
2315 Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission
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 parucle size
released during supercompaction
Response
Particles released during supercompaction are expected to be in the same size range as partcles
released by other routine operations at RFP, which are erfectively collected on HEPA filters The most
likely source of air contarmination is the handling of contaminated waste inside the glovebox This type
of air contamination 1s similar to contamination produced by other operations for which the HEPA
filtration system has proven highiy effective
Particle sizes in the range of 0 07 to 0 7 microns are effectively collected on the HEPA filters
According to ERDA 76-21, "Nuclear Ar Cleaning Hand Book”, a minimum filter efficiency ot 99 97 percent
1S attained with a particle size of approximately 0 3 microns Hence, filter efficiency 1s greater than 99 97
percent for particles on either side of 0 3 micron diameter for the first bank and 99 80 percent for all
succeeding banks
2316 John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Heaith
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 ¢
difference in the permitting requirements for the APCD
Jesponse to Commants June 1990
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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 hiquid 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 1s filtered through a glovebox prefilter and then a four-stage existing
HEPA filter system at Plenum 205 The annular hiquid collection tank 1s vented through four stages of
HEPA filters in Plenum 207, and the fibergiass liquid collection tanks are vented through individual tank
HEPA filters and two stages of HEPA filters in Plenum 250 (Reler to response to Comments 28 1-28 3
for a description of the iquid 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 prefilters are new filtration systems that wili 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 fiiters will create
high levels of particulate emussions In thus portion of the document, no control is listed In section
4 2 3, Air Quality, there is a short reference to HEPA filter controf This should be included in the early
portion and expanded to provide complete information on the control used for the TWS

Response

TWS emussions will be filtered by the same HEPA filtration system as used for SARF emissions
The glovebox contaiming 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 1s routed
through four stages of high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters in series  The air pressure inside the
glovebox will always be kept at a negative pressure with respect to areas outside of the gloveboxes so
that airflow will alwavs be In the direction of increasing contamination The areas outside of the glovebox
will vent to the two stages of HEPA fiftration 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 Health

Comment HEPA filters are excellent for control of paruculates, however, they are not an adequate
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 released hazardous matenals 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 Ikely 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 all of the hazardous materials known to occur in
the identified waste types and at their respective maximum concentrations
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. All organic materials contained in each drum are assumed to be released in vapor form
through the ventlation system to the environment duning shredding, precompaction, or
supercompaction

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

. All of the mercury 1s 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 durning
compaction, 1t is assumed that the amount passing through the HEPA fiiters i1s increased
by a factor of ten for mercury

. Except for the lead contained in glass, almost ail other lead being compacted s in the
form of lead metal The calculations assume ten percent of the metal becomes arrborne
inside the glovebox

The maximum annual releases to the environment calculated using these assumptions are as follows

1,1,1-tnchloroethane 0 15 tons/yr
Carbon tetrachioride 0 06 tons/yr
1,1,2-tnchioro-1,2 2-triflucroethane 001 tons/yr
Methylene chioride 0 06 tons/yr

Lead 360 x 10”7 tons/yr
Mercury 978 x 10°** tons/yr

Supporting calculations for the maximum annual releases are included in the EA The EA also
estimated the increased risk to a member of the public situated at the site boundary

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 4 12
they discuss samplers but they only cover radioactive components and not the broad spectrum of
compounds which may be emittec

Response

The sample tube 1s 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 filter 1s changed out
twice per week, and each sampie 1s individually analyzed for total long-lived alpha activity Individual
samples are composited once per month Into a singte sampie for 1sotopic analysis Radionuciides and
berythum are the pnmary contaminants of concern in sampling, other compounds are not analyzed

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Heaith Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Air ventilation 1s 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 parucle size distribution in impact to local environment

Response

Particles released during shredding are expected to be in the same size range as particles
released by other routine operations at RFP, which are effectively coliected on HEPA filters This type
of air contamination I1s s:milar to contamination produced by other operations for which the HEPA
fitration system has proven highly effective
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Particle sizes in the range of 0 07 to 0 7 microns are effectively collected on the HEPA filters
According to ERDA 76-21, "Nuclear Air Cleaning Hand Book", a mintmum filter efficiency of 99 97 percent
IS attained with a particie size of approximately 0 3 microns Hence, fiter efficiency Is greater than 99 97
percent for particles on ether side ot 0 3 micron diameter for the first bank and 99 80 percent for all
succeeding banks

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Release of gases, chemicals, and radionuchides on a ‘routine’ basts 1s 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, beryllium ermissions 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 hypothetncal individual located at the RFP site boundary during all
SARF and TWS operating hours will be 1 x 10™*° rem/year, which 1s approximately one billionth of the
applicable DOE Iimits as well as one bilhonth that received from natural background radiation

Response to Comment 2 3 18 temizes the maximum annual releases of hazardous chemicals
to the environment

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Radionuclide air concentrations are broadly stated to be maintained to concentrations
less than 020 pCi/m’ Considering monitoring deficiencies, this appears at best to be a statement of
overconfidence, without sufficient current state-of-the-art characterization of erissions data

Response

As reported in the annual monitoring reports for RFP emissions are routinely maintained below
0020 pCi/m~ The annual monitoring reports also define the applicable guioes and standards, the
analytical procedures and the quality 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 is 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
distnibution, 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 primarily to warn the building personnel that an unexpected change has occurred In the
radioactive particulates being released from the vent The change may or may not invoive the SARF
or TWS The response to the alarm 1s to determine where the increased actvity may have originated and
take appropriate 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 higher 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’ should be
002 pCi/m*® Thus, f emissions of non-specific alpha emitters exceed 0 020 pCi/m®, an investigation will
be conducted to determine the cause(s) and the corrective action that will be taken There 1s no
immediate or long-term heaith 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 monitonng of gasses is indicated by releases from the SARF or
TWS processing As demonstrated in Section 5 1 4 3, the nsks associated with the potential hazardous
chemical releases from SARF and TWS operation are not signiticant

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health 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
significant cause of arrborne contamination appears to be incredibly dowplayed 5% is not a realistic
projection No dispersion is 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 AFP
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

Respon

Gas generation 1ssues associated with storage of supercompacted waste are no different than
those assoctated with non-supercompacted waste forms All drums wili be vented via carbon filters and
all storage areas will be provided with adequate ventilation, such that gases (particularly hydrogen) are
not expected to build up to dangerous ievels The storage areas do not have gas detection devices but
will be permitted 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 well below flammable/expiosive levels

The EA evaluated a variety of accidents including those involving operator error such as the
breach of a drum in a storage area and a breach of a drum on the loading dock Table 5-4 summarizes
the accident events analyzed, and Table 5-6 presents the potential impacts to the public

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) fiters are used to control
particulate emissions The resulting impacts are insignificant (A maximum annua! individual exposure of
2 x 10°'! REM) and are presented in Section 5141 The EA uses the best avalable information to
estimate that five percent of the matenal becomes airborne withn the glovebox during shredding
operations Use of a higher value will not alter the analyses outcome that the resulting impacts are
insignficant  Cited i1ssues 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 Broomtield

Comment The Environmental Assessment does not fully address the risks associated with the

transportation and handling of the exising waste containers This 1s a significant failing because of
past expeniences with these old containers (e g, incorrect labeling, questionable integrity of the inner
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liners, and leaky containers) At the very least, DCE must develop and implement rigorous procedures
to ensure absolute containment of the matenal during these operations Again, the transportation and
handling 1s important to the City because it 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 Comrussioners is particularly concerned about the safety of workers
during the repackaging of previously packaged waste (Sec 3 13) The volume of TRU-waste has
accumulated across the plant site under previously inadequate practices and procedures Transporting
thus 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 inciuding protection for workers and the environment should be formulated

Response To Comments 24 1-242

As discussed on page 3-2 of the EA, dunng the initial 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 § years, and
have been continuously stored within buidings 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, during the NDA drum counting process, the containers are sealed
with a tamper indicating device, and the container is labeled In addition, all waste containers are visually
inspected for integrity to ensure absolute containment of the materials Transportation and container
handling will be conducted in compliance with established standard operating and safety procedures

In compliance with RCRA (40 CFR 265 15) and Standard Operating Procedures, ail RCRA storage
areas are Inspected on weekly schedules Any potential container problems are rcutinely 1. solved before
they become significant

Prior to transfer of existing wastes from the RCRA permitted storage areas the waste containers
will be visually examined to detect any leaking matenal labeling problems, etc If 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, controling any container leaks by overpacking into a larger container, and cleaning up any
spilled materials The storage areas will be routinely inspected and maintained pursuant to Standard
Operating Procedures to maintain compliance with RCRA  In addition, Standard Operating Procedures
and verhcation forms wiil be used to assure proper transter and repackaging of the wastes

Prior to repackaging, the drums that will recerve the wastes will be inspected for integnty If a
drum does not pass the quality control inspection, 1t will 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
resolved

All shredded and supercompacted wastes will be placed in Department of Transportation
approved drums The drums will be visually inspected prior to therr use
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Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comm :nt 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 Facilty 1s 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 ciizens

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-walied, lead-shielded glovebox The glovebox wili 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 ar from the processing gloveboxes, downdraft tables and exhaust hoods are filtered
through a minimum of four stages of HEPA fiiters before being discharged The ventilation exhausts
are conttnuously 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 Facity (ASRF) and the Size Reduction Vault during the mnitial SARF operating period
Personnel working in the ASRF wili be required to wear full-face mask respiratory protection, and as 1s
currently required, personnel working in the Size Reduction Vault will be required to use supplied air
suits Entrances to the ASRF and the Size Reduction Vauit are controlled by airfocks Uke gioveboxes
the air pressure inside the ASRF and the Size Reduction Vault i1s always kept at a negative pressure with
respect to areas outside of these faciities so that airflow 1s always In the direction of increasing
contamination Awr vented from the ASRF and the Size Reduction Vault s ducted to the existing glovebox
ventilation control system in Buildings 776/777 The air 1s filtered through four stages of HEPA filters in
series prior to reiease to the atmosphere

Operation of the TWS and waste repackaging are not predicted to significantly increase the risk
to workers or to neighboring citizens

John G Haggard
Colorado Department ot 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 is handiing
the newly generated wastes without muitiple repackaging will the worker exposure be reduced The
ASR aspects of SARF may reduce worker exposure from the onset

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
supphed-air suts The waste output of SARF 1s also more compact, permitting more efficient use of
valuable space at the final disposal site (WIPP) To maximize this second benefit, the SARF could be
utitized to process existing waste The decision to do so wouid be based on the benefits of improved
storage efficiency and would have to be measured against the increased worker doses from the
repackaging efforts The discussion of the effects of repackaging found in Sections 3 1 3and § 1 4 (page
5-13) of the EA were included to assess the option to reprocess existing waste The increased doses
would be a resuit of the decision to utihize the faciiities of the SARF for an additional use (reprocessing

Response to Comments June 1990
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessment Page 2-18
eghg\sarf-tws\resp-com\sec-2-a jun



25

251

252

253

previously packaged waste) rather than a direct effect of utilizing the SARF to replace an existing process
to package newly generated waste

WASTE CHARACTERIZATION AND COMPATIBILITY

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment DOE intends to process both combustble 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 1s 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
sufficient contingency planmng

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry

Environmental Defense Funa

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 incompatble wastes are not mixed?

Response To Comments 251-253

Waste segregation will be conducted in comphiance with Standard Operating Procedures and
RCRA which require personnel training, recordkeeping contingency plans, quality assurance audits,
and emergency procecures Waste identification, segregation, and administrative controls are discussed
inSection3 152 and in Section 3 153 As stated in Section 3 1 5 3, waste characterization procedures
provide the operator with the information needed to avoild mixing incompatible wastes

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Detense Fund

Comment Figure 3-1 diagrams TRU and TRU-mixed waste process flow EA, p 3-2 From this
aiagram, it 1s 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 ruiing, 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 transuramc waste, in Sierra Club's suint 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 assocrated 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 The Sierra Club's lawsuit settlement as presently
interpreted will not change any aspect of the proposed acuon, and therefore, does not affect Figure 3-
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1 orthe EA There will be no increased nisk 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 scenario 1n which DOE achieves a continued reduction of TRU and
TRU-mixed wastes

Anonymous Commenter 2

Comment The Enwironmental Assessment should also evaluate the potential use of the
Supercompactor and Shredder to reduce the volume of the existing backlog of low level mixed waste
prior to initiating 1ts 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 himit within the next year, possibly
even before TRU mixed if the plutonium operation suspension i1s 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 only treat TRU and TRU-mixed wastes as identified in the
EA The treatment of other matenals 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-tevel and/or low-level mixed
wastes If this gecision i1s made the accident scenanos and the resulting impacts would be bounded by
the accident analyses contained in the EA

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

Comment What procedure wiil 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
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 impiementation of Standard Operating Procedures To
prevent contamination of the drums, the drums will be lined with not less than two layers of plastic
iners The liners will be treated as TRU-mixed waste If the liners have leaked, the drum wiil be
adequately decontaminated with wipes moistened with a decontaminating solution The used wipes
will be disposed of as TRU-mixed waste |f the drum cannot be adequately decontaminated, it will be
labelled and restricted to only contain TRU-mixed waste, or it will be appropriately disposed

-
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Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment The economic discard limits (EDLs) for solids, sludges, slurnies, aqueous hquids, 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 quality control/assurance measures wiil be
taken to ensure compliance with IDCs and compatibilities? If there ts heavy reliance on visual inspection
for this phase of operation, what QA will be followed? Will actual testing of materials occur from time
to time to confirm content, and what frequency?

Response

In reference to economic discard hmits (EDLs) as discussed on page 3-29, EDLs are based on
the economics of treating various solids, sludges, slurries, iquids and other forms of matenals generated
at RFP to recover plutonium The treatment costs which establish the various EDLs vary considerably
depending on the form of matenal (1 e, solid, sludge, or iquid), the applicable treatment method, and
other factors Therefore, there are numerous EDLs for the various materials generated at RFP and these
EDLs change in response to new plutonium recovery technologies and plutonium supply and demand
economics When the plutonium concentration is determined to be below the EDL, the material i1s
considered to be a waste

The maximum plutonium hmits for compacting in the SARF (50 grams per drum) and the
maximum plutonium himits 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, and would not be in compitance with the purpose of NEPA (40
CFR 1500 1(b)), which states "Most important, NEPA documents must concentrate on the issues in
question rather than amassing needless detal *

As discussed n response to Comments 25 1-2 53, waste segregation will be conducted In
complance with Standard Operating Procedures and RCRA which require personnel training,
recordkeeping, and quality assurance audits Spectifically, 40 CFR 265 15 establishes general inspection
requirements Due to the nature of the maternials, it 1s not feasible to actually test the matenials to confirm
content

GAS GENERATION

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment 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 s.ate that
supercompaction ‘may increase’ raciolytnc gas generation due to the compaction form and that
corrosion gas generation will increase if drums are compacted whole, due 1o 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
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, otherwise, DOE could be "stuck’ with supercompacted waste wnich is not acceptable
for emplacement at WIPP

Response

The Environmental Assessment (page 5-4) states that the maximum rate of gas generation from
radiolytic degradation will not be increased by supercompaction, however, the rate of gas generation
may remain constant for a longer penod of time than for non-supercompacted waste forms Because
there 1s no increase in the amount of plutonium 1n the waste, the gas generation potential from radiolytc
degradation will not increase The WIPP SEIS (page 6-23) states that compaction “might increase

-
-
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corrosion-generated gases if drums are compacted whole and repacked in other drums * There I1s no
conflict between the EA and WIPP SEIS statements The former addresses radiolytic gas generation
mechanisms, while the latter addresses corrosion mechanisms It 1s further noted that the WIPP SEIS
uses the conditional tense in describing corrosion induced gas generation potentials Supercompacted
wastes will be certified to meet the WIPP Waste Acceptance Critenia (WIPP-WAC)

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Enwvironmental Defense Fund

Comment The fact that total gas generation per drum will increase as a result of supercompaction
means that a resulting explosion would be more severe The EA fails 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

Re ns

As summanzed in Table 54 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 explosion would be bounded by other accidents considered
In the analysis As discussed In the response to Comment 26 1 above, supercompaction will not
increase the maximum rate of gas generation from radiolytic degradation Consequently, the standard
carbon filters which are used for non-compacted wastes wil have adequate flow capacity to vent
supercompacted wastes It 1s 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

263 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 numoer of questions If the drums are submerged in water, will water flow into the drums?
If yes, how wiil this affect the waste? If a filter malfunctioned, what kinds of releases would result from
a typical drum? s the likelthood of a release from a drum with a filter greater than that from an existing
drum? Would a drum with a filter be more susceptible to damage from fire?

264 John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health
Comment Section 3 14, transport portion — filters for vents on drums and SWBs are mentioned,
however, the filter media 1s not listed It may assume the carbon composite filter mentioned in section
5132 1s used for this control The informauon should be included in all references to assure
acceptable control

265 Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado
Comment Fitered vents are referred to for drums and SWB8s, yet rad releases due to release of
waste gases is not extrapolated
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Response To Comments 263265

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 matenials This requirement is not
unique to drums of supercompacted waste The stainiess steel filter housing will be screwed into the
bung hole located on the iid of each DOT-7A drun  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 i1s
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 fiiter matenals to be used are carbon-carbon composite 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 fiter element can
withstand greater particle loading without an increase in air flow resistance than either paper or sintered
metal fiiter media This carbon composite is resistant to radiation and acid damage and continues to
function when exposed to moisture The filters exhibrt a filtering efficiency of greater than 99 97 percent
when tested with a 0 3 micron dioctyiphthalate smoke particle 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
fiters that are to be used on RFP waste containers for waste containers that are to be disposed at WIPP

Being each filter will be tested and certified prior to use, considenng that the fiters will be
contained in a steel housing and there are no moving parts, and considering that the filters have been
approved for use in DOT-7A containers, fiter malfunctions are not anticipated and should not occur
significantly more often than malfunctions in standard bung hole caps

i a filter were to malfunction, the releases are expected to be approximately the same as that
created by the malfunctioning of a standard bung hole cap The likelthood of an uncontrolied release
from a drum with a filter 1s expected to be no greater than that from a drum without a filter, except the
filter would allow the release of gas pressure A drum with a fiter and containing supercompacted
waste would not be maore suscepuible to water leaching constituents or damage from a fire, due to the
minimal void space for oxvgen or water in the puck, and due to the barriers of the compressed puck
and the overpack drum Considering the steel housing encasing the fiter, the drum would not be more
susceptible to damage from a fire The filters can be equipped to contain a Gore-Tex membrane to
prevent the inflow of water however, the fiters to be used at RFP are not proposed to be equipped
with such membranes

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commuission

Comment Page 5-5 —- Bacterial degradation 1s saia not to have any impact because the mechanism
is slow However, what if the WIPP does not open or the opening of WIPP is delayed for some time?
The waste will then be stored at the RFP unul 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?

