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The Honorable John T. Conway
Chairman

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
625 Indiana Avenue, NW

Washington, D.C. 20004

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that three actions identified in the
Implementation Plan for Recommendation 2001-1, High-level Waste
Management at the Savannah River Site, were completed by the Department
of Energy (DOE) in October 2001. The three completed actions are:

1. Commitment 2.2-Issue Record of Decision (ROD) on Salt Processing
Alternatives—October 2001. The Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management signed the ROD for Salt Processing Alternatives on
October 9, 2001, and it was published in the Federal Register on
October 17, 2001. A copy of the ROD is enclosed. (Enclosure 1)

2. Commitment 3.3-Tank 49 Available for High-Level Waste (HLW)
service—October 2001. Tank 49 was available for HLW service on
October 11, 2001, upon implementation of the revised Authorization Basis.

3. Commitment 3.6-Return 2H evaporator to Operations—November 2001.
The DOE Savannah River Manager approved restart of the 2H evaporator
on October 5, 2001, and feeding of waste into the evaporator pot was
initiated later the same day. (Enclosure 2)

The Department continues to work safely to restore a level of operational margin in
the Savannah River Tank Farms, and these actions are steps toward this goal. If

you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 586-7710.

Sincerely,

/( /l / \f%%ﬂz
Paul Gol

Chief of Staff
Office of Environmental Management
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Enclosure 1

{6450-01-P]
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Record of Decision: Savannah River Site Salt Processing Alternatives
AGENCY: Deparmment of Energy (DOE)

ACTION: Record of Decision

SUMMARY': The Savannah River Site Salt Processing Alternatives Supplemenial Environmental bmpact Statement
{Salt Processing SEIS, DOE/EIS-0082-S2) considered alternatives for separaung the high-activity fraction from the
low-activity fracuon of the high-level radioacuve salt waste now stored 1n underground tanks at the Savannah River
Site (SRS) near Aiken, South Carolina. Based on the analysis in the SEIS and the results of laboratory scale research
and development and independent reviews. DOE determined that any of the aliernatives evaluated could be
implemented with only small and accepiable environmental impacts. DOE has decided 10 implement Caustic Side
Solvent Extraction for separation of radicacuve cesium from SRS salt wastes because the solvent extraction process
1s robust and efficient. and DOE has experence with similar solvent extraction processes such as PUREX

(Plutomum -~ Uranmium Extracuon).

Ininal implementaton of the Caustic Side Solvent Extraction technology will consist of designing, constructing, and
operating a facility in S-Area. DOE will evaluate the processing capacity needed based on high-level waste sysitem
requirements (including, but not limited 10. waste removal capabilities. optimizauion of salt-sludge blending for
Defense Waste Processing Facility operauons. and salistone system modifications or upgrades), projected
throughput. and conceptual design data. Based on these evaluauions. DOE may eiec‘l 10 build a facility or facilities
to carry out the Caustic Side Solvent Extraction process that could accommodate pilot prc;gram and production

objectives. but would not exceed the size or processing capacity evaluated in the Salt Processing SEIS. In parallel.
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DOE will evaluate implementation of any of the other salt processing alternatives for specific waste portions for
which processing could be accelerated or that could not be processed in the Caustic Side Solvent Extraction faciliry.
These evaluations and potential operations would be undertaken to maintain operational capacity and flexibility in

the BLW svstem. and to mee1 commmuments for closure of high-level waste tanks.

ADDRESSES: Copies of the Salt Processing SEJS and this Record of Decision may be obtained by calling a 1ol
free number (800-881-7292). by sending an e-mail request o nepa@srs.gov or by mailing a request to: Andrew
Grawnger. Naunional Environmental Pohicy Act (NEPA) Comphance Officer. Savannah River Operations Office,
Department of Energy. Building 742A. Room 185. Aiken. SC 29808. The SRS Salt Processing Aliemnatives SEIS
tincluding the 38-page Summary) 1s available on the Department of Energy NEPA Web site.

us.eh.doe.gov/nepa’docs/docs.htm. This Record of Decision also will be available at the above Web site.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Quesnions concerming the SRS Salt Processing program can be
submuitied by caliing 800-881-7292. mailing them to Mr. Andrew Gramnger at the above address. or sending them

electronically to'the Savannah River Operations Office e-mail address. nepa(@srs.gov.