Response

Several different types of microorganisms have the potential to cause gas production from
bactenal degradation of organic material Aerobic bactena, which are the mast likely microorganisms
to be present, will deplete oxygen and produce CO, The production of CO, does not constitute an
explosive/flammable hazard, therefore, clarification of this issue indicates that the relative speed of the
process 1s not a concern =ither at WIPP or at RFP  The waste containers will be provided with carbon
filter vents to preclude any significant pressure differentials within the containers and ambient conditions

-
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Joe Tempel
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

Comment The RFCC 1s 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 parucles to the environment

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Another opportunity for possible explosive consequences 1s the application of drum-
piercing operations with the hard waste drums

Response To Comments 267-268

Sparks will rarely be generated due to the drum piercing design | a spark 1s generated, several
factors preclude potentiai igntion of any gases Prior to drum piercing, 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 will
not be sorted prior to piercing, however, they will have recently been placed into 35-gallon drums,
minimizing the penod of time for any gases to accumulate Furthermore, a waste drum gas sampling
program was completed in March 1988 for both soft and hard waste forms It indicated that hydrogen
gas concentrations were well below flammable/expiosive levels As summarized in Table 5-4 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

John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Section 5 1 3 1, Gas Generation Mechanisms —~ While removal of iquids will increase
chemical reactions, it will not elminate 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 is made 1o a KIK 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 results questionable

Response

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 addition, 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

Response

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
10 be present, will deplete oxygen and produce CO, The production of CO, does not constitute an
explosive/flammable hazard, therefore, clanfication of this 1ssue indicates that the relative speed of the
process 1s not a concern either at WIPP or at RFP  The waste containers wiil be provided with carbon
filter vents to preciude any significant pressure differentials within the containers and ambient conditions

Joe Tempel
Rocky Fiats Cleanup Commission

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
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Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Heaith Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Another opportunity for possitle explosive consequences is the applicauon of drum-
piercing operations with the hard waste drums

Response To Comments 267-268

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 piercing, soft wastes will be manually
sorted in a glove box 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 will
not be sorted prior to piercing, however, they will have recently been placed into 35-galion drums,
minimizing the period of time 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

John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Section 5 13 1, Gas Generation Mechanisms - While removal of liquids will increase
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 1s made (0 a KIK study but it fails to name the type
of material used, 1 e, was it the same material used at Rocky Flats or was it totally different? This lack
of information makes the referenced results questionable

Response

The SARF unit will not be operated under elevated temperatures or pressure  Waste compacted
in the SARF will be punctured to ailow gas pressure to remain at approximately atmospheric throughout
compaction In addition, 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 compacticn process

The compaction process will generate very little heat In addition the system has been designed
to manage any heat generated from the operation of the equipment Heat exchangers wili be provided
to cool the hydraulic fluid in both the precompactor and the cupercompactor These heat exchangers
will be located outside the SARF glovebox and will tie into an existing process cooling water line  Heat
dissipation in the giovebox will be provided by the ventiation 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 sprinkler
systems

Furthermaore, the system is 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 5 inch thick hardened steel compaction chamber

. The processes external to the glovebox will be protected by an automatic wet-pipe
suppression system In addition to manual fire fighting equipment
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. 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 matenal supercompacted at KK (Kernforshungszentrum Karisruhe) was radioactively
contaminated wastes which contained copper, iron and chiorinated 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 1ron will not be supercompacted
together All drums of waste which are to be supercompacted wili be scanned for the presence of free
hquids by the real time radiography unit prior t0 being transported to the SARF If free iquids 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
couid potentially generate gas The rates of gas generation from a given weight of waste by all
chermical mechanisms will be expected to decrease in proportion to decreases In concentration among
the reactants Also, f 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 wiil 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
minimal

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 KiK are not expected to
occur at RFP

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Radiolytic gas generation is stated to be a functon only of the fissile material content
and target material depletion, indirectly controlled by controls on fissile material 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 maximurm rate of gas generation, yet it 1s known that supercompaction will increase fissile
content overall, which will increase gas generaton So, which s it?

Response

As stated in the Environmental Assessment the maximum rate of gas generation from radiolytic
degradation 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 "G" value of the
waste matenal represents the number of molecuies of gas generated per unit of tonizing radiation and
will not be altered by supercompaction Controls of gas generation do not rely on fissile matenal imits,
however, fissile matenal imits have been established for nuclear criticality safety and take mnto account
the accuracy of the assay equipment

27  CRITICALITY

271 EugeneJ Riordan
Vranesh and Raisch for the City of Broomfield
Comment The criticality analysts in the Environmental Assessment 1s very sketchy After admutting
what appears 10 be an enormous uncertainty, see, e g, 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 ight of the dramatic consequences if it 1S incorrect
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Barbara Moore
Front Range Affirmative Action Group
Rocky Flats Clean-Up Commission

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

Response To Comments 27 1-27 2

Extremely conservative plutomum limts have been established for wastes entering the
supercompactor and these limits will be strictly enforced The 50 gram plutonium imit for processing
drums of waste In the SARF 1s well below the mimmum gquantity of plutonium required for a criticality
In the unlikely event that a drum contains a minimum critical mass, worst case conditions are required
for a criticality to occur These worst case condtions were assumed to be present only for the
purposes of accident impact evaluations As discussed on page 3-28, these assumptions inctude
potential changes in shape and volume caused by equipment failure, changes in mass density, form,
temperature, spacing and operation, the addition of moderatars, refiectors, etc

John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Heaith

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

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA states that the cniticality limits 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 27 3-27 4

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 piutonium
sources, etc prior to establishing final criticality imits  Revisions would be made to further maintain
or further reduce the probability of a criticality as analyzed inthe EA The revisions would be consistent
with a FONSI

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The nuclear criticality safety irmits during storage at Rocky Flats allow, inter alia, stacks
of a maximum of four drums This limit 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

Nuclear crrticality controls and imits for the SARF and TWS operations and subsequent storage
are discussed 11 Section 3 1 5 2 of the Environmental Assessment The criticality hmit analysis utilized
the worst case matenial matrix and fissile matenal distribution for a storage array of drums stacked four
drums high It was assumed that the NDA 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 limit
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 1, the maximum rate of gas generation is not aitered by supercompaction Consequently,
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use of standard venting requirements for supercompacted waste forms is both adequate and conforms
to WIPP-WAC gas generation critena

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment Page 3-28 Along the same lines, an alarm sounds if criicality is detected However,
what effect 1s 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 1s the contingency plan and how can we be assured that the plan s fool-proof?

Response

Training on recognition of and response to criticality alarms 1s part of the indoctrination of all
personnel assigned to work in any building in which plutonium 1s handled or stored The traning
includes recognition of the alarm and uniform response 1o the alarm The required response Is very
simple and unform throughout the plant immediately leave the area and building when the cniticality
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 criticality wouid be self-terminating, as explained in the Appendix The
postulated criticality requires, among other things, the creation of a sphere of plastic duning 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 I1s 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 shouid 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 resuit of the fire highting operation”?

Response

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

The most senous consequence of the postulated cnticality 10 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 populations 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 guantity of noble gases or halogens assumed to be released

Netther the 1957 fire nor the 1969 fire was the result 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 reportedly was a result of spontaneous ignition of a 1 5 kilogram
brniquette of scrap plutorium alloy 1n an open metal can
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278 Joe Tempel
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion

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

Response

As discussed 1n Section 315 2, containers of wastes 10 be processed in the SARF will be
limted to 50 grams plutonium  Administrative controls during staging and during SARF operation will
limnt the piutonium content in the pucks to be placed in a 55-gallon overpack drum to not more than
100 grams Containers of fiter matenals to be processed in the TWS will also be limited to 50 grams
Containers of graphite molds entering and exting the TWS process will be imited to 100 grams
Compacted waste contained in overpack drums will also be hmited to 100 grams plutonium Prior 10
processing in the SARF and TWS, and after processing prior to placement in storage, compliance with
plutonium himits will be confirmed by non-destructive assay (NDA) The NDA unit and tts calibration
are discussed on page 3-29 of the EA The NDA 1s a shielded counter that uses sodium 1odide and/or
germanium gamma-ray detection systems The gamma rays that are emitted by Pu-239 are recorded
and the data 1s correlated with standards to derive the plutonium content in the container Counting
standards are prepared using techniques traceable to the National Bureau of Standards The NDA
counter 1s routinely calibrated to imit error to + 10 percent of the assay

279 John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Heaith

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-gailon 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 limited
to 50 grams of plutonium Shredded fiter 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 cn cality imit for outgoing drums of shredded filter media will be 50 grams of plutonium

All incoming 55-gailon 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-galion drums of shredded grapnite molds
will also be limited to 100 grams of plutorum and 200 pouna - net weight Drums of shredded graphite
will not be stacked in storage until the piutorium content has been verified by an NDA drum count and
the weight has been verified

2710 Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians for a Cleaner Colorado

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

Response

As stated on page 3-32 of the EA, and in response to Comment 2 7 9, all 55-gallon drums of
process filters 10 be shredded in the TWS will be imited 10 50 grams of piutonium, and incoming boxes
of HEPA futers will be imited to 50 grams of plutonium As discussed In response to Comment 2 7 8
containers of wastes to be processed In the SARF will be limited to 50 grams of plutonium Therefore
for the purposes of the proposed action, an accurate representation of the piutonium content IS not
more than 50 grams of plutonium per drum of process filters and 50 grams of plutonium per box of
HEPA filters

Resoonse to Comments June 1990
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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 1s 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 is not addressed

Response

As discussed 1n 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 limited to 100 grams of plutonium
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 fiters As stated in response to Comment 2 3 11, because the
shredding that takes place in the TWS operation i1s a dusty operation, the TWS glovebox 1s lead
shielded The dust generated during shredding will be vented to the glovebox ventilation and four-
stage HEPA filtration system There will not be a significant accumulation of dust in the TWS glovebox

As discussed n the response above, drums of process fiters and boxes of HEPA filters will be
imited to 50 grams These himits were established to imit the quantity of fissite matenals that couid
be placed in the TWS hopper and in the shredder unit at any one time Extremely conservative
piutonium limits have also been established for wastes entering the TWS, and these limits will also be
strictly enforced

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment The nuclear materials safety imits noted for the TRUPACT-II versus the 100 gm barrel
limit imposed for 14 barrels per TRUPACT Il are not consistent The safety limits noted are 325 fissile
gram equivalents for the TRUPACT Il

Response

The preliminary plutorum iimits of 100 grams per 55-gallon drum of supercompacted waste and
100 grams per 55-galion drum of shredded waste are in compliance with the WIPP Waste Acceptance
Crterta (WAC) which have a plutomum hmit of 200 grams per 55-gailon drum It is anticipatea a high
proportion of the 55-gallon drums of supercompacted and shredded wastes will contain signuicantly
less than 100 grams of piutonium The transport of less than 14 drums per TRUPACT Il may be
required In order to maintain comphiance with the 325 gram fimit

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 situatton re RFP waste 1s 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 report, Stratton 1967, i1s being obtained from Archie Wilcox,
Westinghouse Hanford Company If reasonable, a copy will be filed in the Rocky Flats Public Reading
Room, Front Range Community College )
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Response

Polyethylene 1s expected to be present in the soft wastes 1o be supercompacted Appendix C
of the EA analyzes a postulated criticality resulting from a series of operating procedure violations in
a 35-gallon drum containing scrap chunks of plastic (polyethylene)

As discussed In response to Comment 2 7 1-2 7 2, extremely conservative piutonium limits have
been established for wastes entering the supercompactor and these imits wiil be strictly enforced The
50 gram plutonium himn for processing drums of waste in the SARF 1s well below the minimum quantity
of plutonium required for a criticalty In the unhkely event that a drum contains a mmimum 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 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 densty, 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
stored in buldings 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 materal
contents of the containers of wastes to be repackaged are known

Paula Elotson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Criticalhty 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 comphance with special
nuclear material control and accountability critenia  NDA 1s routinely used to assay and regulate the
quantity of plutonium to be processed in facilities 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 liquids Even thougn the projected production of liquids 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, controf systems for air emissions from the surface of the ponded liquid
in the hquid collection ring and collecting tank, and handiing of the waste after the collecting tank)

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA describes how free liquids 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 hquid produced will be transferred to existing
liquid processing systems There was de¢ ictency noted by the Tiger Team report of 9/89 regarding
tanks, vents and transfer of materials in the aqueous pnase Not only did the 4000 tanks and vents lack
APENS, there were serious deficiencies noted in releases, noted in transfer of volatiles Would hguids
produced by this operation be categorized as residue, TRU, or TRU-mixed waste? Will the ‘residue’
category of waste stll be uthized in hght of the Sierra Club lawsuit findings? Has there now been
acknowledgement thatin fact there 1s no recovery process for residues, and in fact 1s TRU waste itseif?

to Comments June 1990
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Response To Comments 281-283

Liguid waste which may be pressed out of drums during the supercompaction cycle 1s gravity
drained through a one-inch line from the Supercompactor Liquid Collection Ring to a 4-liter collection
tank The collection tank 1s constructed of stainless steel and is located in the supercompactor
glovebox When approximately 2 liters of iquid waste collects in the collection tank, the transfer pump,
pumps the liquid waste at the average rate of one gallon per minute through one of two full-flow filters
to an annular tank The annular tank 1s part of the existing Advanced Size Reduction Facility liqu'd
waste collection system

From the annular tank, the hiquid waste is pumped to two fiberglass tanks in Room 127 of
Buildings 776/777 These are fiberglass tanks with capactties of 1300 gallons each They are used to
collect aqueous wastes from vanous tanks and ancillary sumps in Buldings 776/777 From the
fiberglass tanks, hquid wastes are transferred via the Valve Vault system to Buiding 374 for treatment
Bullding 374 can accept all wastes that will be generated in the SARF  The liquid wastes which are not
classified as residue are treated by an evaporator The condensate from the evaporator is used as a
makeup water in the plant cooling water system

The SARF hquid collection ring, 4-liter collection tank transfer pump, and associated filters and
piping are enciosed in the supercompactor glovebox All emissions are vented through the glovebox
exhaust, which s fitered through a glovebox prefiter and then four stages of HEPA filters in the
Buildings 776/777 exhaust plenum The annular tank 1s vented through four stages of HEPA filters in
another exhaust plenum The fiberglass tanks vent through individual tank HEPA filters into Room 127,
which 1s vented through two stages of MEPA fiiters 1n an additional plenum

As stated in response to Comment 2 16 5, the Rocky Flats Plat has filed Air Pollution Emission
Notices (APENS) with the State of Colorado, Department of Health, for regulated emission sources on
ste as required New APENS are currently being filed for roof penetrat.ons 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 wiil determine which
air sources on plant site will require permits

As stated in response to Comment 25 4, the Sierra Club lawsuit settiement as presently
interpreted will not change any aspect of the proposed action and therefore does not affect the EA

284 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
Liguid from the 4-hter SARF collection tank wiil be pumped to an existing 480-liter annular tank
This tank I1s located near the SARF unit in Room 134, and Is primarily used to collect steam cleaning
effiuent from the Advanced Size Reduction Faciity (ASRF) The annular tank has a sonic probe level
gage, with a level reagout on the side of the tank The tank s 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
285 Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technictans For A Cleaner Colorado
Comment An 8-Iter capacity hquid collection ring with a 4-lter collecting tank would seem to be
insufficient  The over-reliance on automation 1S a concern Visual inspection should be the ‘norm’
rather than the exception, both n filing capac:ty and transfer to annular tanks
Respconse to Comments June 1990
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Response

The SARF liquid collection system was designed to handle four times the amount of liquid
anticipated 1in a given drum Based on knowledge of waste forms, the maximum quantity of hquid
anticipated per drum of moist soft waste is one liter The collection system i1s designed to contain up
to eight iters in the collection ring and four iters in the collection tank, prior to transferning the waste
to the annular tank The collection tank 1s equipped with an automatic pump which transfers liquids
to the annular tank at an average rate of one gallon per minute

Visual inspection of the liquid 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 include

. 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

286 Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The EA assumes that any hquids 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 suppor, 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 hquids during storage, transportation and disposal

Response

All wastes to be treated by the SARF will be screened for the presence of free iquids by real
time radiography Containers with free liquids will not be processed in the SARF  Any free hiquids in
the drums will be compressed out and collected dunng supercompaction No free liquids will be
retained in the wastes during storage, transportation and disposal

287 Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

Comment The EA should consider the impacts of liquid effluent The EA states that no *significant*
quanuties of liquid wastes will be produced by the SARF and TWS and thus water quanty will not be
affected by operation of these facilittes However, DOE may not have assessed all hquid effluent The
EA states, *In order to prevent TRU waste from becoming contarminated by TRU mixed-waste, cleaning
procedures would be used to decontarminate 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
materials 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 ciecaned 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 addition, 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 hter storage tank is at an upper level What would happen If the 4 Iiter 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 mit 1s reached? Second, what would be
the result 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?

289

2810

Response

Based on knowledge of waste forms, the maximum quantity of hiquid anticipated per drum of
moist soft waste 1s one Iter The SARF liquid collection system was designed 10 handle four times
the amount of higuid in a given drum, or four iters  When hgquid wastes reach approximately two liters
during supercompaction, a pump automatically transfers the material at an average rate of one gallion
per minute to an adjacent 480-Iiter tank If the pump fails to operate or the liquid fevels reach the upper
storage hmit, workers can readily stop operations grven that the supercompactor piston moves slowly
if operations were not discontinued, iquids 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 Westminster 1s also opposed to the proposed means of disposing of liquid
wastes generated during the handiing process The plan calls for such wastes to be treated and
disposed of by spray irngation This 1s unacceptable to Westminster in the absence of an interceptor
canal around Standiey 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 appled, it appears the ground water surfaces and flows into Woman Creek This is
unsausfactory to the City of Westminster uniess an interceptor canal 1s in place to carry all waters from
the Rocky Flats Plant around Standley Lake

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Healith Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Section Five lists no significant impacts, but previous sections listed liquid and air
ermissions from this operation, the hiquid effluent being spray-irrigated to the immediate environs of the
RFP This, over time, will have an accumulate effect, and becomes part of sunace water run-off
Permeability problems were noted re land appucation in the Tiger Teamn Environmental Assessment

Response To Comments 287-288

The proposed action will not produce hiquid wastes that will be spray irngated 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 iquids will be returned to the generator However there i1s a possibility some hquid may
be generated when moisture i1s compressed from waste materials during compaction As discussed
in response to Comments 2 81-2 - 2 8 3, the supercompactor will be equipped with a hquid coliection
ring with a capacty of 8 liters, located at the base of the supercompactor Liquids will accumulate in
the collection ring and dratn through a line 1o a 4-liter collecting tank Level controls in the collecting
tank will start and stop a hiquid waste transfer pump during normal operation, and the hiquids 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 i1s at an upper himit

As discussed in response to Comments 2 8 1 and 2 8 2 hquid wastes are transferred to Building
374 for waste treatment The liquid wastes are treated by an evaporator The condensate from the
evaporator Is used as makeup water in the plant cooling water system

Sesponse to Comments June 1990
SARF ana TwS Environmental Assessment Page 2-34
eghg\sarf-tws\resp-com\sec-2-b jun




29

291

292

2101

IMPACTS TO GREAT WESTERN RESERVO!R

Eugene J Riordan
Vranesh and Ratsch for City of Broomfield

Comment The City does not, however, support the project insolar as it 1s used to increase the

hazardous and radioactive materials loading within the Wainut Creek drainage Indeed, the City
strongly obyects to the claim made in the Environmental Assessment that the project ‘will aliow greater
quantities (through volume reduction) of TRU-mixed waste to be stored in RCRA permutted areas prior
to shipment for off-site disposal * Environmental Assessment at 5-62 Again, waste volume reduction
1s a splendid idea and should be implemented in an environmentally sound manner, but it cannot be
used as an answer 1o the waste generation and storage problems at the RFP By doing so, DOE 1s
violating the spirtt, if not the plain intent, of the RCRA Part B permit applications that 1t has filed with
the state Moreover, the City cannot tolerate the increased risk that the additional quantities of waste
impose The City is 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 isolated from them Unul this 1s accomplished, the
City cannot accept yet a further burldup of hazardous and radioactive material within the watershed
This i1s 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 1s a permanent off-site storage faciity identified and ready to accept
the wastes

Eugene J Riordan
Vranesh and Ratsch for City of Broomfield

Comment The Environmental Assessment does not address the risks of property damage (e g,

contarmination of Great Western Reservorr) and, therefore, cannot account for the potental costs
associated with those risks

Response To Comments 291-292

As discussed in Section 3 1 4 of the EA, a imit of 1601 cubic yards has been established by the
Colorado Depantment of Health for all combined TRU-mixed waste storage areas The proposed action
will increase the densitv and reduce the volume of TRU and TRU-mixed wastes stored at the Rocky
Flats Plant site  This increase in aensity and volume reduction will enable continued compliance with
the 1601 cubic yard imitation The Depantment of Energy will continue to comply with both the spirit
and the intent of the volumetric storage imit 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 monitored to prevent any contamination or
impacts to surface water or ground-water Operation and storage will be conducted in compliance with
RCRA which requires personnel training (40 CFR 265 16), facility maintenance (40 CFR 265 31),
contingency plans and emergency procedures (40 CFR 265 50), and recordkeeping (40 CFR 265 73)
The proposed action is not predicted to cause impact to the Great Western Reservorr

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 TV/S the resuiting increases in risk estimates are likely to be small,
such that evaluation in light of earlier standards 1s adequate We urge that the DOE require all analyses
to be based on new hmits in the BEIR V report as there may be significant differences in the nisk
estimates
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Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

Comment Final decision on the EA should be delayed untl DCE finishes evaluating the EEIR V

Report

Response To Comments 2 101-2 102

As explained on page 5-19 of the EA, a nsk factor of 2 8 X 10"* excess latent fatal cancers per
person-rem of exposure was used to estmate health effects On December 20, 1989, the National
Research Council's Committee on the Biological Effects of lonizing Radiations (BEIR) 1ssued its fith
report, the Health Effects of Exposure to Low Levels of lomizing Radiation (BEIR V, 1989) This report
incorporates resuits of the latest dosimetry estimates of the Japanese atomic bombings survivors The
major changes concern low linear energy transfer (low LET) radiation 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 nisk factor in light of BEIR IV was evaluated in Appendix N of the recently
issued WIPP SEIS (DOE, 1980) and was found to "overstate estimates obtainable from the latest
avallable recommendations for assessing human health effects (DOE 1990) ° DOE 1s thoroughiv
evaluating the findings of the BEIR V report to determine any warranted changes in risk estimation
methods Inthe context of the SARF and TWS EA however, BEIR V appears not be significant because
any resulting increases In rnsk estimates are likely to be small

RADIOLOGICAL IMPACT ANALYSES

Eugene J Riordan
Vranesh and Raisch for City of Broomfield

Comment The Environmental Assessment appears to document the structural vulnerability or
Bullaing 776, see, e @, Environmental Assessment at 5-32 through 5-35, but never suggests that the
project ought to be constructed in a safer prace or that the building should be retrontted/upgradec

Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

Comment The EA should consider other buiidings for placement of the proposed facilities Tre
EA snould consider the construction of a new building to nouse the SARF ana TWS faciliies or the
placement of the faciities in builcings that meet all current standards

DQE s sufficiently concerned about the verv real threat of natural catastrophe to empnasize 1o
she puplic its plans to move waste out of Buildings 776/777 Why, then, is the Depariment proposing
to site the SARF and TWS in these same unsafe buiidings?

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 1990s * This should be
completed PRIOR to final approvat of the EA

The EA does not expiain how DOE arrived at its assumption that only frive 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 buiidings could sustain, especially
in @ DBW event

it 1s also unclear why the off-site exposures would be the same for DBE and DBW event DOE
states, ‘Although the amount of matenal released in the initial damage will be the same for a DEE,
worker exposure will be less because the wind (assumed to be hifty mph after the initial gust) blowing
through the building will disperse that release quickly

Qverall, it simply does not make sense to build new faciliies 1n build:ings that do not meet
current safety standards Such an action, the consequences of wnich are not adequately addressed
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in the EA, would not only perpetuate ongoing safety problems at the plant, but further erode the
publhic's confidence that DOE will, indeed, place health and safety ahead of warhead production goals

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment Page 4-6 The EA indicates that buiiding 776 was not designed to withstand certain
natural catastrophes The EA fails to suggest alternate burldings 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 bas:s criteria for wind and earthquakes Builiding 776 is designed for wind loads of 135 mph
and the design basis wind load is 161 mph

Response To Comments 2 11 1-2 11 4

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 Fiats Plant (RFP) are low the DOE is
continuing to evaluate all possible options to reduce the risks to the lowest possible levels For
example, efforts will be implemented over the next two to three year penod to reduce the nsk of storing
supercompacted wastes to levels lower than those associated with the status quo by transferring
wastes into buildings designed to withstand severe natural phenomena events, e g, earnthquakes and
extreme winds

As stated on page 5-34, the exterior containment of Building 776/777 1s being upgraded to
withstand a design basis earthquake (DBE), this upgrade Is scheduled for completion in the early
1990's

Eugene J Riordan
Vranesh and Raisch for City of Broomfield

Comment The Environmental Assessment does not address the risks associa’ed with a fire or a
drum breach (single or multiple) at the on-site storage paos The City 1s concerned for exampie, that
2 fire at the storage pad may impact more than the 20 drums postulated n the *F.re on the Dock
scenario, with a concomitant increase n 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 permutted for this purpose as shown in Table 3-1 page 3-24
of the EA Drums of supercompacted and/or shredded wastes will 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 1s not feasible

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment The concrete foundation for SARF 1s i1solated from the floor slab, and according to the
EA 1s designed to withstand a seismic event with a maximum horizontal of 18 and maximum vertical
of 12 EA, p 3-5 Isthis consistent with the maximum credible accident? Any analysis in the EA of
potental impacts from operating the SARF and TWS in building 776/777, including the impacts and
potental 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

k]
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Respons

As discussed on Pages 5-32 through 5-34 of the Environmental Assessment, the SARF 1s
designed to withstand a design basis earthquake (DBE), which 1s the most severe seismic event
apphicable to Rocky Flats The DBE for the plant 1s 0 14 g honizontal acceleration at bedrock and is
equivalent to a magnrtude of 6 0 on the Richter scale, with the epicenter 16 miles away The cited
loadings in the comment correspond to DBE condtions Whie the SARF meets the design
requirements for a DBE, t is located within Buidings 776/777, which was fabricated prior to
spectication of the DBE critena  Consequently, some damage to the SARF may result from Buildings
776/777 debns dunng a DBE An estimate of human health impacts 1s 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 1s causcd by the crash of an aircraft The environmental assessment
evaluates the impacts of an arrcraft accident involving the supercompacted waste starage areas since
they will have greater impacts than the SARF or TWS processes due to the greater amount of plutonium
present and potentially avatable for release

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment In considering impacts to the environment the EA considers the event of a bag rupture
at the airfock EA, p 5-30 However, this is the only place the EA considers such event The impac’s
associated with bag and liner breaks should be reviewed during other stages of the process as well,
1e, precompaction

Response

The potentia! accident mvolving a rupture of a bag at the airfock of the SARF was selected as
the most serious of the plausibie 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 If the accident occurs at the airock, the accident I1s
assumed to lead to a release to the room air which leads to a potential exposure to workers  Arr from
the room 1s vented to the atmeosphere through two stages of HEPA filtration Each stage of HEFA
filtration has an efficiency rating of 99 97 percent Because the potential impacts from the rupture of
a bag at the arfock 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 depanment \Vith higrer
concentrations of waste stored on-site, potential accidents will have even more serious erfects trat
could require expansion of the fire depanment's faciities Given the historic, and conunuing,
defictencies 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 periodicaily reviewed However, due to
decreased void spaces in the puck to contain oxygen, due to compacted waste density and due to the
barners of the compressed puck and the overpack drum the nsk of fire burning compacted waste
would be reduced Therefore, supercompacted waste by ttself would not require expansion of the
Rocky Flats Plant fire department
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2119 John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page 520 — The use of the 1980 RFP FEIS release fractions is identified here, which
will overestimate the impact

Respons

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 potental
reduction tn radioactive matenial release fractions due to supercompaction Release fractions utihzed
in the analysis are developed in Appendix A of the EA and are specrfic to the accidents evaluated and
their associated release mechanisms The Appendix A analysis I1s based on prior experimental work
which also served as the basis for the 1980 RFP FE!S release fractions The DOE concurs that the
accident analysis 1s conservative and overstates associated impacts

211 10John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Heaith

Comment Page D-12, Appendix D, Table D-8 Footnote (a) -- There is no reference DOE (1989¢)
histed It is apparently the 1988 EPA document

Response

The cited footnote at the bottom of Table D-8 1s in error and should be "DOE, 1988b" rather than
'DOE, 1988c* 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 utiized in this
study are based on the weighting factors for specrfic body organs recommended by the International
Commussion on Radiological Protection (ICRP)

211 1t1John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page E-1, Aopendix € -- Such probability statements have no meaning in hght of the
plane crash/suicide scena.io that actually occurred in Bouider on April 1, 1990

Response

The cited event does not aiter the validity or meaningfulness of the calculations presented in
Appendix E for probabilities of aircraft accidents leading 10 potential releases of radioactive matenai
It 1s self-evident that the analyses address unintentional human actions The severe acc.dent analyses
presented In the EA bounds the potential impacts associated with an intentional action such as the
small aircraft accident which occurred in Boulder

21112John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page 15 -- The 1980 RFP FEIS's MCA 1s a 100 gram RF plutorium release with a
probabulity of > 1 E-7/year Over a lifetime (70 years) the Design Basis Wind (DBW) has a probabiiity
of 1 E-2/lifetme it also appears that a 100-gram release has already occurred at the Rocky Flats Plznt
{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 additive and shouid not be combined Records of previous
accidents may be utihized in estimating the frequency of occurrence of a particular type of accident
Other than that, neither previous accidents nor prnior operational o\ currences such as those that led
to the present 903 Pad conditions, have any direct relationship to the probabilities of an accident
occurring or a release of hazardous or radioactive material
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The Severe Accident Case analyzed in the EA involved the crash of an aircraft into a waste
storage area The only relationship of the MCA analyzed in the FEIS to the Severe Accident Case
analysis in the EA was that the same kind of accident (an aircraft crashing into a storage area) was
used 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 probabilties was calculated to be 12 x 10°7 The
amount of material 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, not the 100 grams used in the FEIS

While the estimated probability of occurrence for the DBW (7 x 10°° per lifetime) Is greater than
the probability of the MCA analyzed in the FEIS (13 x 10”7 per year) or the Severe Accident Case
analyzed in the EA (12 x 107 per year), the estimated release for DBW (11 grams of plutonium) 1s
substantially less than the estimated 100 grams of plutonium released by an MCA

211 13John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page 5-11 — The dose conversion term used by DOE does not consider the presence
of AM-241n 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 actvity into the
weighted DCF lowers the perceived impact and is 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 1s quoted from the Preface of the
referenced document

On January 20, 1987, the President approved recommendations by the Adminsstrator of EPA
for the new “Radiation Protection Guidance to Federal Agencies for Occupational Exposure *
This guidance, which 1s consistent with (but in several ways is an extension of) current
recommendations of the international Commission 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 metabohic modeling and dosimetric methods and
that are based upon the iimits on committed dose equivalent stipulated in Recommendation 4
of the 1987 guidance The Annual Limits on Intake (ALls) and Derived Air Concentrations
(DACs) tabulated herein are numenically identical, in most cases, to those recommended by the
ICRP in ther Publication 30 Exceptions include values for plutonium and related elements,
which are based upon information presented in ICRP Publication 48, and a few radionuchdes
not considered in Publication 30, for which nuclear decay data were presented in ICRP
Publication 38 We plan to publish future editions of this Report on a regular basis to reflect
information, as ¢ becomes available and 1s accepted by the radiation protection community

The document used, EPA-520/1-88-020, which 1s dated September 1988, I1s the most current
version of the document
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211 15John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Healith

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

Respons

The value used in the EA analysis is comparable to the default value for the breathing rate used
in the AIRDOS code (CAP-88) CAP-88 1s approved by EPA for evaluating radiological releases for
compliance with National Emussion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) for
radionuchdes The basis for this value was taken from A Statistical Analysis of Selected Parameters for
Predicting Food Chamn Transport and internal Dose of Radionuclides, Final Report (Rupp, EM, 1979
ORNL/NUREG/TM-282) This reference s histed in the original 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 adult male (23,000 liters per day), as specified in ICRP Pubhcation No 23, Reference Man (ICRP 23)
and Is often used in establishing inhalatian limits for indviduals exposed both occupationally and non-
occupationally When considering exposure of the general population it 1s appropriate to account for
the fact that approximately haif of the general popuiation 1s female The daily breathing rate for the
adult woman specified in ICRP 2315 21,000 hiters per day Using a brealhmg rate averaged from rates
for males and females, the annual average breathing rate 1s 8030 m’

2 11 16John G. Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Page 5-16 -- The DOE l/m/t of 0 1 rem/year must be met considering all materials in
combination The 002 pCi Pu-239/m over a year 1s equal to 595 rem/uCt inhaled The RFP uses a
value of 800 rem/uCi RFPu n 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 memoer of the public in perspective not to demonstrate comphiance with
that guideline It shouid be noted that the dose estimate is based on exposure to the mixture of
piutorium and americium 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 1s not clear The value of 002 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 cited or on any other page in the section The
dervation of the numbers 1s not clear from the comment As stated in Appendix B, the weighted
average DCF for the average I1sotopic mixture in the RFP waste 1s 8 76 x 10 rem/g The caicuiation
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 08 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 3 20 E + 4 days and
the DCF (CEDE) 1s in what unr's {rem/Ci})? The RFP published mass fractions are somewhat different
than those presented here Tne AM-241 level 1s unrealistically low, particulary in lhight of the
recogniion of Am-241 at the 903 area
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Response

As noted 1n the comments, the first ine of Table B-1 contains two typographical errors Al
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

The mass fractions shown in Table B-1 were calculated from the RFP site-specific data in Table
B 2 6, Average Radioactivity tn a Shipment of CH TRU Waste, found in reference DOE, 1990, of the EA
The table lists the average amount of radicactive matenal in a low-level TRU-mixed waste shipment
from Rocky Fiats The values listed in Table B 26 are based on data for the average radionuchide
composttion in Rocky Flats waste from Radionuclide Source Term for the WIPP (U S Department
Energy, 1989, 88-005, Carisbad, New Mexico) The vaiues listed in Table B 2 6 were used because they
are representative of the isotopic mixture in waste generated at Rocky Flats

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 could potentially have
contact with plutonium in ductwork and gloveboxes i1s not addressed The presentation to the Ahearne
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 I1s a must, as past overflows and fires have been or gotten out of control and not
discovered for days Rehance on alarms and automatic systems Is not adequate nor acceptable

Response

Automatic and manual deluge sprinkler system in plenum including drains 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 will automatically flow to a drain located at the bottom
of the pienum and into a critically safe tank designated for plenum deluge water only The tank is
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 duc's
or gioveboxes due to configuration of the plenum The plenum fire suppression system 1s tested on
an annual basis

Preventive Maintenance Order (PMO) schedule The SARF and TWS units like all other
mechanical systems at Rocky Flats will be on a PMO schedule These schedules involve the routine
inspection and change of matenals such as olls, 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 lifetime of mechanical equipment through routine maintenance PMO schedules are
based on but are more conservative than, manufacturer recommendations and maintenance
specdications because Rocky Flats Plant operating experience 1s also considered when establishing
the schedules

Alarms, automatic systems and inspections 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 health and the environment

Histornically, inspections and oversight of unt 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 safety by using a combination of mechanical monitoring and alarm devices as
well as routine equipment Inspections
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2 11 19Paula Elotson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

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

Response

The postulated MCA was selected not because it 1s more likely to happen than other accidents,
but because it 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

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

Comment Accident controls are cited with relilance 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 alarming 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 verrfied independently by a second operator before being
loaded into the SARF glovebox Muluiple large errors would have to be committed before there was
any change to accumulate enough plutonium in a barrel to reach criticality The nondestructive analysis
(NDA) of the output drum will aiso allow an independent comparison of the actual drum plutonium
content with the total plutonium calcuiated before supercompacting was commenced

The 143 cnticality monitoring system failures cited in the Tyree report included such tems as
malfunctioning beacon lignts, audible alarm signals not meeting design or operational criteria and single
criticality detector faiures None of the reported failures compromised the detection and warning
capabiity of any of the cnticality systems For example, single detector fallures are offset by other
redundant detectors Local annunciation failures are offset by the fact that all criicality 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
miimized by the instrument design which requires at least two detectors to simultaneously detect the
crticality event Cnticality monitor operation 1s verified at least daily by instrument technicians  As with
the SAAs, the discovery of any sabotage or unauthorized deactivation would require a formal
investigation and written report of the incident

2 11 21 Paula 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 inability to don
the equipment rapidly or properly

Response

Before an operator may be 1ssued a full-face respirator, they must complete both training and
resprrator fitting Both the traiming 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 1s
given instruction on the proper methods to don and wear the respirator and must demonstrate the
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capabilty before entering the test booth The frt of the respirator 1s then tested to assure that the
respirator provides at least a minimum protection factor dunng tesung For a full-face respirator that
minimum protection factor is 1000 That is, f the respirator does not fit well enough that testing shows
less than 0 001 leakage, the individual I1s not authornized to be issued that brand or type of respirator
The calculations n 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 risk

2 11 22 Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Operator error i1s not addressed in this EA In manually removing drum lids, there is
potential of exposure as well as gas bulid-up release and/or explosion if prime conditions are available
such as sparks, reckless handling, 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
untl they are ‘really fulll*

Response

The possibitity of explosion, whether initiated by operator error or other causes, was considered
and as noted in Table 54 of the EA 1s bounded by the fire on the dock because there would be less
matenal at risk In an explosion

Section 3 152 of the EA describes the controls on SARF operation to imit the amount of
plutonium in 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 is started This will be done to assure that both weight and fissile
matenal hmits will be met in the fimished product All records used and calcul: tions 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 s routinely calibrated to an accuracy better
than = 10% and must contain no more than 50 grams of plutorium  Output drums will be analyzcd bv
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 10 be numerous handling and transfer steps noted that require physical
nanaling of waste, yet common problems that are possible in these steps are not noted, such as forklit
accidents, loading jams or other hitches in the transfer process It is imporant 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 automatc” in their duties, or too hurried

Response

As shown In Table 5-4 of the EA a wide variety of accidents were analyzed for inclusion in the
EA These accidents were selected to be representative of all credible operational accidents as well
as accidents caused by natural occurrences For example, the "forklift accident” suggested in the
comment is bounded by the breach of a arum 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 appropnate attention to the requirements of SARF and TWS
operation

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

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

As shown in Table 5-4 of the EA, both fires and explosions were analyzed as potential accidents
in addrtion to the criticality scenario  Fires were considered both inside and outside the glovebox as
well as on the loading dock Explosion was also considered but the effects or an expiosion 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 1t

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 expcosures rather than 8-hour
shifts and exposures Radiation releases and quantities in the waste, which 1s an uncentain 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 utlized when SAAM’s alarm is 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’ mechanism 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 it 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 Tabite 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 slightly 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 is checked at least daily by instrument technicians Authorization
may be grven to disconnect or disable a SAAM temporarily for authorized activities such as calibration
or other servicing If the SAAM 1s turned off or disabled electrically without prior authornization, an alarm
1s immediately mnitiated in the Radiation Protection Technician's office The RPTs are required to
respond to the alarm as if t were a high airborne incident and take the appropriate actions In addition,
if any SAAM 1s found by any individual to have been sabotaged or disabled a formal critique 1s held
resuiting in a wntten report of the incident and the resuits of the mnvestigation
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Concerned Health Technicians For A Cleaner Colorado

Comment Appendix D, off-site dispersion and exposure modeling, conunues to utilize old
topographical and population data This must be corrected to indicate the proximity and availability
of populace, food chain impacts, etc Plutonium is noted in Golden Peaks Dairy milk, which 1s sold
to local schools These cattle are subjected to inhalation and ingestion of the contarunants in the
immediate environs of the plant, as evidenced by higher concentrations in the milk, than is found in
the monthly water testing It 1s obvious that there 1s biomass concentration that i1s still not addressed
Assumptions regarding groundshine, plumeshine, and water immersion are not realistic in terms of
internal dose pathways in hight 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

Response

Appendix D of the Environmental Assessment summarnzes 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 1s the primary exposure pathway Public
health eff. cts are based on the projected population within a 50-miie 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 {commutted effective dose equivalent)
to a member of the public was calculated to be 2 x 10°*! rem which 1s one billionth the dose permitted
by DOE guidelines (100 mrem)

HAZARDOUS CHEMICAL IMPACT ANALYSES

Melinda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Defense Fund

Comment 1 assessing accidental exposures to hazardous chemicals, the EA used Threshold Limit
Values (TLV), established by the American Conference or Governmental Industrial Hygienists in the
1960s, as comparison critenia Haven't other analyses done in the past two decades determined that
these values snould be substantially reduced in terms of the accepted limits for what constitute toxic
exposures? Please explain why DOE 1s relying in a 1990 EA on such an old heaith-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 dunng a normai 8-hour shift, 40-hour work week schedule without
receiving any adverse effects after a lifetime 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 n the release fractions, and considering the shonter duration of
exposure (not 40 hours a week for a lifetime)

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 companison EA, p 5-40 Inthe EA, AIC values should also be applied to accidental

-
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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 heaith effects from an acute exposure using chronic lab-based indices i1s not
appropriate The TLV-based Hazard Indices is 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, beryllium, VOCs, etc

Respon

The hazardous chemical impacts during normal operation of the TWS and during accidental
exposures are discussed and analyzed in Sections 5 143and 5 1 4 4 of the EA, respectively As stated
on page 5-39, t e calculated intakes (of hazardous chemicals by the public during normal operations)
at the site bour.dary resulting from the maximum potential pollutant emissions are well below the AIC
(Acceptable Intake-Chronic) values used for comparison (at least six orders of magnitude below the
AIC values) The total HI (Hazard Index) for ali emissions 1s 63 x 10°°, indicating that expected
ermussions will not cause any significant adverse effects to public heaith