For general informauon on the DOE NEPA process. please contact: Carol M. Borgstrom. Director. Office of NEPA
Policy and Comphance. U.S. Department of Energyv. 1000 Independence Avenue. SW.. Washington. DC 20585.

202-586-4600 ov leave a message at 800-472-2756.

. SUPPLIéMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background
Nuclear materials production operations at the SRS resulted in the generation of large quantiies of high-level
radioactive waste (HLW). which is stored onsiie in large underground tanks. SRS HLW was generated as an acidic
solution and was chemicallv converied 10 an alkaline solution for storage. In 1ts alkaline form 1t consists of rwo
components. soluble salt.and insoluble sludge. Both components contain highly radioactive residues from nuclear
materials production. Radionuclides found in the siudge component include fission products (such as strontium-90)

and long-lived acunides (such as uranium and plutonium). Radionuchides found in the soluble salt component

SDA SEISROD 2
10/03/01



include 1sotopes of cesium and technetium. as well as some sirontium and actinides. DOE has been operating the
Defense Waste Processing Facility (DWPF) since 1996 1o vimfy (conven 1o glass) the sludge component of HLW to

a stable form suntable for disposal 1n a geologic repository.

DOE conunues 10 manage the salt component within the HLW 1ank sysiem. Dewatering the salt so]ﬁlion by
evaporation. a process that conserves tank space. converts the salt solution 10 a solid salicake and a concentrated salt
supernatant. In order to process the salt component using any action alternative described in-the Salt Processing
SEIS, DOE must first convent the saltcake back to salt solution. Solid saltcake would be dissolved by adding water
and combined with salt supernatant to form a salt solution. The highly radioactive constituents would be separated
from the sait solution and vitrified in DWPF. The remaining low-activity constituents. consisting mostly of non-
radioactive salts. would be stabilized with grout (a cement-like mixture) to create a saltstone waste form for disposal

at the SRS as low-level radioactive waste.

DOE evaluaied the potential environmental impacts of constructing and operating DWPF in a 1982 EIS (DOE/EIS-
0082). In 1994 DOE published a SEIS (DOE/E]IS-(0082-S) evaluanng changes in the HLW proéess proposed after
the 1982 E1S was 1ssued. The Record of Decision (60 FR 18589: April 12. 1995) announced that DOE would
complete the construction and startup testing of DWPF using the In-Tank Precipianon (1TP) process to separate the

high-acuvity fracuon from the salt solution.

DOE designed the ITP process 1o be carried out prumarily in one of the underground HLW storage tanks. Under the
JTP process an inorganic sorbent. monosodxlum titanate. would have removed actinides and radioactive strontium
from the salt solution and an organic reagent. sodium tetraphenyvlborate. would have precipitated radioactive cesium
from the salt solunon. The ITP process included washing and filtration steps to separate the resulting solids and
residual sludge for vitnfication in DWPF. However. tetraphenylborate is subject to catalytic and radiolytic
decomposition that returns cesium to the salt solution and generates benzene. which 1s a toxic. flammable, and
potentially explosive organic substance that must be safely controlled. The ITP process was designed to
accommodate some tetraphenylborate decomposition and to h&nit benzene accumulation. To achieve the objectives

of the ITP process. however, the decomposition of tetraphenylborate must be hmited to minimize (1) the amount of
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precipitated cesium that is redissolved in the salt solution and (2) the amount of benzene generated. Startup testing
of the ITP facility in 1995 generated benzene in much greater quannnes than had been anticipated based on
calculations and laboratory expeniments. and 1TP startup operations were suspended in order to develop a better

understanding of the TP process chemismry.