The highest calculated cancer risk for an indvidual at the site boundary for any one carcinogen
in the SARF and TWS emissions is 3 6 x 10”7, or less than one chance in one million, calculated for
carbon tetrachlonde The cumulative predicted cancer rnisk for all of the suspected carcinogens in the
emissions for a maximally exposed member of the public 1s 4 0 x 107, or 0 4 chance In one million
The predicted cumulative cancer risk 1s such that less than one additional cancer in a population of one
million people (all assumed 1o 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 5-41, the cumulative Hi for all released hazardous materials for an RFP
worker (at a distance of 100 meters) i1s 25 x 10" This Hi is 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 iocated, will result in HI values lower than the aiready
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
basis, concerns assoctated with applying TLVs to members of the public may anse For example,
things such as body weight or poor heailth may resuit 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
overail conservative nature of the calculations Therefore the assumption of acceptably low hi values
for members of the public I1s valid

The assumptions made for the hazardous chemical impact assessment calculations are very
conservative leading to an estimate of the upper kmit 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
included combustible waste, metal waste, fiter waste, and glass waste

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

. All organic materials 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 volatie emissions from filter waste shredded in the TWS are

inciuded in the SARF calculations

. All of the mercury 1s 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, 1t 1s assumed that the amount passing through the HEPA filters was
increased by a factor of ten for mercury

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

The maximum annual releases to the environment calculated using these assumptions are as
follows

\ 1,1,1-tricholoroethane 015 tons

Carbon tetrachiornde 0 06 tons
1,1,2-tnchloro-1 2 2-tnifluoroethane 001 tons
Methylene chloride 0 06 tons
Lead 360 x 10”7 tons
Mercury 978 x 107" tons

STORAGE AND STORAGE LIMIT

Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

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

Rich Ferdinandsen
Jetferson 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
snould not be considered untl 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 acuon is
necessary for the conunuation of plutonium operations at Rocky Flats given the 1601 cubic yard hmit
imposed by the Colorado Department of Health (CDH) in the RCRA permut However, this proposed
action appears to only be a short term solution at this point The WIPP s stll not open and no
assurance Is available that the WIPP wiil be certified and ever able to accept waste from Rocky Fiats
Therefore, supercompacting the waste only reduces the quantity of waste and helps EG&G avoid the
waste hmit impost by CDH for a short time

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 1s found Query again
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what If the supercompacted waste Is rejected at other sites due o 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 s to look at potential
environmental hazards and assess the resuit 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 lmit
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 1s that EG&G can resume and possibly
increase production and thus increase waste since the volume of waste will be reduced DOQE will
therefore be able to resume plutonium operations without exceeding the 1601 cubic yard volume waste
imitation imposed by CDH, at least for a while

DOE mught be able to claim the beneiit 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 Is stored at the AFP

George Hororka
City of Westminster

Comment Westminster 1s opposed to the use of the Supercompactor and Repackaging Facihity and
TRU Waste Shredder (SARF/TWS) Westminster cannot support any operation which will increase the
amount of waste which can be stored at the Rocky Flats Plant Because there s 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 1s concerned that this wiil
opoen the door 1o making Rockv Flats a waste repository, for both its own wastes and possioly those
from other 1acilities Wastes should not be generated if there 1s no means of disbosal and staying
within the limits set by the State of Colorado The handling of the wastes necessary 1or shredding and
repackaging aiso increases the nsk to the workers and neighboring citizens

Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians for a Cleaner Colorado

Comment Section one summary/overview states that this 1s needed to maintain comphance with
RCRA requirements | challenge this as a temporary stop-gap measure only Mr Burlingame stated
at the Ahearne commussion meeung last held in Denver that WITH the supercompactor the production
tme available at most would be 12-18 months The only way that this supercompactor will achieve and
maintain compliance with RCRA regulations 1s if it is used for volume reduction of what has already
been generated, and used for waste generated by CURTAILED operations and D & D acuvities Itis
crucial that this SARF and TWS not be seen as the salvation for further production activiies 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 i1s here now Cleanup activities and reduction of existing waste must take
priority

Response To Comments 2131-213 6

Operation of the SARF and TWS will reduce the volume of TRU and TRU-mixed waste to be
stored, transported, and disposed This will permit more efficient use of storage and disposai space
It will also allow continued compliance with the 1601 cubic yard imit for on-site RCRA TRU-mixed waste
starage untl WIPP or an aiternate storage site Is avallable If WIPP or other sites are not available to
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receive supercompacted or non-compacted wastes prior to reaching the 1601 cubic yard hmut, it will
be necessary to hait waste production at RFP to comply with the imit or a vanance wil have to be
recerved from the State of Colorado The proposed action does not include making Rocky Flats a
waste reposttory for ts own wastes or wastes from other faciities The Department of Energy will
continue to comply with both the spirtt and the intent of the volumetric storage limit

in addition to reducing wastes volumes Iin order to maintain compliance with the RCRA
requirements, the proposed action will reduce external radiation dose to workers, will enhance safety,
and will reduce process costs

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 alternatives 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 notincluded in this EA Please
provide this document for review Details regarading privately held storage facilities i1s also desired
Please provide documentation regarding this as well

Response to Comments 2137 -2138

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 capacity of 1601 cubic yards) i1s needed for RFP
Separate NEPA documentation for this proposal I1s being prepared, and s not currently avaidable for
public review

Jonathan P Carter
Otfice of the Governor of idaho

Comment On ‘Aarch 30, 1990 the Depantment of Energy (DOE)} issued an Environmental
Assessment (EA) of the Supercompactor and Repackaging Facility (SARF) and Transuranic Waste
Shredder (TWS) and proposed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) Because of Idaho's continued
interest in umely and appropriate resolution of the transuranic (TRU) waste disposal issue, we have
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 Idaho supports DOE activities that wiil 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 is in the public interest It must be acknowledged, however, that the EA and the
proposed FONSI do not resolve the problem that created the immediate need for the SARF and TWS
faciines, 1 e, insufficient storage capacity for TRU-mixed waste at Rocky Flats This is an issue 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 indefirute storage until Governor Andrus instituted his ban
on the INEL's importation of this waste last year

The EA states, at page 3-22, that DOE is 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 s

- -
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considering the need for longer-term storage of the waste It appears lresine EA tha* separate NEFA
documentation 1s being prepared for the near-term and longer-term storage proposa:s

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 singie 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 tngger other actions which may require
preparation of an EIS, (2) cannot or wil not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or
simuitaneously, or (3) are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for
their justfication Based on these criteria, the storage proposals should be considered together in one
comprehensive NEPA analysis

Realistically, the waste storage problems presented by TRU-mixed wast= 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
opening 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, it should be clear by now
that any study of storage alternatives for TRU-mixed waste should not include Idaho as a potenual
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 Variance Petition for the WIPP  The purpose of the WIPP No-
Migration Petition i1s to demonstrate, according to the requirements of RCRA 3004 (d) and 40 CFR
268 6, that to a reasonable degree of certamnty, there will be no mugration of hazardous constituents
from the facitty for as long as the wastes remain hazardous In order to provide continued assurance
that the DOE meets its responsibiiities towards national defense, the DOE 1s investigating options tor
interim storage of TRU-mixed waste

214 TRANSPORTATION

2141 Barbara Moore
Front Range Athrmative Action Group
Rocky Flats Clean-Up Commussion
Comment This Envirormental Assessment does not mention if the Manufacturer of the TRUPACT-
il containers has correctea the problems it had with the welds Tne DOE should orfer 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 to 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 certified
the TRUPACT-l design on August 30, 1989 thereby concluding that the TRUPACT-Il meets acceptable
package performance critena and that the quality assurance program conforms to the requirements of
10 CFR Part 71 Subpart 4 With the TRUPACT Il available as a shipping package for contact handled
transuranic waste, no alternative containers currently need 1o be assessed

214 2 Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action
Comment The EA should consider the risks of transporting compacted waste Supercompaction
will increase the weight and average plutomum content of waste drums The EA should analyze the
impact that these increases may have on the safety of transporting waste
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Respgnse

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
will decrease., resulting in comparable overail iImpacts to the pubiic, as discussed in Section 52 2 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, contnbuting to a lower dose rate It is 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
Jefferson County, Colorado

Comment Transport of the waste {Sec 3 14 and 5 1 6) to WIPP 1s of great concern to Jefferson
County As stated in Jefferson County's comments on the WIPP Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement, the County believes that rail transport needs to be evaluated further The Board would also
urge that emergency preparedness programs be continued, and that DOE assume responsibility for
funding emergency equipment needed by junisdictions 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

Response

As indicated In the response to comments for the WIPP SEIS, the DOE 1s commutted to using
truck transportation for the first five years of TRU waste shipments to WIPP  The DOE believes that
having a commercial trucking carrier available at the WIPP, with a dispatcher on call 24 hours a day,
would allow greater and more immediate control over shipping schedules, transporntation planning,
emergency response, and quality control Rail transportation during the disposal phase of operations
at the WIPP s being considered

In regard to the availability and adequacy of emergency equipment the number of resources
avatlable to state and local authonties depends on the types of industry located within their boundaries
All states have tunctionally oriented radiclogical 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 1S not necessary to respond safelv to a transportation
accident Because, first responders to an accident are surficiently protected by s andard turnout gear
and dust or surgical masks (which have been 1ssued to most ambulance rescue and law-enforcement
personnel) As discussed in Appendix M of the WIPP SEIS, the trucking contractor will have detalled
procedures refated to safety, equipment maintenance, quality assurance, driver qualification and
training, and operational responsibilities As applicable the procedures will be based on the regulations
issued by the DOT RCRA (40 CFR Part 263) requirements for mixed waste transportation and the
expenence of the F -deral Government Addionally, there will be a ngorous overview and inspection
program to provide independent venfication of the trucking contractor’s practices and equipment

THIRD PARTY OVERSIGHT

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

ks
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Rich Ferdinandsen
Jefterson County, Colorado

Comment Finally, the Board of County Commussioners suggests that as this new equipment

becomes operational, increased third party momtoring would be appropriate The Environmental
Protection Agency, the Colorado Department of Health, the Advisory Committee on Nuclear Faciiity
Safely, 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 2 151-2152

As stated on page 4-8 of the EA, a RCRA request for change to intenm status for SARF and
TWS treatment and storage of hazardous wastes was submitted to the Colorado Depanment of Health
The SARF, TWS and the storage unts will be operated in compliance with the RCRA permit  The
Colorado Depantment 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 addition
the proposed action will be required to comply with OSHA, DOE guidehines and internal Rocky Flats
Plant audits, quality assurance programs, and Standard Operating Procedures

STATUTORY COMPLIANCE

Melnda Kassen and Nakisa Serry
Environmental Detense 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 specifically what types of waste will be stored in the same units and how DOE
intends to achieve compliance with RCRA storage regulations (40 CF R 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 catailed
in Section 3 153 of the Environmental Assessment waste characterization procedures provide the
information required to avoid mixing ncompatible wastes Rocky Fiats uses item gescription codes
(IDC's) which idenufy the physical and chemical form of TRU-contaminated matenal to provide
accountability throughout the plant Chemical compatibiity of waste forms 1s based on the E”A
compatibity chart provided in 40 CFR Part 261 Appendix VA request for changes under interm
status (RCRA Part A) for the operation of the SARF and TWS was submitted to the Colorado
Depantment 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 tne Plant’s application for interim status under RCRA  Although it 1s arguably permissible under
RCRA for DOE to seek interim status for a new operation that did not exist and was not contemplated
mn 1980, EDF urges DOE to obtain a full RCRA permit prior 1o beginming use of the SARF/TWS

Response

As stated on page 4-8 of the EA, a request for change to interim 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, ts regulated by the intenm
status standards (40 CFR 265) Pursuant to 40 CFR 270 72 new hazardous wastes not previously
identified 1n Part A of the permit application may be treated, stored, or disposed of at a facility if the
operator submits a revised Part A permit application prior to such a change

>
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2163 Craig Kish
Rocky Fiats Cleanup Commission

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
formalty 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 authorization It seems that
the wagon has gotten ahead of the horses This supports the contention that the EA and
corresponding FONS! are simply a rubber stamping process

Response

it1s DOE’s policy to comply fully with the statutory requirement and intent of NEPA The DOE
believes that this policy has been applied to the proposed action as described in the EA  An Action
Description Memorandum was prepared on the proposed action on February 2, 1989 On April 4, 1989,
DOE Albuquerque Operations Office 1ssued a Memorandum to File which concluded that the impacts
were insignificant  in August 1989, an internal DOE audit determined that an EA should be prepared
The EA and the proposed FONSI were prepared in compliance with NEPA

2164 Joe Tempel
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment On page 5-65 a statement i1s made that ‘If one of these alternauves were to be
implemented, a RCRA permit will be obtained as required and complhance 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?

Response

As siated on page 4-8 of the EA, a request for change to intenim status has been submitted to
the Colorado Department of Health (CDH) for the SARF and TWS The CDH Hazardous Matenals and
Waste Management Division stated in a letter to the DOE dated Aprni 13, 1990 that "If a tentative
dectsion 1s made to approve the change to interim status, the Division has committed to a public review
and comment penod In consideration of the intense public interest in this proposed action f the
request for a change to intenm status s denied, the Division will review the Part B appiication submitted
by the facility as part of the State RCRA permitting process for Rocky Flats *

When a draft RCRA permit 1s 1ssued, t will be subject to full public review and comment
Pursuant to 6 CCR 100 506, the Director of COH must aliow at least 45 days for public comment, and
will schedule a public hearing, f requested or at his initiative

2165 John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health

Comment Section 4 2 3, Air Qualty -- 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)
regulations Additionally, lead and mercury are missing from the NESHAPS reference and both are
isted 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 ond the Air
Qualty Control Commusston (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
Flats inciude lead, beryllium, mercury, and radionuchides These substances exist primarily in particulate
form and are therefore collected by the HEPA fiters Addtionally, VOCs are subject to the AQCC
Regulation No 7

Resganse to Conments June 1990
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The Rocky Flats Plant has filed Arr Pollution Enussion Notices (APENS) with the State of
Colorado, Department of Heaith for requlated emission sources on site as required New APENS are
currently being filed for roof penetrations on plant ste 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

Emussions estimates for hazardous compounds are discussed in the response to Comment
2123

217 COMMENT PERIOD

217 1 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
{o request a 30-day extension to the official public comment period for the Environmental Assessment
(EA) of the Supercompactor and Repacking Facility and TRU Waste Shredder

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

Comment The DOE should at least afforded the Rocky Flats Clean Uo 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 meaningful, informed written comment on the Supercompactor Repackaging Faciiity 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 Finafly, the comment period should be extended another two weeks to allow a full 30
gay review We did not receive the EA until two weeks after its availability was published in the Federal
Register This does not give the public adequate time for a proper review A public hearing should
be heid to obtain additional puohc input

Response To Comments 217 1-217 3

The DOE acknowledges that the commenters may have experienced delays in receiving the
proposed FONSI and the EA The DOE has extended the public comment period on the proposed
FONSI 1o May 22, 1890

218 FONSI

2181 Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Comment Page 3 of the FONSI confirms suspicions that the SARF 1s simply a short term emergency
soluton to avoid surpassing the 1601 cubrc yard himitation imposed by CDH The FONS! admuts to
needing the SARF to continued operations while complying with RCRA

Response

The proposed action will increase the density and reduce the volume of TRU and TRU-mixed
wastes stored at the Rocky Flats Plant site This increase in density and volume reduction will enable
continued compliance with the 1601 cubic yard imitation The Department of Energy will continue ta
comply with both the spirt and the intent of the volumetric storage himit

Response to Comments June 1590
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2182

2183

2184

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats 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 radiation 1s detected above a imit, but the FONSI fails to state what the
contngency 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 i1s found?

Respon

As discussed in response to Comments 2 3 1 -2 310 HEPA filters will be operated to reduce
particulate ermussions to not more than 0 02 pCi/m’® Continuous maonitoring will confirm the safe
concentrations of particulates, amencium and plutonium

As discussed in response to comment 2 12 3, the maximum releases of hazardous chemicals
to the environment are as follows

1,1, 1tnchloroethane 0 15 tons

Carbon tetrachioride 0 06 tons
1,1.2tnchloro-1,2 2-triflucroethane 001 tons
Methylene chlonde 0 06 tons

Lead 360 x 10”7 tons
Mercury 978 x 10 “**tons

Responses to Comments 2 3 12-2 3 13 discusses the actions that are Jlaken following an alarm
There is no immediate or long-lerm health hazard at a release of 0 02 pCi/m® An investigation will be
conducted to determine the cause(s) and the corrective action that will be taken

Craig Kish
Rocky Filats Cleanup Commission {(FONSI)

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

Respons

As discussed in Section 5 1 3 of the EA, there 1s not expected to be surficient caroon dioxide
or hydrogen gas generation from supercompacted waste to cause any significant impact The carbon
composite fiter would retain radicactive matenal

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion (FONSI)

Comment Page 8 of the FONSI states that the SARF and TWS would create no detectable increases
in emissions 1o the environment The EA did assess the risks to the public and the workers, so there
must be some increase in emissions for the public and workers to be at some increased nisk In fact,
pages 7 & 8 of the FONSI admut that there 1s some increased exposure from the routine operation of
the proposed action

Response

Page 8 of the proposed FONS! states that routine operation of SARF and TWS was estimated
to result iIn a combined maximum radiation dose to a member of the public of approximately one
bithionth of that permitted under applicabie limits This raciation dose i1s not detectable Page 7 does
not discuss risk from routine operations, but from postulated accidents

s
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2185

219

2191

2182

Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commussion (FONSI)

Comment Page 11 goes to great lengths to point out that criticality 1s unlikely 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 ighting efforts? Criticality does not seem
as unlikely as the FONSI would have us believe

Response

As stated in response to Comment 2 7 7, netther fire was the result of a criticalty 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 Septernber 11, 1857, fire started in a can of plutonium casting residue
in processing Bulding 771 The May 11, 1968, fire was reported as a result of spontaneous ignition of
a 15 kilogram briquette of scrap plutonium alloy in an open metal can

OTHER ISSUES AND CONCERNS

Anonymous - Commenter 1

Comment On page 3-1 of the Supercompactor Environmental Assessment the term “ransuranic
waste’ 1s defined as including waste materiais contairing 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 definitional difference modify the Environmental
Assessment or DOE's proposed FONSI?

Response

The delimition for transuranic waste used In the Supercompactor EA 1s taken from DOE Order
5820 2A, Radioactive Waste Management, of September 28, 1988 This definition 1s 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 faciity operated by DOE  The addition of a defimtion of transuranic waste 1n
the Price-Anderson Act relates 10 the question of the extent of coverage of the Prnice-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 1s not Inconsistent with the Price-Anderson Act and remains appropriate for use
In waste management

Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action

Comment The EA should consider the "No Production® Alternative The EA for the SARF and TWS
shouid consider whether the proposed faciiities would be necessary if all warhead production at Rocky
Flats were halted or drasucally reduced as a result of arms control agreements or shifting budget
prioritties  As_an alternative to the proposed action. DOE should consider halting all_warhead
production at Rocky Flats This could centainly be one way for DOE to meet iis own directives for
reducing radioactive exposure to workers

Response

Although the Department of Energy produces nuclear weapons components at the Rocky Flats
Piant, it 1s the President of the United States that annually authorizes the country’s nuclear weapons
production program An assessment to hait the production of nuctear weapons components at Rocky
Flats 1s beyond the scope of the EA Even f production of nuclear weapons components were halted,
decontamination and decommussioning of the plant site would produce TRU and TRU mixed wastes
that could be supercompacted for voiume reduction and worker safety Thus, the proposed action
would be beneficial

-
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2193 Jason Salzman
Greenpeace Action
Comment The EA should consider the alternative of operating the proposed factiities elsewhere
Response

if the proposed action were 1o be located and operated at WIPP, the Rocky Fiats 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

2194 Craig Kish
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission
Comment Page 5-60 The average level of plutorium in soils 1s claimed to be 0 14 pCi/m2
Is this a world-wide average or an average taken from areas near similar facilities where the average
might escalate? | have heard much lower esumates than this
Response

The cited average level of plutonium in soils was taken from Section 5 2 3 5 of the WIPP SEIS
and represents an average environmental radicactivity ievel (nonspectfic to nuclear faciities) A study
by Mernl Eisenbud (Environmental Radioactivity from Natural, Industnal, and Military Sources, Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich, New York, 1987) was the source for this estimate

2195 John G Haggard
Colorado Department of Health
Comment Page 5-1&2 -- Statement infers that there will be no non-radioactive emissions, when
they are known (o exist Are “detectable’ and ‘significant’ used synonymously? VOC monitoring must
be required
Response

Section 5 1 1 acdresses the effects of SARF operations on air quality The first paragraph does
not specify or imply either radioactive or other hazardous material Because the release of plutonium
presents the greatest (although not significant) potential hazard, it was specifically discussed in the
second paragraph The third paragraph specifically addresses both radioactive and hazardous
chemicals The statements in these three paragraphs are further supported by the discusstons in
Section 514 1 (Radiological Exposures from Routine Operations) and Section 5 1 4 3 (Hazardous
Chemical Impacts - Normal Operations)

The words "detectable” and "sigruficant” 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 f, therefore, releases are not detectable, they would also not involve health hazards of
any significance

2 196 Paula Elofson-Gardine
Concerned Health Technicians for a Cleaner Colorado
Comment Section two continues to propagate the downplaying of proximity of surrounding
communities We wouid request you to insert into future studies done on or by DOE or EG&G to refiect
not only do approximately 2 milion people live within a 50 mile radtus, 5 suburban communities laying
directly around the plant within a 10 mule radius represent a large proportion of affected populace
There are schools, bus stops for children, houses and farms located within 5§ miles

Respvonse to Commants Juns 1990
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Respon

The DOE concurs that the communities of Arvada, Broomfieid, Golden, Leyden, Lousville,
Superior and Westminster are located within a 10-mile radius of the Rocky Flats Plant, and contain a

signficant population

-

Sesponse to Comments
SARF anc TWS Environmantal Assassment
eghg\sarf-tws\resp-com\sec-2-b jun

June 1990
Page 2-59



APPENDIX A
LETTERS FROM COMMENTERS



Anonvymous Conmenter 1

RECES
Ush
R A

April 29, 1990 550 HAY -1 A T St

Mr. Patrick Etchart

United States Dept. Of Energy
Rocky Flats Offace

P.0. Box 928

Golden, CO B80402-0928

¥
Dear Mr. Etchart QEEEEEEELJEQ
Please accept the following comment regarding DOE's proposed Finding Of
No Signif:cant Impact (FONSI) for the Supercompacrtor.

On page 3-1 of the Supercompactor Environmental Assessment the term 2191
"rransuranic 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 definitaonal
difference modify the Environmental Assessment or DOE's proposed FONSI?

Response To Comments
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessment June 1990
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Mxg 22 1590 Anonymous Cormenter 2

IOr, Patrick J Etchart
U.8. Deparunsnt of Energy
Eocky Flats Plant
P0.Bex 828

Galden, CO BO4N2-2054

Danr T Eichanrt

Plsase acrept ths {gllowmg comments on the Eaviroumental Ssgeswnent iz the
Supsreempacter and Shreddee:

1.  The Enviromnental Bsesssment should also aveluats the mpacts of
removmg the swastes (1 pinatic liners) from ths metsl drums prior ta campaction
Camceras sbout gas generstion and use of relalively short lived contamnars sl WIFP
may Inad to sxciusizg of metal drums

2.  Ths Envoonmmnisl Assesement should alsa syaiuate the patential use
of the Scparcompactor end Shredder ta redace the volume of the exasting backlog of
lom level mursd wresle pricr to imitiatmg i1ts cee co TED maste. Tha Rocky Plals
Plaat currently das cowhere ta dispose of low level mmed trasts snd could reach its
sllowed mierun BCRA storage lonit withia the sext gear, pesmbly sven befars TRY
mueed if the plutogum cpsration uspension is extsndsd, Compaction of ths low
level muxad fwt could provide & couple yrars gracs paricd bafore that wasts limit i
reschad and would ot prevent mbsequant use for TBY maxad, but once ussd for TRT
mixed the machmes might ot be abia to be used for jow level.
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April 30, 199%0

“AND DELIVERED

patrick J. Etchart

U.S Department ¢f Energy
Rocky Flats Plant

P O. Box 928

Golden, CO 80402-09028

Re Comments on "Environmental Assessment of Supercompactor
and Repackaging Facility and TRU Waste Shredder"

Dear Mr Etchart-*

The City of Broomfield has reviewed the Environmental
Assessment of Supercompactor and Repackagang Facility and TRU
Waste Shredder dated March 22, 1990 ("Environmental Assessment®)
The City believes that, in concept, the supercompactor project .S
a posative step 1n waste mfnagement at the Rocky Flats Plant
("RFP") It 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 Additicnally, the project appears to improve worker
safety conditicns The City .s encouraged by and supports such
efforts

The City does not, however, support the project insofar as
1t 1s used to increase the hazaraous and radiocactive materials
loacing within the Walnut Creek drainage Indeed, the City
strongly objects to the claim made in the Envaronmental
Assessment that the project "w1ll allow greater gquantities

through volume reauction) of TRU-mixed waste to be stored in
RCRA permitted areas prior to shioment for cff-site disvosal "
Environmental Assessment at 5-62 Again, waste volume reduction
1s a splendid i1dea and should be izplemented i1n an
environmentally sound manner, but 1t cannot be used as an answer
to the waste generatiecn and storace problems at the RFP By
coing so, DOE 1is violating the spirit, 1f not the plain intent,
cf the RCRA Part B permit applications that it has filed with the

Response To Comments
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Patrick J Etchart
April 30, 1990
Page 2

state Moreover, the City cannot tolerate the 1i1ncreased risk
that the additional gquantities of waste impose. The City 1is
already substantially impacted by the continued existence of
extensive contamination within the Walnut Creek arainage.
Because the City's Great Western Reservolr acts as the sink for
the Walnut Creek drainage, action to remediate these waste sites
nust be given a high priority or, at the very least, the
reservolir must be isolated from them. Until this ais
accomplaished, the City cannot accept yet a further buildup of
hazardous and radiocactive materials within the watershed. Thas
1s particularly true 1n this case where the increase in
radiocactive waste storage can be up to ten times greater 1f the
supercompactor project 1s lmplemented. See Id. at A-10 As
such, the project should not commence until there 1s a permanent
off-site storage facility identified and ready to accept the
wastes.

The potential for increased storage of hazardous and
radicactive wastes 1n the Walnut Creek drainage 1s by far the
City's main objection to the project There are, however,
aaditional uncertainties apout the project that must be addressed
before the Environmental Assessment 1s complete and before the
"Finding of No Significant Impact" can be finalized. 1In
particular:*

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

2 The Environmental Assessment does not fully address the
risks assoclated with the transportation and handling
of the existing waste containers This i1s a
sigraificant failing because of past experiences with
these old containers (e_g _, incorrect labeling,
cuestionable integraty of the innerliners, and leaky
conta.ners) At the very least, DOE must develop ana
1mplement rigorous procedures to ensure absolute
containment ¢f the material during these operations
Again, the transportation and handling i1s important to
the City because 1t will occur within the walnut Creex
watershed Accidents occurring during these cperations
pose an immediate threat to Great Western Reservolr

Response To Comments
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Patraick J Etchart
April 30, 1990
Page 3

3 The Environmental Assessment does not address the risks
associlated 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 pad
may 1impact more than the 20 drums postulated in the
"Fire on the Dock" scenario, with a concomitant
1ncrease 1n radiation exposure.

4 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 simply
conclude that there 1s enough of a safety factor bkuilt
1nto the systen The City 1s not particularly
comfortable with this claim, especially in light ¢f the
dramatic consequences 1f 1t 1s incorrect.

S The Environmental Assessment appears to document the
structural vulnerability of Buildaing 776, see, e ¢ ,
Environmental Assessment at $-32 through 5-35, busz
never suggests that the project ought to be corstruactea
in a safer place or that the building should be
retrofitted/upgraded

6 The Environmental Assessrent falls to provide
sufficient information w.th regard to the management of
liquids Even though the projected production of
liquids 1s not great, the Environmental Assessment -ust
evaluate and discuss how these liquids will be managed
(e_g _, ccntainment systems for pumps, piping, and
storage, contrel systems for air emissions fron the
surface of the ponded liquid in the liquid csollect.c~
ring and collecting tank; and handling of the waste
after the ccllecting tank)

As a final matter, the City believes that the intearit; of
the roof top exhaust system must be fully evaluated ALlx
nonitoring of emissions must alsc be stepped up prior to the
inplementation of the project and that data as well as
subsequently collected data snould be maae available to the
public to ensure that there 1s no negative impact on tre
environment. And, of course, there must be third party oversig-t
and monitoring of the project coerations Presumably, this will
be aone py the Coloraac Department of Health througn 1ts RCRA
permitting and enforcement authorities

Response To Comments
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Patrick J Etchart
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Thank you for this opportunity to comment. I look ferward
to your timely response. If you have any questions or require
additional information, please call.

Sincerely,

VRANESH AND RAISCH

v Coure) Fogln

Eugepe J Rioraan

FOR THE CITY OF BROOMFIELD

EJR jey

cc George Di Ciero
Matt Glasser
Charles Ozaki
Marvin Thurber
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STALE . OF COLORADO

~ubo (LJ
COLORADQ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH i _j 0z <oy
4210 €331 11th Avenue AFAD o) Mv
Denmucuaaeo 40220 '\r%»a-[
fmone (J01) 320-43313
Y -3 A g22 S
Rov Ramer
April 27, 1990 Covernar
Thomas M. Vemon, M.
trocuive Owecior
Carol M Borgstroa
Director
Office of NEPA Project Assiscance
U S Deparzment of Energy
1000 Independenc Ave , SV
Washington, DC 2035385
Dear Ms Borgscrom Comment No:

Due to the large number of activities ac the Rocky Flacs Planc, the

issues raisea by the use of the “Supercompactoer® and intense public

intereat, the Colorade Devartment of Health would like to requast a

30-day extension to tne official public comment period for the 2.17.1
ZInvirenmencal Assessment (EA) of the Supercompactor and Revacking

Facilicy and TRU Vaste Shredder.

Based on our concurrent Taviev of the raquest £or a change to the
RCRA Interi: Status, ve do not belisve that an additional 30-day
comment period on the EA would adversaly affacc the project scnedule,

1f you nave any concerms with cthis requestc, pleass contacc z:e at
(303) 255-0252

Sincere.y,

Q\TSL P

Jonn G Haggazd
Ingerin Program Managers
Rocky Flacs Program Unic

k/jhl/cor
¢ Bob Nelson, DOE/RFO
Nac ™iuilo, EPA
Toa Rauen
Dave waiczs
{3 Holeman
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STATE OF COLORADO

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

4210 Laai 171h Avenas
Onnwer Colorauc 80120
Frome (301) 120-8333

May 21, .590

David P Simomnson

Rocky Flatz Azsa 0fflice
U § Deparmaant of Lnergy
P 0 Bax 928

Goldan, CO 80402-0928

Dear ¥r Siannson

As ve have discussed £ind anclosed comments from the Colorado
Deparcaenc of Health on the Supercompactor f£avironmental Assexsaent as
part of tha Tequest for a change Co RCZA ixterin stactus  As you knowv,
ws have alreadv sunmirzed cozments on the Supercompactor pIoject

1£ you bave questions, please concact me &t 355-6252

Sincerely,

éroﬂo bl e

Joha G Haggard
Intsria Prograa Manager
Roexy Flats Prograa Unit

k/ib./cor

¢ Tom loobv
Tin Rolezan
Dave Valzzs

N
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CCLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

Supplemencal Coomsnta on the Supercompactor EA

Section 1 3 -- Inpacts of Operation -- states air quality i(mpacrts will be
peasurad by particulats samplers in the stacks No specifics are provided
on saapler type Later in section 4 1 2 they discuss saxplers but thay
onl .over tadiocactive components and not the broad speccrim of compounds
whic: Day pe emittad

Page 1 5 -+ The 1980 RFP FEIS's MCA iz a 100 gram RF plutonium reclaase
with 2 probability of >1E-7/ysar Over a lifatims (70 years) the Design
zaais Vind (DBW) has a probabilicy of 1E-2/1ifetine 1t alao appsars that
a 100-gram re.ease pas alreadv occurred at the Rocky Flats Plant (503 Pad)

HEPA filter svstams are listad as the main concrel, Lt was assuned these
ars the sxisting sysctems for bulldings 776/777 If they srs nev systems,
that fact should be stacted This also makes a diflerence {a the
perniziing requirements for the APCD

HEPA filters a=s excellent for control of particulates, hovaver, they aras
not an sdequate control for gaseous enissions There will oe a nuabar of

diffarent gases emittad from this proceas vhich aprear to be totally
unceaczolled

The TRU Vaste Shreddar (TWS) which shreds graphits molds and HEPA £ilcers
will creace hign levels of pariiculate smissions Ia this portion of the
document, no control is lisced In section 4 2 3 ALr Qualicy, thers is a
snort refsrence to HEPA £ilter control This saoculd be included i{a ths
early portiea and expanced to provida complate izformation oan the contIol
used for the TS

Section 3 1 4, transport portion -« filtars for vents on drums and SWBs
ars mentioned, however, the fllter media {5 not listed It pay assuns the
carbon composite filter mentioned {n section 51 3 2 {3 used for this
contzol The information should be included in all raferencss to assurs
accaptable conecro.

Page 3-8 -« ¥u_tiple Tevackaging increases worksr axposures As already
pacraged vastes nave To be handled again, SARF will incrsase worker
saxposurs Cnly when SARF i3 handling the nevly generatsd wastes vithout
cultipla repackaging vill the worker sxposurs ba raducsd  the ASR aspects
of SARF mav reduce worxar exposurs from the onset

Page 3 .2 £

iT3% paragrapn -+ A £.1) level dstsction svstem should be
asaliab.e foz -

s annular liguid vaste tanx

Page 3 17 secord pagagraph -- This refers to TWS fissile material limics
but does not icenziiy tiae vaiuas or vhers thev may be found in the ZA (see
page 3-32 -- 100 graas/drunm in and 100 grams/dmm out naxizuzs)

Page 3 34 -- Statament raises the guastion of anticipated caange {2 the
200 gmaz liziz per drun
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Supercompaczor
commencs
$/15/90

° Section 4 2 3, Alr Qualiry -- Should include the facz that the
Supercompacctor is subjec: to the requireasncs of the Colorade Clean AtLr
Act and tha Air Quality Control Commissi{on’s (AQCC) ragulacions
Additicns.ly, lead and mercury are mismsing £zom the hESHAZS reference and
both ars listed as contaninants in table 3-2 A.sc lisced in che tacle
ars VOCs wnizn ace subject ©o the AQCC’s Regulation No 7 Thess
additional compounds and thelr control nead to be addressad

° Section S 1 3 1 Gas Generation Nechanisms -- Whila removal of liguids
will decreaze chemical reactions, it will not elicinacte them as infsrTed
{n the document The high pressures caused by compaction and highorz
temperatires generated will create additional bresk downs leading to
additiona. reactions Also in this gection, referencs is mads to a XKZX
study but it f2ils to name ths type of material used, 1 e , vas iZ the
sane material used at Rocky Flats or ves it totally different? This lack
of inforzatior naxes the referenced resulzs questionaole

©  Exposures for the Publlic f{rom TVWS Operation -- Discusses only the exposurs
from radicacTive parzicles Thile this s the hizgnest potential tha
raport should also cover other hazardous esissions e g , lead mercury
baryllii=, VC.s ecc

° ®age 5-182 -- Statement infars chat thare will bDe no non-radiocactive
amissions wnen they ara krown to exist Ars “"detsctable” and
*significant® usee synonymously? VOC monitoring musc be required

©  Page 5-11 -- The dose conversion terz used by DCE does mot coneider the
praserce of AM-241 {n ail RfPu

o

Page 5 16 -- The DOE liri:z of 0 1 ren/vear must bs met considering all
catezisls in comoination Ths 0 02 pCL Pu-239/a3 over a year {3 squal to
595 rea/uCl {~haled Tha RTP uses a valus of 800 rem/uCi RFPu {n thoir
anmuar evironzental surveillancs suamary, vased on the sase assumptions

©  Page 5 20 -- Ths use of ==e 1980 RFP FILIS rslsase Zraction is idencified
hare wnicn will overestizata the impac:

° Page B I, Appendix 3 -- The dose corversion terms (DCF) refaranced (EPA
1988) are the ireast consesvative of al. such data revieved by CTH
Sumaing the a_pna a=d beta scti itv iate the weignzsd DCF lowers the
perceivec (opsc: and is ous of contex:t s practiza. dose calcuiation
procecuras
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©  Table B-1 -- The first Pu-239 should be Pu-238 and $ts hal? 11fe {3s
3 20B44 days and tha DCT (CIDE) is in vhat units (ream/CI)? The RFP
published nass fractions are somevhat differsnt than those prasentsd
here The AM-241 level {1 unrealistically low, particulacly in li{ght of
the recognition of Am-241 at the 903 area

S Pags D-11, Appendix D, Table D-7 -. The satablished brsathing rats for the
DOZ RCSs is 8400 ml/year (not 8030)

9  Page D-12, Appendix D, Table D-8 -- Pootnote (a) -- there is no refersnces
DOE (1988c) lisced It is apparently the 1988 EPA document

© Pags E-1, Appandix B -- Such probability statements have no meaning in
1li{ght of the plane crash/sulcida scsnazic that actually occurzed in
Boulder on April 1, 1990
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ENVIRONMENTAEREFENSE FUND
1405 Arapahoe Avenue TEAD
A SN

COMMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FU°D
ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE SUPEPCO4PACTOR
FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY'S ROCKY FLATS °2LANT

Submitted by Melinda Kassen Senior Attormey
and Nakisa Serry, Legal Intern, EDF Rocky Mountain Office

April 30, 1990

The Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) 1is a national
not-for-profit organization with six offices anc .20 000
members around the country 1including almost 3 000 in the
State of Colorado Composed of attornevys scientists
economists educators and other interesced cit.zens EDF
advocates environmentally and economically raticral
solutions to the problems which have placea so r.cq aaverse
pressure on tne earth’s resources Over the vas: gecace .-
judicial legislative and administracive fora cn~e of che
itssues on wanicn EDF has focused actention 1s t-2 ranagemens
transpoers ctreatment stc age and disposal ol ~.t.ear ~aslie
1t 1s 1n this context that we orfer tne foilow i~z comments
on the Environmental Assessment (EA) for tne procosea
Supercompactor and Repackaging Facility (SARF) anz tne
Transuranic Wwaste Shredder (TwS) both of whicnh :z-e
Department of Energy (DOE) seeks to operate at .:s Rocky
Flats Plant (RFP) outside of Golden Coiorado

We thank the DOE for the opportunic o *e .2. ana
comrent on cthe EA It 1s a relactively tnoroug~ z-ai sis of
the provosea anc alternative actiions as ~el: 3s :t-e.T
potential impacts to the exlsTting environmen: creover <

O N

EDF has vreviocuslv statea .f compact.on tecrro.cp ~ere o
make permanent waste disposal i1n the wWaste Isoiez.or P_lct
Plant (%IPP) botn safer and likerv to meet c.stossal
standarcs given the potent.al benefits as wei. IS tne
nuclear «aste Cransportation svstem we woulc s.toort DOE s

Natuonal Headguartars

287 Parx Avenue soutn

Tew York NY 10010 use of tne cempactor particulariv against alter-ative waste
apay 2AC S preparat.on and treatment technologies sucn as .-c.nerat.c™
(212) 505 2100 E

1616 P Sireer \\i however tne EA does not adequatelv adcress sur pelLo
:f:::“;sg_‘%ﬁogc =0036 listed concerns  “or that reason DOE must re .se tne E-
At prior to issuing a finding on i1ts proposed act.:z" ~ltmeuz~
£655 College Avenue some of the comments below mav appear to address cetai.s .-
Oaklana CA 9+618 tne Ea .T 1s important ror DO to recogrife I~el .. I7E
(415) 658 8008 likelinocoa of its issuing a Finding of Mo S.g-.:.zant

1108 East Main S.reet Impact comments on the E3 are the public’s o~.. coporce~.:
Richmond VA 23219 for 1~out and 1t 1s thus imperative that t-e . he ciear - .
(804) 780 1297 exvlain fuliv the nacure of the proposea actic~ so t~a:s

128 East Hareert Stree citizens can decide pased on a complete recorc -~gther ©
Rale'gr NC 27601 not tnev agree witnh DOE’'s assessment

1919) 821 7752

m* Aec ¢ ¢ Pare
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COE Supercompactor EA
Comments  april 30 1990
Page 2

Comment No:

1 DOE has expressed its intent on innumerable occasions that 1t expects
to emplace in WIPP for permanent disposal the waste now proposed for
compacction 1n the SARF In DOE’s Final Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for WIPP (cthe SEIS) the authors stacte cthat supercompaction "mav
i1ncrease” radiolytic gas generation due to the compaction form and that
corrosion gas generation will increase 1f drums are compacted whole due to 2.6.1
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 i1mpact on the maximum
rate of gas generation from radiolytic decay,” nothwithstanding the fact tnac
tne total gas generated per drum may increase EA, p 5-3 through 5-7 DOE
must explain in the EA the apparent inconsistency bectween these statements and
the derivation of each We must know the actual effects of the proposed
supercompaction on gas generatlon prior to implemencing the proposed act.or
otherwise DOE could be "stuck" w~ith supercompacted waste wnich is not
acceptable for emplacement at WIPP

2 The fact that total gas generation per drum will .ncrease as & resu.:
of supercompaction means tnat a resulting expiosion wouid De more severe -e
ZA fails to consider the effects of .ncreased gas per drum DOE must consicer 2.6.2
the environmental consequences of sucn an accident as well as anv increasec
environuental 1mpacts that could result from testing conducted with
suoercompacted barrels, particularlv as such experiments reveal tne acequacy
of the proposed vents for tne drums

3 DOE claims that one of the values of the SARF .s to enhance
overat.onal safetvy by reduci~g the need for supplied breatning air suits is
this claim relaced to or .ntenced to resvond to the cr.ticism leveied at 12
bv tnhe Mational Academv ol Sc.ences Ifor ailowing a "resoiracor culture' o
have aeveroved at Rocky Flats? Gi1ll the SARF allow those operatirg it to co
so for entire shifts ~i1tnout the need for respirators? If rot how does DCZ
1ntend o mon.tor ~orkers to ensure that thev are USLNg resplrators prover:
and tnat the respirators are maintairing a nigh level of sorker protect.on?
are tnere otner actlons tnat DOE .s undertaking to reduce the need for
suvoL.ed preatning sults furtner cr .s DOE also considering ennancing t-e
surts .7 a manner that would reduce occupational r.o.sk hazards?