In August 1996. the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB). chartered by Congress 1o independently
review operations at DOE nuclear defense facilities and to make recommendations necessary to protect public health
and safetv. recommended that planned large-scale testing of the ITP process not proceed further unuil DOE had a
berter understanding of how benzene was generated and released during the precipitation process. In response 10 the
DNFSB recommendation. DOE 1mtated an extensive chemustry program to berter-understand the process of
benzene generation and release. Jn January 1998. DOE determmed that JTP. as designed. could not meet production
goals and safery requirements. because the separation of radionuclides from HLW salt solution could not be
achieved without excessive tetraphenylborate decomposition and benzene generation. DOE must therefore select an

alternative technology for HLW salit processing.

Alternative Technology Evaluation

Westunghouse Savannah River Company ( WSRC). the SRS operating contractor. evaluated a Jist of over 140
potential salt reatment technologies to replace the JTP process and in October 1998 recommended four 1echnologies
for further consideration: Small Tank Tewaphenylborate Precipiation ( Small Tank). Crystalline Silicotitanate lon
Exchange (lon Exchange). Caustic Side Solvent Extracuon (Solvent Extraction}. and Direct Disposal in Grout
(Direct Disposal). DOE decided in early 1999 to pursue three of the four candidate alternatives for replacement of

the ITP process. dropping Solvent Extraction because it was considered technically immature for the salt waste at

that ume.

In addition 10 engineenng and research and development efforts. reviews by the Nanonal Academy of Sciences have
played an important role in reviewing DOE 's technology selection process. In June 1999 the Under Secretary of
Energy requested thai the National Academy of Sciences — National Research Council provide an independent

technical review of alternatives for processing the HLW salt at the SRS. In response to the request. the Council
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appointed a “Commuitiee on Cesium Processing Allernatives for High-Level Waste at the Savannah River Site.”
which conducted a review and provided an interim report 1n October 1999 and a final report tn August 2000. Based
on that report’s recommendanion and new research and development results from indepéndem work at Oak Ridge
Nanional Laboratory. DOE restored Solvent Extraction 1o the list of potenual alternatives. In connection with the
August 2000 report. DOE asked the Council to provide a follow-on assessment. and the Council appointed a
*Communee on Radionuclide Separation Processes for High-Level Waste at the Savannah River Site” in October
2000 1o review DOE's evaluation of potential technologies for separating radionuclides from soluble high-level
radioactive waste at the SRS. This second commutiee conducted 11s review and provided an intenm report in March
2001 and a Final Report in June 200]. The report conciuded that Caustic Side Solvent Extraction technology

presents the Jeast technical uncerainties of any of the three cesium separation alternatives.

Alternatives Considered

The Salt Processing SEIS describes the environmental impacts of the four salt processing 'lechnology alternatives
that were evaluated through engineering and research and development efforts and indepe_ndem technical reviews.
The four salt processing technology alternatives considered in the Salt Processing SEIS were Small Tank. lon
Exchange. Solvent Extracuion. and Direct Disposal. The analysis in the Salt Processing EIS is based on pre-
conceprual engineering designs of the facilines and emissions esiimates generated from kﬁowledge of chemical
processes and engineering controls that would be applied. The Salt Processing SEIS also analvzed a No Action

alternauive (1.e.. a continuation of current HLW management activities).

The four salt processing technology alternatives considered in the Salt Processing SEIS share some common
features. Each alternative includes initial separation of Jow-concentration solublie radioactive strontium and
actinides (including plutonmium) by sorption. followed by filtration. The essential difference among the alternatives is
the technology for removai of the relatively high concentrations of radioactive cesium. Except for the Direct
Disposal alternative. in which cesium would not be removed but would remain in the fraction immobilized as
saltstone for disposal a1 the SRS. the final waste forms are similar for each of the action alternatives. For these

action alternatives the cesium is extracted from the salt solution and incorporated into a vitrified waste form for

th
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eventual repository disposal. and the remaining low-acuvity salt fraction 1s immobilized as saltstone for disposal at

the SRS.