2.2.1

« DOE ircencs to process poth compust.ble and non-comoustidie wastes OV
superconmpact.ont  -ne Ea states tnat Ine waste tvpes will be separatec .-:zo
ces.gnatea drums at the point of generat.on but 1T 15 unciear how Tm.s w..l
pe accomplisned and wnat guallt assurance process ex1sts to enstre =rat sus~ 2.5.1
~aste separation oOccurs = p 31 7Tre EA should expiain furtner ro~ DOE
11cends o ensure that Such separatlon occurs in addit.on the potentia.
r.sks of riscakenly comoining these waste tvves during cthe ent.re waste
management process must be consioerec to provide suff.icient conctingency

piannirg

§ “.gure 3 1 diagrams TRU and TRV mixed -aste orocess flo~ Za p 3 2 2.5.4
>From tn.s diagram .t 1s clLear tnat DOE has assumed a specif.c economic T

Response To Conments ‘
SARF ana TWS Environmental Assessment

eghg\sarf-tws\resp-com\app-a jun June 1990



DOE S.vercorpactor EA
Commencs - april 30 1990
Page 3

discard level for the purpose of performing the analysis contained in the EA
What effect if any, will the recent ruling, wherein the federal districc
court held that so-called residues at Rocky Flats are in fact RCRA-regulacted
waste 1f they contain hazardous as well as transuranic waste in Sierra Cluo’'s
suirt against DOE have on the assumptions DOE has made which assumptions
underlie the facts presented in this chart? If residues are supercompacted
what are the increased risks associated with use of the technology at Rockv
Flacs?

6 The EA assumes that anv liquids contained in the drums will ocze out
of the compacted waste during supercompaction EA, p 3-10 On wnat basis
has DOE made and has DOE done any testing to support this assumption? DOE
snould consider in 1ts analysis of the potential enivronmental, health and
safety impaccts of using the SARF the risks associated with the compacted waste
retaining some liquids during storage, transportation and disposa:

7 The EA states that Rockv Flats rates of waste product.on have been
reduced over tne past few vears £* o 3 3 however ovoth DOE and
contractor personnel have intimated that such reauction 1S noT actuailv a
gross redguction in generated waste volume but simply a reauction in the amount
of TPU anc TRU-mixed wastes as compared to Low Level, Low Level-mixed and pure
hazardous waste If cthe lacter characterization 1s correct does DOE intend
to use the SARF to reduce tne volumes of these otner tspes of waste as well?
Why, or -nv not? 11 addit.on with expected aras control agreements ruclear
weapon production will furcher decrease DOE must consider in tne EA the neea
for t-e SARF and TwS based on a scenar.o in ~nicn DOE achieves a continuec
reducct.on of T?L and TRU-mixea wastes

8 Tre EA fails to specify how T?U TRU-mixed ana other wastes will be
sctored 11 unit ll and other iocations at RF? COZ must comolv with RCRa
regulaz.ons and separate ircozpatible wastes Please address specifically
~nat T ves of waste wiil be stored .n tne same u~its and how DOE .ntends o
acnieve corpiiance w.th RCRA storage regu.ations (40 C ¥ R Parc 263)

¢ Tre EZa states that worrers -1.l operate the SaRF thougn a glove oon
~.2n &~ a.rflow m.nizum of 150f:/min c.rectec .nto 1t EA p 3-S5 Does
Z11s co™Div w1LnR acceptec national stancarcs Icr Drotectlon agalnst workew
evposure’ In aad.t.en, <11l t-e g.ove pox be egu.poea with & ovpass svstem’
2f so w..l 1t be free from the defect .n ai. existing glove poxes at tne
®rart t~at nas allowea worxers to bvvass tne prefilter on their own
~1t.az..e? F.mallyv, ~1ll there pe snieldi~g (o protect workers Zrom tne
gamra radiation assoclated with Americ.um) fcr giove pox workers similar To
znat 11 use at commercial reorocessirg facilities in Europe or will th.s
glove bex merelv have the amount of snielding assocaited with the oud anc
-~adeguate giove boxes presentis in use elsewnere at the Plant?

™

.0 “he concrete foundation for SaRF .s isolated from the floor siap arc
sccorcing to the EA 1s aesigned to wiinstana 3 selsmic event -ith a maximum

Response To Comments
SARF ang TWS Environmentsl Assessment
eghg\sarf-twi\resp-com\app-a jun

Comment No-

2.5.4

2.8.6

2.5.5

2.16.1

2 3.11

2 11.6

June 1990
A-19



COE Suoercorpactor EA
Comments apr.l 30 1990
Page 4

horizoncal of 1 § and maximum vertical of 1 2 EA, p 3-5 Is this
consiscent with the maximum credible accident? Any analvsis in the EA of
potential .mpacts from operating the SARF and TWS in building 776/777
1ncluding tne impacts and potential effects of an earthquake should be
consistent w»ith the updated maximum credible accident If the SARF cannot
withscand damage under such scenarioc the proposed action should be moved to a
buirlding that can withstand the updated maximum credible accident

11 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 mav arise 1
and wnen the SARF and TWS are operating

12 The condition of the present sentilation system in building 776 has
rot been assessed i1n the EA The EA must snow that 1t is funccioning proveris
upon a comvlete evaluation before the provosed action can be approvec

.2 Tre EA states that selection of the drums for supercompaccion w... De
casea on tne compactib.litv of tne material contained FA p 3-7 DOE
snouid explain 11 the finai EA the factors it will use to decermine
compaccibilas,

14 In consider.ng imopacts to the environment <the EA considers the event
of a pag ruoture at the airlock EA p 5-30 However :this is the onlv
place tne EZA considers sucn event The impacts associated with bag and liner
oreaks snolld be reviewea during other stages of the process as well _ o
precompact.on

1S The £+ descrives ncws free l.quids present during suDercompac.on a...
oe coilected ang transrerred but tnere is no aiagram of the co.leczion r.-g
ara co.lecz.on tanx ®lease c.ar:f, tnis process

15 T-e EA asserts that curing precomvaction photoelectric cells on
r s.~2 of the ovrecompactor ~1ll be conneczed to sarety shut-off cevices

T ~..l c.saocle tne preconmvactor ram 1f personnel have their hangs .~ t-2
ves c.T."g oTecompaction - D 3-8  J1ll ch.s mecnanism aovly ~nen -2
2
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Tme . states t-at during repackaging tne 55-gailon arums of .asce
-.11 ce tra~sferred Co the Advancea Size Reduction Facii.:t, E« p 320
o« «..l the qruos be transterved?

1

.8 Tre sevarate NEPA documentation concerning the proposal to DOE for
alter~ate szorage Ifor RFP T°U-mixed waste on site and off site snould oe taner
~To accol~: prior to aporovai of this EA  This EA should but fails zo
cons.cer serding Cne waste eisewnere as an alternative Given that tre reaczt
¢? NEP- .s a comparison of altermatives DOE musC consicer all reasonadle
alternat. es To 1TS proposea action pr.o to 1ssuing a Finding of No
S.gn1f.ca~t Irdact
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Comment No:

2.11.6

2.2.3

2.3.2

2.1.8

2.11.7

2.8.2

2.2.2

2.4.3

2.13.7

June 1990
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DOE Supercompactor EA
Comments  April 30 1990
Page 5

19 Because safe operations of the SARF and TWS depend in part on the
safe condition of the sprinklers and the nuclear cr.ticality controls already
in place in building 776 and orher sctorage buildings, the EA snould evaiuate
such systems and indicate whether they are functioning properlv

20 The EA states that the criticality limits are based on preliminarv
analyses of the processes and mav be revised upon review of actual operating
data What effect would revisions have? Would revisions be consistent with a
finding of no significant impacc?

21 The nuclear criticalicy safetvy limits during storage at Rackv Flats
allow, inter alia, stacks of a maximum of four drums This limic should be
reconsidered and risks should be assessed due to the increase of concentracior
of transuranic elements as well as due to the higner potential for gas
generation 1n each drum

22 This EA fails to consider the consequences and rishs oI i1~compatinle
~astes mistakenly supercompacted in the same darun Such risks mav reguire
additional precautions and must be consicerea to present a compeite analvs:is
of the risks associated witn the commencement of operations o: the SARF/TWS

23 The EA should describe the status of Rockv Flats fire ceparcment
With higher concentrations of waste stored on-site potential acciaents will
have even more serious effects tnat couid require exvcansion of tne fire
department's facilities Given the historic and continuing cefic.encies .n
fire protect.on at tne Plant, the EA should indicate ~hat steos DOE and its
contractor intend to take to ensure adeguate protect.on trat Buiiding 770 and
the storage areas for compacted waste

24 IDT guestions Zhe aporooriateness of inciuc.ng these t.o new to Rocry
Flats machines in the Plant s application for interim status unaer RCRA
Althougn i1t .s arguably oremissibie uncer RCRA for DOE to seer inter.m stat
for a new operation that did not exist and was not contemoviaced .-~ LlG8Q0 £2
«rges DOE to obtain a full RCRA permit prior to begimning use oI the $-RT/TaS

25 The EA 1indicates tnat DOE 1s sz.ll considering tne BIZIR Y Repor:
The EA states trat .n tne context of the SaRF and tne TwS tne resulring
.1creases 1r Tr.SK estimates are l.xkelv to be small such tnac evaiuszt.on .-
t1ght of earl.er standaras 1s acequate ~e urge tnat the DOE requ.re ai.
anaivses to be basea on new l.zits in t~e BEIP V report as tnere mav oe
significant d.fferences in the risk est.zates

26 Section 1.2 of the Clean Air Act lists certaln compounds reguiatec b
NESHAPS ~11l ctne MPEPA f.lters usea 11 tne waste management D-0CeSS SAT.S:
the MNESHAPS reouirements «~.in regard to the pervll.um ana racionuc..ces
generated and likelv to pe founa in tne emissions at Rockv “.ats?

27 In assesslng acclidental exposures to hazarcous chemicals =t-e Ei usea

Response To Comments
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessment
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Comment No:

2.2.4

2.7.4

2.7.5

2.5.2

2.11.8

2.16.2

2.10.1

2.3.12

2 12.1
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J0E Supercompactor EA
Comments - April 30 1990
Page 6

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 decades determined that these
values snhould be substantially reduced in terms of the accepted limits for
wvhat 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 shorc-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 In the EA, AIC values should also be applied to
accidental chemical releases in order to determine the results of long-cerm
releases and provide a complete consideration of potential impacts of the
operations of the SARF and TWS

Response To Comments
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessmant
eghg\sarf-tws\resp-com\app-a Jjun

Comment No:

2.12.1

2.12.2
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Written Comments preparea bty Barbara ) Moore
S0 Upham St
Lakewooa, Coloraac 80226

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

Supmittea on 4/30/1990

Response To Conments
SARF anad TWS Environmental Assessment June 1990
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Comment No:
Yritcen Comments preperea ov Barpara « Moore
In regarc ¢
The Environmental Assesment of Supercompactor
and Repackaging Facility and TRU Waste Shredaer

Supercompaction of TRU and TRU-MIXED ~astes does not apoear to
be a very gooc i1dea Sure ve wi1ll achieve a volume reduction,
however we will be greatlv increasing the amount of radiation

per capic vara cof storea waste

I keep thinking about a story told to me about radiocactive
elemerts coming close together The story goes like this
Apparently 1n the early davs of Nuclear ecucation there were
creat misunderstandi~gs about the affects of radioactive materials
A professor ~as colng to demonstrate to his class what the
effect would be when he placed t«+0 pireces of pitch black

1n a8 close zZroximitv to eachother As the two pieces of
pirtch btlack ¢ot closer together neutron alarms soundec

The protessor continuea to bring the pieces closer togetner
until a2 small criticalit occured As a result the vrofessor
gleg almost .rmeqairately The assistant standing behind him
lost botn ¢f *:1s arms Students 1n tne first 2 rows eitner
cdiea or szu:siereq severe :__ness fIOM tnlS exdosure

My concer» .s tnat the Suvercompac+-ion could concievacls

smasn tne T°U or TPU-m1ir¥eq waste 1nto a shape or tipe of

geometr:ic f.gere that ~ould cause a criticality This environmencal 2.7.2
assesment coes not mention i1f eacn of the pucks would be

examinea fcr 1ts geometrical snape I would like to know now

these 1ssues .ere aqgaressec when this olan was studiegq

The D 0 £ s-oulc 2t least zfforcea t~e Rockvy F.ats Clean Up

Commissic~ t~e courctesy c¢f & tinely response tO oQur reguest

for accit.cmal resoonrse time for .ritcen comments The TaG

groun c.Q nNCct recieve conles for 2 w.eevs after 1ts release

Wltn our l.miteg resctonse t.me t.me 1t has been difficult to

orovice & mean.ngctul _nformec .ritien comment on t-e Suver- 2.17.2
comrvactcr Cepaclkaglirg Tacil.t. and TPU waste snreacer

~he D O I comtlTues tT recleve pelow average score 11 tne

.MDrOVes Cooreration ..t tTne gudl.c cecartnent it woulc be

greatly zoorec.ztec .l ezc~ 2irectcer would nave these cocuments

maille¢ c.rectl TO t-em at L-elr resicence

T-18 Emv_romTerta. ~SEesment coes nrot mention 172 the Mznufaciurer

ci t-e TOLEACT-II conta.ners has correctea the proplems .t nac

~1th t-e waics “Me D O £ snouid o:rfer a2n zssesment for an 2 14.1
altermztl 2 stCrage ccntainer 1~ tne event that the TRPUPACT-IC

Jere not a arlanle vhat other conta.ners w~ould be acceptable

<o LWiPP?

—_
b
—

Response 7o Comments
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessment June 1990
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Comment No-

~what proceaure will be used to drevent crums wnich greviously

held soft TRU-MIXED waste processec 1n the Sudercompactor from

being used for TRU waste storage? ©>roceaures shoulc pe established 2.5.7
to prevent TRU waste from being contaminated with other mixed

waste hazaras through this method

The Supercompactor and TRU Waste Srredder should be constructed
so 1t will have a totally indepencant filter and ventillation
system There needs to be a seperate bank of HEPA filters and
vent system The plan to use tne existing ventallation system
wnich holds an extremely large volume of plutonium 1s careless 2.3.4
It demonstrates a total cisregard for safetv to the workers and
the public This 1s not acceptable It 15 highly unlikely that
the existing system was designed for thehddea volume of air the
Supercompactor and Waste Shredder will d1scharge into th.s
fi1lter svstem The current ventallation system should not be
used unless all the plutonium inside 1s removed

The methocology of caculating exposure to worker ana the

Public ci1d not acdress the aadec 1mpact from naving large amouncts 2.3.5
of plutonium 1n the Qucts also ceing releasea in the event of an

acciaent with the SARF facilit:’ without this being taken

1nto consigeration the evisting evoosure caculations have no

real crecizility

It does not seem feasible that one 53 gallon crum 111 be able
to hold four (4) I5-gallon arums wnich contain four(4) S3-gallon
arums For a total of 16 compactec 33 gallon crums and ¢
compactec 25-gallon arums olus the original waste volume insice
each o0z t~e original 16 55-gallecn crums DOE neeaos :to provice

a caculation of the total mass of tne 20 crums plus the
estimatec mass of tne storea w.aste to see .f that .11l 1naeec

£.t 1nto one 2i-ga.lon arum

2.1.1

~his cocument states that carre
70 cazic vards rer Tonth If tn
that volume amourt .~ould be recu
Suverconvac:ted w~aste pDlus 1008 v
e processec b. SARF Jien tr1s ming tnere 1 ..:ttle
stcrage scace avallable at tne “lant Wwny saoula .e ccit.ruae

TCur more ronevy .nto T-.s Sucerccomoactor shen .2 snoula be
puTt.~g cow~n tne olant® Tor t-e orice I ,UuSt QOn': see wnere
e w... te zbDle tO ¢et cur monev's wortn

waste ovroduction .3 apopreoxinatels
volume (s regucec £ to !
to 202 4 cupic ares of

s of waste that coulg not 2.1.5

13000

-

in

]

“he a~mourt of plutonium z:ilow.ea Igor eacn arum of harc or soft .aste

-111 ~ave to pe less than 7 grars of giutonium for eacn crunm 2.1.2
I vou are cgoing to achieve tne vclume reguct.on antic.ocatec

cf m~aving 1€ pucks .nsice 1 overvackec Si-gal.on arum {nowing

t11s «nv w~oulc DOE establish the 30 gram l.m:it for eacn crur?

Or lets oDe nore real.stic ana sav we are .sooking at a 2 to .

volume regquction

This 1s all I could crepare comments on with sucn 2 shors

Response To Comments
SARF ana TWS Environmental Assessment June 1950
eghg\sarf-tws\resp-com\app=s jJun .



response time Lets hope that the DOE w1ll nrovide t~ose
who took the time to submit ccmments a timely recponse

It seems verv aoparent that DOE fully 1intends to bring this
Supercompacior on-line The most i1mportant ltem from mv

comments 1S 1in regard to installing a totally seporate filtration
svstem for SARF instead of using the contaminated and dangerous
system currently 1n place ®lease reconsider using tnis

existing system keeping 1n mind that 1t's better to be safe

than sorrv

Thank-vou for your consigeration on these comments

Synceyelyv, M
Lo [ Moz
rbara A Moore

Director of Front Pange Affirmative Action Grouo
Director on tne Boarc Rocky Flats Clean-Uo Commission

(2}

Response To Comments
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessment
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REENPEACEACTION
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CONTACT

Jason Sa.znan
303-440-3381

ceve Schwar:is
c2-462-_.77

= Led i

CEPARTNENT 0OF ENZIRGHY

1
[}

ZLVIRAONMENTAL

SJIPERCOMPACTOR AND

TRANSURANIC

Response To Conments
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SUMMARY

Jreenpeace .£ noOoT odbosea, per sae, o OQE w«=zZorte to
cecrease the volume o: waatne at  variousa :acilities once such
wast& has D&en generatec 1oweveyr, hetore rac.ng zorwarda w.th
waste-voiune-reauction aschemea, pQJE ruat a=2monstrate that all
such e:zzorte are 8ensiovie 8nd 2az€& The ZA :or the SARF anc the

TWS r1eveails that aLl saxety odroo.ema relating to Lhe ovprovosea
zaC...22es have not been rego.veo and 3.l alternatives have not
been consicered

o ~"he EA for the SnRF ana 7TWS shouid be expanaed ana re-
.ssued zor bublic comment

© The EA states the +Lhe SARF and TWS would be placec in
2,1872.n% bu.ld.ngs that co not mnaeet current safety stangcaras
“te TA snOuU.Cc consicer placement oz wheée proposed zaCl..%Li€s in
“Lihel Sui.l.nge

S £ z.na. gec.21con on the Drovosec acTion snculd be Qesiavyed
«1T.. 332 Zin.shes eva.uating the BEIR V Keoors anc the nubiic

nas haa the ODPOrILIriITY To comment on the Department’s fi:ndincse

© The E£A shou.C conasiGer operat.ng tie proposas facil.t.es

o Z0E snousd ret subvert <he intent ¢of the 160.-zubaic-vard
storage ..mit fOY M.yYea Lransuranic waste

© The ZA shou.c Trovade more geta.is about crum :.lter.-"aq

¢ Tne Ea snou.c consicer the i1mdacts of l.guic exf.uent

9 The Ea sSnoulic assess <The erisiing ventilat:i:on svstem in

sui.2.ng 775

o “he ZA =2nouloc ssses22 the :.2K 0= IYABNSDOITING COMLACTE&A

‘J

Response To Comments
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessment
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Comment No:

2.11.2

2.10.2

2.19.3

2.13.1

2 6.3
2 8.7

2.3.6

2.14 2
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INTRODUCTION

My name 13 Jason Saizman . am the Rocky “.ats Campaigner
for Greenpeace I @&am plessec tnat DOE has given the puplic the
coportunity to comment on the Environmental Asseasment (EA) zor
the proposed Supercompactor ana Repacxagang Facality (SARF) ang
~he Transuranic Waste Shreaccer (TWS)

Greenpeace 1S an i1nternatiocnal envaronmental organization
with ozz.ces 1n 21 countriee Amone other goals, CGreenpeace’s
Cisarnament Campa.gn aims o hnhalt the procucsz.on of ruciear
weapons at Rocry F.ats anc a.. ruclear weaoons oroguct.on s.:es
.1 tne ¢ £. and aproad Greenneace a.so raveors sw.ft cleanup o
~nese weapDONS TrocucI.on sites

“raior o je.n.ng G.eenveace I was a2 resource Svec.al.=st

with thé Natura. Resources Jerense Council (NRDC) in Waanincton

2C " have oubliznea arz.ciea on nuclear weavons 1sauea,
inciwdlng O S weepone pros.ctLion polic.es - numper o©:
nagazines ."g.uc.ng The _E.i:2fin__oz__the_ _Atom.c__Scient:ezs
Envarormenzsl Terur, ana Envirermenr I am e graguaze of Brown

vhaivers.ty

Responsa To Comments
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessment
eghg\sarf-tws\resp-com\app-a jun
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~~EZ EZA SnOULD CONSIDER ~-% O PRODUCTION A_TERNATIVE
The Z=ZA =zor the SARF and TWS snou.d consicer wnetner the
sroposea facilities wouid pe necessary :f ail warhead oroducion

at Rocky ©F.ata were haitea or darastically readuced aa e result of

arms contro. agreemente or shizting budget oprior.ties As_an
a.ternative_to__the proposeg _action_  DOE_snousc_gconsiger _haltaing
all_warnesc_production_s:_Rocky Tlats. This could certainiy be

one way Zfor DOE to neet .ts own darecti.ves for reguc.ng

ragicaciive caDOSUlE O WOrkKere

ROU.D CONSIDEX QTAER BUILDINGS FOR

TaCILITIZE

U
v
{
>
(2]
mn
e 4
v

!
(@]
m
-1
e
mn

J0Z proposes o ccnastruct  the SARF ara TwS fac...ties .n

Buirrd.nas 776/777 “hese_ _bu.ld:ings

facil.t.es D0 =states Bu..dings 776/777 were opuilt odrior to

~4je establiznment O cesign baesis acc.dent (DBA) r.teria and,.

~lere:zore, G0 NOTL meet Thgcae criteraia ML The

DOE acmite <hat coeraz.ons .n buildinas 776/777 snoulic be

Lrans:errea TS OLNer =CS.a..dlings that meet UBA criteria The

Department states on the <f.rst page of <cthe Faindina 0Of No

S.gnificant Action (FOASI) that ..effcris will ope i1nmpiemented

.Depsrtment of tneragy, Environmenzal Assessment oOFf
Supercomdactor and Repacxagang Facility and Transuranic Waste
3~reader, ' (DOE/EA-0432) March 22, 1990, at 4 - &.

Response To Comments
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessment
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2.19.2

2.11.2

2.11.2

June 1990
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over The ne, T “wo -

supercomoacted wvaste

agesigrnéec to withstan

and winas.

S tn

-3

rea

oy

yaars

Lo reguce Te r.s%A €I STC...nC

transferring

wvastes .ML0 Ddu.acClilngs

d severe natural phnenomena, € g carthcuaKes

ZBA <cstanacaras tor

1ere .3 no disagreement tnat Bui.dings V7£/777 co ot neez

earthcuanes or winc Wit Tesdect e
agrticuaKkes, The CLII&nt Ces.cC~ 2asleg earthcuaxe \ZJ2E) 22y Roe,
T.ats  .s -% g Nor.zo~ta. accelerat.on at decrccs “Mis .s

equivasent o 6 0 on

~2VE. e

"

Zui.a.ngs

2arthiuaKe ocouriec a

rac.Qecl.ve naterials woulc de

202 .s currentl

the Richter

7767777 .=

bove

v ungrac.rg

weaa waohsSTaNC an Qes.qan

o comp.ete Thi.z pro
sonp.==ec PRIOR to =z.
with reapect o

wOorsE rov cC".y Decau

~}

76/777 wo w.tha2tand

winc camage cousc be

200E/2A-0432 ac

CD0E/EA-0432 at

Response To Comments
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The =thresnho.c camace

estimated &< -2 < I<£ ar

¢ which 18 pesow =9e DBEEZ stancarc

Lasle wa

re.eased

nc c.

enartment .=

a dee.g~ bhaeirs
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w
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SARF and TWS Eavironmental Assessment
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e

-encs.ve

winc

“he_

o the env.rcnmert 2

Buisdings 776/777 so nnat whev

~.Lerlia., L. €& 2.T.87.0Nn .=

Aot uUdg.&C.ro =Z...d.ncs

avent et .22 Deéecause
gesiSr_Desis W.ng_ (DBW)

Comment No

2.11.2

2.11 2

June 1990
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Comment No:

remove porz.one of the rooz of the tac..i:tv, ana 30 percent o:

-ne east wai. wouia faiyg

at_z23€_DBW__of _161__noh,_ _3Buildings__77./777_ _voulc_ sugtain
sgvere__gamage,__:ncluding__the_ _ges:iruct:on _of the_east_ang_west
wa.ig_as_verl ss__general structural_camage_ 4

The EA coes no%t explain how DOE arrived atft 1ts assumotion

nat on.y Z.ve percent o: tnhe SARF ana TWS and 25 vercent of five

2.11.2
wvaste arums could be demaged i1n a DBW or DBE event This
assumplion seems QqQulte low glven the extensive camage that the
puiic.rgs could sustain, especia.ly .n & DBW event
It .s also unclear why the o=f-site e.posures would be the
same zor 2BE anc DBW even:z DOE =tates, although tne amoun:z of 2.11.2
nater.a. rejeasec 1r the 1n.lia. gamage wi.l e the same <or a
OBE worbler exoosure will be less necause the wind (assumed =o be
f.fty noh after the 1i1nitial gust) biowing througan the buiid.ng
“.e. C.EBDerse tThat resease guickiy S
2.11.2

«DQE/EA-0432 at 5-34

SDOE/ZA-0432 at 5-35 (emphasis aaded)

Response To Comments
SARF ana TWS Environmental Assessment

eghg\sarf-tws\resp-com\app-a jun June :332



TI.al 2TCIZICN ON T-Z ZA ScCllD
SVALCATING T-2 BEIR V REPORT

DOE .s currently evaluat.ng

Naticne. Xesearcn Counc.l’s comm.ttee

oz Ion.zing Rad.ation

(1]

raised concerns apout the

ragiazier J20E stetes

-

resulting zrom tT1e B8ZIR V rev:iew

Monetneress, .n view Oz

Its Decenber

c-s of Zryposure tTo _OW .eve.s O:

2z

-
-

~“Ccreases -7 % £ET.Cates

Zon.z=.ng Rac.at.z~' 3T

DZLAYED o TI. I2Z TINIssES

- - -ta

he recent <.nc.ngs ©0: the

on the B.o.oc.Ta. Zizects

198¢ redvorz ént.n.es ~ea.z*

",

effects o JOw L.2=ve.s of

are ._.ke.y ¢ e sra.l &

the uncertainty Aanc i1moportance ¢ L-.$

-Z EA SnOUL.LD CONSIDEIR Tri
Tall.lT2E23 E-SEwnERE

secauvae DOZ n».ens o

volume ©z erist.rg wastes,

ooerat.ng these zaci..ties e.sawhere

r.8KSs (& ¢ =ransoort) and

cnerat.ng he oroocsec

nOCAny ~.8TS where more wasie mater.a.

fac.l.t.es

~e EA shou.d estate whetner wastes

srougat *o Rockv Flats :20r compacz:ion

DOE SH0OULD NCT SUBVERT TaE INTEMT
LIMIT T0R MIXED TRANSURANIC WASTE

- ——— " ————————

6D0E/ZA-0432 at S-19

Response To Comments
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessment
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the SARF and the TW5 22 recuce zhe

ZA snoulc cons.aer The .npacts o=

The Za spol.c zZonpare “he
the potent.a: Dsenez.ts O:

et other s.

(o)

es ~.N8teaa o:
-3 11 sStorage

from other si1tes wi.. be

Comment No:

2.10.2

2 19.3

2 13.1
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Accord.ng to an  acreement uvetween ZJE ana the

[}

~ate o=
cc.oreco, J0E wil. not store more tnan 1601 cubic yaras ci m.xec
transuranic waste at the Rochy Fiats Plant. By compaci.ng thas
waste, DOE will be able to store up to five times as ruch waste
on s.te beiore reaching the 1601 i.nit

O0E staes, Supercompeci.on wli.. iNCreese the average
olutonium content bper crunm '7 Clear.y <this subverts the

.ntent of the waste 1601 limit, which was < put & c&p OnR the

amount of radioactive materials .n storage at the ©ov.ant CQE
£1gd-C_p-e93e_not Lo _siore more _oluzon.um, 2¥__veigiz, e:i _Focxy

-2 EA SHAOULD PROVIDE MORE DET-ILS ABOUT CARBON FI_TERING

“he EA states that drums of supercompacted waste wiil be
eguibded w.th carpon f.lters This olan reaises & numper cI
cuest:ions Zf£ the crums are supmerged in water, will wvater Flow

£ yea, now will this affect Zhe waste? I

",

a
f..wer ma.f.nct.oned, what P.nas of releases woula resuls from &
<voical crun? s the ..Kelihooa cf a release :rom & aQrum with a
:...er greater tTnan thal :rom an existing cdrum? Woulce a crurn
“w.27 @ zZ:l.Ter De more sugcedt.dlie TO camasge zrom f.re’
T-Z EA4 SrOULD CONSIDER "rZ IMPACTS OF LIQUID ETFLUENT

The EA states =that no significant” cuant.ties of liquad

wastes will be produced by the SARF ana TwWS and <1us water

7DOE/EA-0432 at 5-28

Response To Comments
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessment
eghg\sarf-tws\resp-com\app-a Jun

Comment No.

2.13.1

2.13.1

2.6.3

2.8.7

June 1990




Comment No.

gua.ity will rot pe affectec by operation o: *hese zac.lities
However, DOE may not have assessed all l.guid exZluent The EzA
states, -n order to prevent TRU waste Irom becoming contaminatec
by TRU rixea-waste, cleaning procedures would be used to
decontaminate both the SARF and the TWS treatment equipnment 2.8.7
whenever a patch of TRU waste was to be treated aiter a batch of
TRU-mixed waste ' Would this treatment :involve water or other
leaning fluiasa? 1f go, what volume of <£luid wouid be used”?
What doea DCE plan to do to collect and diaspose c: zhig effluent,

whaich wWii. contain both reaicactive and toXic mater.ais’

a
2}

EA 3Z-20ULD ASSZISS EXISTING VENTILATION SVYSTE™ I% B2BUILDING 778

"he SARF would pe connected to the vent..at.on system .n
building 776 The EA should assure the public tha:t the existing

venti.ation system .n Bu..ding 776 13 free of plutonium 3Before 2.3.6

TrE E4 S~2J.D CONSIDER T-Z =IE-S OF TRANSPORTING CCMPACTED WAST

D}

Supercompact.on  wily .ncrease e weignt ana averaaqge 2 14.2
sluzen.um content of waste ar.ns The EZA seshouic anelvze - e
.mpact thaz these .ncreases may nave en  the sazeny cCc:z

Lranspert.ng waste
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
STATE CAMTOL
BOISE 83720
ECIL D ANORUS (208) 334.2100
covennon April 30, 1990

Patrick J Etchart

U.S. Departnment of Energy
Rocky Flats Plant

P.O. Box 928

Golden, CO 80402-0928

Comment No:

Re Proposea Fincing of No Sianificant Impact/Ea
SARF and TWS - Rocky Flats Plant

Dear Mr Eitcnar:

On Marc» 30, 1990 the Department of Energy (DOE)
1ssuea an Environmental Assessment (EA) of the
Supercompactor and Repackacging Facility (SARF) and
Transuranic Waste Shreaaer (TWS) ard proposed Fincinc of No
Ssignif.cart Impact (FONSI) Because of Idaho's cont:-ued 2.13.9
1nterest .~ timely anc approoriate resolution of the
¢ransura~ic (TRU) waste c.sposalL .Ssue, we have reviewec
these cdocuments to aeternmine what, 1£ any, impact tre
construct.cn of these facil_t.es at the Rocky Flats Plant
~would have on Idaroc, a~c —ore varticularly on the storaage
of TRU waste at tne Icaho National Engireering Laboratory
{INEL)

The state of Idaho suppor:ts COE activities that will
resuls 11 reguct.on c: waste volumes, waste processinc
costs ard raaiaticn evoosure to workers, and Zcor +<hese
reasons believes 4ne corstruct.or oI tne SARF ana TUS .s 1in

the ouslic _~teresc Zt nust be ackxnowleacgec, however,

t1a+ the A ana tae prooosec FONSI co not resolve t-e

croblem t-~at createa the i1mmealate neea Zor t-e SARF a-c 2 13 9
TWS fac...t.es, . e , .-~suificient storagce cavac.t' Icr

TPU-mixea waste at Rocvy Flats This s ar .ssue of
extreme i-zortance to Icano, and one wnich tre state will
closely monitor because historically DOE has sent TRU-mixea
waste to tre INEL Icr _~cefinite storace unti. Goverror
Andrus institutec his bar or the INEL's importaticn oI this
waste last _ear

Response To Comments
SARF and TWS Environmental Assessment June 1990
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The EA states, at page 3-22, that DOE 1is xn 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
cptaions include the INEL The EA also states, at page
3-23, that DOE 1s considering the need for longer-temm
storage of the waste t appears from the EA that sevarate
NEPA documentation 1s 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 1n a sinagle
NEPA evaluation 40 C.F.R. § 1502 4 Connectea actions
are considered closely related wnere they (1)
automatically trigger other actiors which may recuir
prevaration of an EIS, (2) cannot or will not proceed
unless other actions are taken previously or
simultaneously; or (3) are intercepenaent parts of a2 larger
action and depenc on the larger action for thear
justxzfication Based on these cr:iteria, the storage
proposals should be considered together in one
comprenensive NEPA analys:s.

Realistically, the waste stocrage problems presented by
TRU-mi1xed waste will only beci~ to be resclvec after the
Waste Isolation P:rlot Plar:z (WIPP) ovens in New Me-‘icc
DOE's ciscussion of rear-term anc longer-term storage
solut:iors cetracts Irom what DOE's primary focus should
be- the open.ng of wIPP DOE's snell game approacn o:
TRU-mL1xec w~aste storage ca= orly be resolved by WIPP, and
we urge DOE *o focus all of 1%s efforts in this direct.o~
Finally, 1t should be c.ear by now that ary study ol
storage alterrat.ves Icr TPU-m.xea waste should ~ot .nclucde
Zéaro as a potenila. storage s.te

Very Trulv Yours,

qu@ A
Jonatnan P Carter
R

Special Assistart
JPC .
10430 01
a/f
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MARJORIE £ CLEMENT
(:()lll!t)( Distnict No 2
JOHN P STONE
COIOI‘adO Distnict No 3
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- Apr:l 30, 1990

CERTIFIED MAIL MO, P 947 565 619
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr Patraick J Etchart

U S Devartment of Energy Comment No:
Rocky Flats Plant —
P O Box 928

Colden, Colorado 80402-0928

PE Environmental Assessment ana Findinc of No Signif:cant
Impact on the Superccomvactor ana Revacxagina Facilit:
and the Transuraric Waste Shredaer

Dear Mr Etchart

The Board of Count Commissicners o the Countv of
Jeffersor, State of Coloraco, anpreciates tne onportunitvy to
comment on the Environmental Assessment ¢f the Supercompvactcr
and Revackaging Facilitv (SARF) and the Transuranic Waste
Shreader (TWS), and the vrovosed Firdina of No Sianificant
Impact (FONSI) Thouan public comment 15 not reguired on the EA
and the FONSI, the Roard recocn.-~es the Cemartment of Erercv's
cood faith efforts toward gairinc 2nformat:ion on this subirect
from a1l sectors

There appears tc be cefi-.te acvantages %o operating the
SARY and +the TWS ~owever, t-e RBoara o“ Countv Commissioners
has several concexns recaraing botn on-site and off-site i1ssues

ON~-SITE CONCEWNS

The Roard of Countv Comm.cssioners 1s varticularlv concer-~ec
apout +<he safetv of workers c.r:=c the repdacxacinc of sreviousliv
sackagec waste (Sec I 1 2} The volume of TRU-waste nas
accumulatea across the piant s.te unaer Treviouslv i1naacequacte
cractices anc procegures Trarsporning thls waste to 3uiidine 2.4.2
776 for compactirag ana sareccing anéd fcr repacxagincg 1n safer
containers apbears nazaraous old containers have been
unreixable, contents lazbels -ave at timee teen erroneous, the
_ntecritv of the 1nner baags Lsea for soft waste nas been
cuesticrable, ana t-e waste poxec have not alwavs oroven
adequate Althouen +>is part ci the SARF pronect 1§ a

AT10 ETCHART

o NT-S Y NRY-¥-J AN AR M e ~r A AN NS AA A Aas
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Page I

non-routine short term repackaging effort, .t has the poter~tial
for jeovardizing the safety of the workers and the environment
A complete plan for this oneration including protection for
workers and the envaronment should be formulatea

A second on-site concern 1s with the votential for
increasing near-term storace cavacity bevond the 1601 cubic
varcs (Sec. 3 1 4) AN .ncrease 1n storage capacitv even on a
temporary basis should not be considered unt:l all forma.
permitting procedures are met, includineg public hearinags
Add:tional storage should only be deemed temporarv and off-site
alternatives (WIPP ana others) should be activerv and seriouslv
nursuea

QFF-eITFr CONCYRNS

The Boarc has tuvc maloer concerns regarding off-gite
-Tnaccs The I_.rs% 1s a reaction to the statemenz that "the
orl ©vcotentia. evposure tc the public zrom routine orera=ions oF
~he SARF anc the TWS w:ill be from raciocactive particulaces
emitted from the Buildinc 776 rooftop evhaust vents." (Sec 1 2}
Althouah off-site exposure 1s projected to be minimal, .= would
bhe our recues+t “hat air monitorinag be intensified durirc the
earlv months ¢ use of this new ecuivmert The Goverror's
Scient.f:c Panel on Monitor.ng Svstems will soon release 1%
recomMengatiors An effcrt to .mvlement those recommencations
dealire with air monitcrira shoula be maae befoare the
supercemprac<cr beccmes cperational Results of the monitorinc
shou:c »e mace punl.c as ca.cvl as possible to assure the
osub.ic +het the SARF ana t*e TVWS are :n fact ~ot h"aving a
wega%ti'e impact or air cualitv off-site

Transoort of the waste (Sec 1 1 4 anc 5 1 6) to WIPP 1s of
creat comcer~ =0 Jefferson Countvy As stateda 11 Jeffarson
Counc ‘s cc~—erts on tne V'IPP Supplementa. Environmenta. -~mpact
Statemert, t-a2 Coun%' Rherleves tnat rarl transpors “eecs to pe
evaluezec I.zther e Boare vouic alse urge <hat ewmergenc -
sreparecness toocrams e cortinuec, ana that DOT assume
respo~sipll.t Zor fund.na emergencv eculodment neecec 5’
~urlsc.Ct.0OnsS aiong the frarsvortation coutes far=ner,
assLrarces Tust De race ana rept +that tne tIucki-C contractors,
+heir ecuirmert a™a emtlovees meet “>e bichest stancarcs c?f
preparatlor ana persormance 1n oraer «o protect t~e oublic as
she suDercempacced wasteé .s transnortea off +he plant gi-e

2T10 ZTCPART
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Page 3

OVERSIGHT

Finally, the Board of Countv Commissioners suaggests that as
this new equioment becomes operational, increased thard party
monitoring would be appropriate. The Environmental Protection
Agencv, the Coloraao Department of Health, the Advisory
Committee on Nuclear Facilitv Safetv, and the Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safetv Board should all be encouraged to evaluate the
operation. This action would assure safetv for the workers and
the public, guarantee protection of the environment, and
increase credibilitv for the plant operators.