Solvent Extraction

The Solvent Exmaction alternative. ydentified as the preferred alternative in the final Salt Processing SEIS. would
use a highly specific organic extractant to separate cesium from the HLW salt solution. The cesium would be
ransferred from the aqueous salt solution into an insoluble organic phase. using a centnifugal contactor to provide
high surface area contact. followed by centrifugal separation of the two phases. Recover_\.f of the cesium by back
extraction from the organic phase in1o a secondary aqueous phase would generate a concentrated cesium solution for

wvitrificanon in DWPF.

Small Tank Precipitation

The Small Tank Precipitanon alternative would use 1etraphenvlborate precipitation. the same chemical reaction as in
ITP. to remove the radioactive cesium from the HLW salt solution. The process would be condﬁcted asa
continuous operation using a small. temperature-controlled reaction vessel 1o inhibii teraphenylborate
decomposition and benzene generation. The vessel and operating conditions would be designed to minmﬁze
benzene emmssion and flammability hazards bv maintaining an nert gas 1:i.e.. nmtrogen) atmosphere within the
reaction vessel. DOE learned from the 1TP process expenence that temperature control and maintenance of an mernt

atmosphere are 1mportant for sate and efficient teraphenviborate precipiation.

lon Exchange

The lon Exchange altemative would use crystalline silicotitanate resin in ion exchange columns to separate cesium
from the salt solution. The sali solution would be passed through large stainless steel ion éxchange columns filled
with ihe 1on exchange resin 1o react the cesium with the resin. Treatment of the solution to separate strontium and
actinides. followed by filtration to remove the solids and residual sludge. would be necessary prior 1o separating the

cesium to prevent plugging the ion exchange columns.
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The Jon Exchange process would result in the accumulation of as much as 15 nuthon curies of radioactive cesium on
the resin inveniory within the process cell. This radioactive loading would require stringent shielding and

operational controls because of high radiation. high heat generation. and the generation of hydrogen and other gases.

Direct Disposal in Grout

As indicated earlier 1n this section. under the Direct Disposal alternative the HLW sali solution would be disposed of
at SRS as salistone. without prior separation of radioactive cestum. The resulting salistone would have radionuclide
concentrauons less than Class C low-level waste (LLW) limits. but would exceed Class A limits, as defined in U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Comnussion (NRC) regulations at 10 CFR 61.55. These waste classifications do not apply to
DOE-generated LLW. but DOE used the NRC classification svsiem in the Salt Processing SEIS to describe
differences in waste forms because DOE Manual 425.1-1 establishes a process\ for making waste-incidental-to-
reprocessing determminations 1n terms of the NRC classificanons. The current Saltstone Facility permit. which was
issued by the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control {(SCDHEC) under its State
wastewater authonty. authonzes disposal of wastes with radionuclide concentratons comparable 10 Class A LLW.
Under the permut. DOE must nonfy SCDHEC if the charactenstics of wastes 1n saltsone vaults would change, as
would be the case with the higher level of radioacuwity in the final waste form under the Direct Disposal alternative.
Also. if this alilemative were implemented. cestum would not be present 1n sufficient concentrations in DWPF
camisters 10 make the canisters “self-protecting.” This characteristic would be necessaryv for DOE to carry out
immobilizauon of certain plutontum maienals. as described n the Surplus Plutonium Disposinon EIS (DOE/EIS-

0283) and the associated Record of Decision (65 FR 1608: January 11. 2000).

No Action

Under the No Action alternative in the near term. DOE would continue current HLW management activities,
including 1ank space management, without a process for separating the high-acuvity from the Jow-activity salt
fractions. DWPF would vimify only sludge from the HLW 1anks. Saltcake and salt supernatant would be stored in
the HLW 1anks and monitoring activities would continue. DOE would continue 10 manage tank space to ensure

adequate space 10 meet safety requirements and closure commitments. Current 1ank space management projections
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indicate that additional tank space would be needed afier 2010 to suppon contuinuing operations under the.No Action

alternative.

Without a salt processing technology in place. however, current HLW storage operations could not continue
indefimtely. DWPF operations result in large volumes of waste. mostly water. which is returned to the HLW 1anks.
DOE uses evaporators to substantially reduce this volume. but unti] a salt processing technology is on-line. DWPF

operation will increase rather than decrease the volume of HLW that must be stored in the tanks.