The Board of Countv Commissioners ampreciates the
opportunxtv to comment on the supercompactor before 1t 1s put
1nto operat:on ana 1s hopeful that the SARF and TWS renresent a
sincere effort to make the Rocky Flats facilitv safer for the
plant's workers, the o»ublic ana the environment

Verv trulv vours,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

P g7 A AR

Rich Feréinandsen, Chairman

=

ce var-or_e T Clerent, Jefferson Countv Commissioner
Sohr P Stone, Jefferson Countv Commissioner
Gover~or Rov Porer, Governor of tne State of Colorado
Dr Tom Vernor, Director, Colorado Denmt of Health
Jim Screrer, Recg:onal Administrator, U S EPA Region VITI
Adm.ral James Watkins, U S Secretarr ¢f Energv
Patr.cx R Vahar, Jefferson Count,s Attornev

AT10 ETC'ART
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GARREY CARRLTHERS

\W -

PEIEIVES
OFFlCooline GOVERNOR
Staie arhen Mexico

Santa Fe 8750
zz o .17

CERN
4

Governor

Apr:l 20, 1990

Mr Robert M Nelson, JrT.

US Department of Energy
Rocky Flats Office

Fost Cffice Box 928

Golaen, Cclorado 80402-0928

Dear Mr Nelson

Thank you for your letter of March 28, 1990, and fcr enclosing
copres of an Environmental Assessment of the Supercompactor and
Repackagirg Facil.ties and Transuranic Waste Shreader and =ztne
proposea *.ndirgc cf Mo Significant Impac:

I have forwarded these documents to the New Mexico Environmental
Iimprovement Divis.on for thear review and comments

4

% 15 1mperTant TD Keep New Mexaco informed of actions whaich may
1mpact the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) site or transuranic
wastes whic~ could be emplaced at WIPP.

A

Garrey Carruthers

Gevarner
GC MZB <3
¢Q/C2/2083
cc ®_gc~arz Mitzelifelt Darectors
gnv.rccnmental Improvement Divasion

Response To Comments
SARF ana TWS Environmental Assessment
eghg\sarf-tws\resp-comapp-a jun



SEAD, w3 1|
ASSBURGERI | |
ONDO. R (1]
ONSON, DP' |
|
SoON ¥ '

)

Il

|

/%

25

\

:
:

\

Apral 25, 1990

Department of Energy, Rocky Flats Office
Patrick J. Etchart
P O. Box 928

Golden, Colorado 80402-0928

RE. COMMENTS TO DOE/EA-0432, ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OF
SUPERCOMPACTOR AND REPACKAGING FACILITY AND TRU WASTE
SHREDDER AND COMMENTS TO THE CORRESPONDING FONSI

I co 8 TO DOE/PA-0432

My comments to this Environmental Assessment (EA) fall into three
basic categories £.rst, the present need and future izplications,
second, the benefits cof the proposed action, and third, 1ndividual
comments to the EA.

1 PRESENT NEED FOR THE SUPERCOMPACTOR AND SHREDDING FACILITY

The Department of Energy (DOE) and EG&G certainly feel that the
proposed action 1s necessary for the continuation of plutoniux
operations at Rocky Flats gaiven 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 i1s still not open and no
assurance 1s available that the WIPP will be certified and ever
able to acceot w~aste from Rocky Flats Therefore, supercomdactiing
the waste onlv reduces the quantity of waste and helps EG&G avoia
the waste limit 1=posed by CDH for a short t.ne

We nust be concermed with the long term storage of waste produced
at Rocky Flats Cempact.ng the waste does nothing tTo reauce the
~aste, only the prys.cal dimensions. Thus, supercozpact.rg will
allow more waste to De stored at Rocky Flats 8ut cuery wnat .f
WIPP does not oven® The supercompacted waste will remain at Rocl,
Flats unt:l a home :s found Query again ~what £ <the
supercompacted w~aste :s rejected at other s.tes cue to the fact
that the waste has rceen supercoxzpacted? Could suvercompaci.ng

potentially prejuaice the reception of that waste at other
facilities?
The EA nmust look at this contingency and dispel this fear The EA

1s to look at potential environmental hazards ana assess the
result. The potent.al cf the WIPP never cpening 1s a possibility
and the storage of the waste at Rocky Flats as weil as the
possibility of the waste not being in acceptable fcrm ror aeposit
at another facil:ty must be aadressea

P

/

CRYMKS 27C
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In summary, the proposed action seems tO be a knee-jerx reaction
t0 the waste storage limit in the RCRA permit The EA must aadress
the implications of long term storage oI waste ana 1nclude
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 productiocn and thus increase waste since the volume of
waste will be reduced. DOE wi1ll 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
wlll open Therefore, the benefits from this proposed acticn are
questionable at this point The EA does not address the potential
cetriment from the provosea action 1f the WIPP fails to open and
ine 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
will 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 cublc varas of waste can pe suvercompacted at a reauction factor
of 5 1 This reduces the 42 cubic yarcas to approximately 8 cubac
varecs Fowever, 40% of the waste cannot be supercorpacted. So 28
cubic yaracs are unalterec The pottom line 1s that 28 cubic yaras
plus the 8 cunic yaras of superconpacted waste yields approximately
36 cubpic varas at the end of the process. Thus, 70 cubic yaras s
reaucea tc about 36 cupic varas, which 1s an overall reauction of
tw0 T2 one (2.1) ana not five to one (£ 1) Failure to state the
overall waste volume reauction 1s nilsleading wnen the EA clairs a
£ 1 reauction from supercompac:ting

3. INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS

Page 2-~3 All of the SARF equipment and the glovebox have been
purcnased ana aelivered and some cof the equipment has been
assempled This indicates that the EA 1s simply a formalaty and
therefore a sham because DOE opviously believes that the proposed
action will be permitted or the DOE would not have purcnased the
equipment orior to the authorization It seems that the wagon has
gotten anead of the horses This supports the contention that the
ZA ana ccrresponding FONSI are simply a rubber stanping process
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Page 3-12 Ligquid 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 1f the 4 liter storage tank
overflowed before the workers could stop the operation® Fiarst,
should you not have some supplemental safety feature that would
automatically stop the supercompactor once a limat 1s reached?
Second, what would be the result of a spill® Would the ligquid be
contained or would the liquid spill over the floor or seep into the
foundation® What are the dangers associated with this scenario®

Page 3-28 Along the same lines, an alarm sounds 1f craiticalaity
1s detected However, what effect 1s there beyond an alarm

sounding® 1Is there any system to stop the procedure or avoid any
aggravation of the criticality 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 is 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 buildings to house the SARF and TWS that might be safer
than building 776. The EA 1s to examine potential environmental
damage from the prooosed action, but should also suggest and
examine alternataives Alternatives snould 1incluce those which
would make the proposed action safer ana more environmentally
sound

Page 5-1,2 It 1s stated that the HEPA filters will be tested
to assure efficiency, but can :t then be inferred that releases to
the atmosphere can be occurring unt:l the filters are checked?
Should not the effluent be constantly monitored to assure guality
and the operation shut down :1mmediately upeon determining any
proplen®

Further, the EA states that effluent SAAM's will alarm "if
sagnificant .ncreases .n airborne alrha activity are detected "
What .s cansiaerea significant? Will the operation cease
immeaiately® Wwhat .s the contingency plan®

It 1s stated that an investigation will be conaucted to determine
the cause oI emissions exceeding 0 20 pCi/m3 what occurs 1in the
-ean tT:.me” Do operations cease or simply continue while the
-nvestigaticn occurs?

Finally, I question whether or not the provosed action have as
little impact on air ana water cuality as the EA suggests Are the
HEPA filters as effective as claimed for the particle size released
dur:ng suvercompact:ion?

Pacge &-5 Bacterial degraaation 1s said not to have any impact
pecause the mecnanism 1s slow However, wnat 1f the WIPP does not
open cor the onening of WIPP 1s delaved for some time® The waste
w111 then pe storea at the RFP until a home s found Query If
the waste s storea at the RFP Zor scme time, then would not
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bacterial aegradation begin te become a concern® If sao, then what
are the consequences”

Page 5-7 It 1s i1nferred from the EA that the impacts of the
SARF are compared to other current operations and then assessed as
increased or decreased raisk. 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 Craiticality 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 glovebox, even 1£
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 criticality saituation
or at least aggravated by craticality as a result of the fire
fighting operation®

Page 5-60 The average level of plutonium in soils 1s claimed
to be 0 14 pCi/m2 Is thas a world-wide average or an average

taken from areas near similar facilities where the average might
escalate® I have heard much lower estimates than this

Page 5-61 The EA claims the average volume reduction will be
S.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
supercomnpactor 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 cannct be supercoripactea. So 28 cubic vards are unaltered.
The botto™ line 1s that 28 cupic vards (unalterea) plus the 8 cubac
vards of supercompacted waste vields approximately 36 cubic vards

at the ena of the process. Thus, 70 cubic yards 1s reduced to
about 36 cubic yvaras, which :s an overall reduction of two to one
(2:1) ana not f.ve to one (5 1) While the first page of the EA

aamits this, tThe remaincer of the EA fails to acknowleage 1t. Thais
overall reauction of 2 1 should be stated so that the reader s not
lea to believe that the SARF will cut the waste at tne RFP by 5 1.

€ 1s misleading to state otherwise and has the effect of putting
the SARF 1s a petter light than 1t 1s due.

II. COMMENTS ON THE FONSI (THE RUEBBER STAMP)

Page 3 of the FONSI confirms suspicions that the SARF 1s saimply a
short ter™ emergency solution to avoid surpassing the 1601 cubalc
yard linitation imposed by CDH The FONSI aamits toc needing the
SARF to cecntinue operations while complying with RCRA.

Page 6 of the FONSI states that effluent from the gloveboxes 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
impact. As stated 1n my comments on the EA, an alarm will sound
1f alpha radiation 1s detected above a lamit, but the FONSI fails
to state what the contingency plan i1s during the time between the
sounding of the alarm and the implementation of the corrective
action. Specifically, does the operat.on cease until the cause 1s

found?

Page 6 alsc states that drums of supercompacted waste will have
carbon composite filters for venting of gas W1ill 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
aetectable increases 1n emissions to the environment The EA dad
assess the risks to the public and the workers, so there must be
some i1ncrease 1n emassions for the public and workers to be at some
increased risk. In fact, pages 7 & 8§ of the FONSI aamit that there
1s some increased exXposure Irom the routine overation of the
proposed action.

Page 11 goes to great lengths to point out <that criticality is
unlikely and that 1t has never occurred at the RFP As stated 1in
my comments sSupra, was not the 1957 ana 1969 fires the result of
criticality or aggravatea by criticality as a result cf the fire
fighting efforts® Criticality does not seem as unlikely as the
FONSI would have us believe.

In sunmmary, the FONSI appears to be the rubber stamp that the DOE
expects. The FONSI avoics the 1issues and simply discounts any
adverse 1mpacts As stated supra, the equipment has alreaay been
purchasea and on site, some of the ecuipment has alreaay been
assemolea It seems that DOE fully expected a FONSI «~hen they
purchasea the equipment and th.s ZA and FONSI certainly appear to
conf:zm thas.

Thank vyou for the opportu.nity o comment on DOE/EA-0422 and 1ts
corresoonaing FONSI Z hope tThat ny comments are some value T
you

<

Sincerely,
\/‘

= T

raig Kish, Rocky Flats Cleanun Commission
Box €58
Golden, Colorado 80402-0658
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April 30, 1990
AN, GN 1 | ad 1
T, “S L Re Coments on the EA for the Suvercomuactor and Repaciaging
TR 1 | TVRRY] ‘SARF) and "RU Waste Shreddesr (TWS)
LS L Dear Mr Etchart
= G I |
S, 2= L The Ria!  }lats Cleanup Commussion (RFCC) has the followaing questions
—ON "'q_u 21 ‘ and concerms regarcing the operation of the SARF and WS
=S B!
TIEP  RM| | : CUESTIONS
wl |
.o It ! Wnile tne EA states tnat wmstes wnll be reaucea § to ] with
= 5 o the SARF ang 2 t¢ | wvith the TWS, a statement 1s mage on psge J-31
':"S SR thal (ach overvecx arum will be limitea to & mmxamm of 16 drums of 2.1.4
== - soft waste This appears to be a recuctian tector of 16 to 1| What
B OJR Ot 18 correct”
Zau we L1
SS3URGER) ¢ |} T On page 5-65 & statement 1s made that "If one of these alterna-
oo 3 i tives were to be umiementaed a RCRA permit Will be obtained as 2.16.4
required ana compiiance w1th the reauirements of the permut will be
JNSON__ 0Pl 1] =
<2 - mAawntainea we assuve A permut -~11l pe i1ssueq and 1t wnll be
JETRIY ML suojected to s puclic near.ng ana fuil puolic revaew Is thas
R ] correct”
s e w1

S On omge 3-20 a statement 13 made that “during the initial SARF
Cperaiing per:oc an estimatea maxudus of aporoximately 15 000 cuoac
feet 13 000 cudic yares! of TRU ana "Rl mixeq wastes will be

J:

JRS——.
[ resovea {-om StOrage “~epacxaged anG supercommacted concurrently with 2.1.9
Vo the normal waste t-oauction feed to the SARF ° On page 3-22 & suate—
—'—"‘_'—" rent 1s nace that avcroximatelv BCX of the waste o oe processes ir
[ the SARF ana TWS will de TRU muxea " :f 80X of the 5 000 cuoic yaras
__________' or 4 0CO cubic varus are TRU mixed waste nas the Rocxy Flats Plant
! uireaas esceeaea tne 601 cuoic vara .imat”?

|

VMAJOR CONTETRNS

CLr grestest concern $ with the Diutonium in the existang

-2 = QUELWOrK AL 3u.iing ~i5 'he—e the SARF and TWS are ocatea
2208 s} W v ANy mOre gioveoo\es are NOOKeA UD to this ductworx 1%
~MOUIQ D “leANec ana  J-ther contamination snould be preventea The 2.3.8
= ~1tiCalitl Doten.iai £ the plutoniun Knouwla De assessea LO aeter—

mine 1f ANy 1mMmed.ate acilon SNOWIA Ce taxen to prevent a ¢r.ticau-
1L

T ror ascrIss -
\ PR he RECT 5 concermes that fae supercomuector Yi.l cause escessive 2.3 8
£ 24D .
«ATT

[7
NY\,C/

2
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orvsaure on the HEPA filters and the glovebox svstea sav not contain
U, ulonium Darticles which escape Guring compactian  This possi-
bility snould oe thorougniv analvzed before operation

3  The RFCC 1s concerned that sparks will be generated during the
prercing procvux (o release gases frum the arums before compaction
Thise sparxs could ignite the gases 1n the drum ang increase the risk
of fire 1in the gloveoox and reiesse plutomium particles to the envar-
o1mrnt.

4 The suoercomuacted wastes shoula not be stored 1n buildings wnich
I not mect design tasas criteria for wind and earthquaxes Buildang
776 v+ l-uwd for vind losas of 135 wpn ana the design tasis wind
load 13 161 mpn

S5 The RFCC 13 generallsy concerned with the ouality control through-
out hC Wnoie process As a minuma  the State of Colorsao’s moma-
or g svstem snould be installed at the stacks before overations
begin how can we be assured that oruv 100 grams of plutonium are in
eacn varrel” How can we pe assured that incomoatible vastes are not
mixaa”® How can we oe assurea that the HEPA filters are instailed

ana changed regulariy? What aocumentation will be prepared to assure
the punlic that proper procedures are oeing followed® Uow can the
public be mssured that the HEPA filters are capturing the smsilest
piutonium particles generated hr the SARF ana TWS”

6 Finally the corment period should be exterdea annther two weexs
to allow a full 30 dav review we did not receive the FA unt.l oo
ueexs arter .ts availaoilizy was publisned in the Feaeral Register
“hus does not give the puol.c acecuate time {Or a prover review A
puslic hear.nz snouwid be neid to obtawn addit.onas puplic input

If vou rave any cuestions regarding these questicns and comments,
piease cail Joe Tempel ar 75°-5531 /)

&, Thank vou

\&L ?Q/‘/’ 3

/ | voe Tezvel |

e Secmetarv watkins ! u ‘
: /
Regresentat.ve Scarcecer b

Representative Skagzs

Srtmtor wiruh

Fapresentat.ve Erown

« nmaggarc
Miulio
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Westminster 1s concerned

Standiey Laxe proviges drinhing water for

The handling of the

It will not De soiving

Rocky

ezCIlv
= LSDO
i g \ CITY of WESTM
ki ,
V40 20 as 7. 1990 1055 HAY -8

% =-21-40 v
,-_.v-:z_::::as@
SO &~ |ﬂ Office of the Mavor Mr Patrick ] Etchare
=eONSOh DP! | U S Deparunent of Energy

V1| 4800 Wess 92nd Avenve Rockv Fliats Plant
m—'— Wemwangier Cotoresn P O Box 928
M‘ 40030 0399 Golden, Colorado 80402-0928
=SS, 5t 505 430 2400
&5__?._;- Dear Mr Etchar:
20EDER. ‘;L, L ! am writing to provide comments on "Environmental Assessment of
’-m___ =TT Supercompactor and Repackag:ng Facility and TRU Waste Shredde~"
S - on behalf of the City of Westunnster
S about the operations of the Rocky Flats facility because of the
35 "D et potential unpacts on Westminste® c:zizens and the Croyv's water
== ::E:'.‘_u\ T supply. Standlev Lake
== 5 a_nproxmateky 180.000 in Westmunster, Thornton, Nortagiean, and
:__m,"‘z. = —1 :ede'al heignts as well as imigation water for snarencloers i the
____m’ T “armers Reservoir and !rrigauion Company

1
:‘f‘f‘ J_:c ; ' Westminster is opposed to the use of the Supercompactor and
s =S Repackaming Faciuty ang TRU Waste Snredqer (SARE/TWS)
ToASSSTAcERT 1 Westmunster cannot support any Operanioh wncenh will increase the

N amount of waste wnich can be stored at the Rocky Flats Plant.
SRS ; Because there 1s yer no solution to the hazardous waste disposal
= = problem a: Rocky Flats, the SARF/™WS will merely increase the
t-':— '_.“ = amount of wastes stored at Rocky Flats.
=3B the problem. Westminster 1s concerned that this will open the
m_—-&. = T door to making Rocky Flats a waste repository, for both its own
OSEvED . AMI ) | wastes and possibly those from other facilities, Wastes should aot
BOSSEAL, =3 ) V| be generated if there is no means of disposal and staving within
ooy ¥ | the lumits ser by the State of Colorado
——————— wastes necessavy for snredding and repackaging 2iso increases the
—_— risk 10 the workers and neighboring c.rizens.

\

————t The City of Westminster is also opposed to the proposea means of
———— QSDOSINE 0 lLICuIC Wwastes generateg Quring tnhe nandling orocess.

- The plan caus Ior SuCn wastes to De treated ang Qusposed of DYy
e soray umigation  This 1s unaccedtable to Westminster in the
e apsence of an interceotor cznal arouna S:andlev Lake
—'-':,7-,1""7:_ Flats has not used proper engineering judgement in the land
e application of effluent in the pas:i, which has resuited in surface
T==aEns XX water runof! reacrung Pond C-2

i
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Even when properiv applied, it
appears the groundwate- surfaces and flows into Woman Creek
This 1s unsatisfactorv to the City of Westmunster uniess an
mrerceptor ca2nal 's 1 place to carny all waters from the Rocky
*lats Plant around Standiev lake

I
N0
ORIZEIP 1A

5

R
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Page 2

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this imporian? issue
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding tnese
comments

Very Airuly yours
</

cc: Congressman David Skaggs
Governor Roy Romer
City Council
Bill Christopner, City Manager
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