Environmema"y Preferable Alternative

Ton Exchange 1s the environmentally preferable allernanive. Review of the data presented in the Salt Processing
SE]S shows that the construction and operation activities to implement the lon Exchange alternative would have
impacts that are generally small and sinular to the other action alternatives. However. because the lon Exchange .
alternative does not use organic matenals that generate organic compounds (such as benzene) that must be treated.
there are no organic enussions that must be managed. Organic compounds used in the Solvent Extraction and Small
Tank alternatives result in organic emissions that must be safely managed. Also. cerain accidents involving volatile
organic compounds could not occur with the Jon Exchange aliemative.: Jon Exchange would result in the Jowest
radiological dose 10 the worker population and the public. although none of the alternatives would result in adverse

health effecis from radiological rejeases during construction and normal operation.

The No Action aliemanve 1s the Jeast desirable both 1n the shon term. because of the impacts of construction and
operation of new HLW tanks. and in the long term because of the unacceptably high quantity of HLW contaminants

that could be released to onsite streams.

In the short term the Direct Disposal alternative would 1n many cases generate the least effluents of any of the
processing alternatives. However. in the long term Direct Disposal would release greater quantities of contaminants
1o the environment than would the other processing alternauves because of the much greater concentration of cesium

that would be disposed of in saltstone. For this reason Direct Disposal cannot be considered the environmentally

preferable alternative.
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Comments on the Final Supplemenial EIS

On July 30, 2001. the Defense Nuclear Fagnlilies Safetv Board (DNFSB) commented on DOE s identification oflhe'
Solvent Extraction alternative as the preferred technology for processing salt waste at SR.S. DNFSB urged DOE to
pursue a back-up technology through pilot scale operanons to give DOE more flexibility in addressing unforeseen
technical or programmatic 1ssues. The DNFSB Jetter 1dentified the Small Tank Precipil.al.ion altenative as an
apparently appropniate back-up technology. The DNFSB lener also stated the belief that DOE would benefit from
further assessment of direct disposal of low-source-tenm.wastes. In an August 24. 2001, response to the DNFSB
lener. DOE expressed appreciation for the DNFSB's perspective on the technologies and associated technical
challenges, and pledged to continue to work closelv with the DNFSB and its staff to communicate the bases of the
DOE approach as well as progress on assuring that the project proceeds safely and effectively. DCE will continue
laboratory testing of the other technologies in support of potential future needs as a backup technology and as
potential technologies for processing specific portions of the HLW unti} such ume as a Solvent Extraction facility is

operational and has proven-successful.

By lenier dated August 15. 2001. the United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 (EPA) commented
on the Final Salt Processing SEIS. EPA stated that the disposal routes and locations for secondary waste streams.
includmg.]ow-]evel waste that would be generated from the Small Tank and Solvent Extraction technologies. were
not discussed clearly in the E]S. On June 28. 2001. DOE published an Amended Record of Decision (66 FR 34431)
for the SRS Waste Management EIS (DOE/EIS-0217. July 1995), announcing DOE's decision 1o ship certain SRS
Jow-level and Jow-level mixed waste streams offsite for treatment and disposal at commerc.ial or Government
facilities. DOE will select among the disposal options considered in the SRS Waste Management EIS, depending
upon the volume and charactenstics of the salt processing ahernative waste stream. and the costs of treatment and
disposal. The Final Salt Processing SEIS acknowledges the possibility of offsite weatment or disposal for cenain

waste streams. but at this nme DOE cannot be more specific about which disposal options would eventually be

chosen.
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EPA requested clarification on the current viability of the Consohdated Incineration Facility and other opttons for
reatment of mixed low-Jevel waste. As s explamned on page 1-4 of the Final Salt Processing SEIS. DOE expects to
decide whether to resume CIF operauons by April 2002. DOE 1s investigating alternatives to incineraton and wil

not operate the CIF if an effectve alternative disposition of PUREX solvents can be idenufied.

Decision

DOE has decided to implement Caustic Side Solvent Extraction for separation of radioactive cesium from SRS salt
wastes. The results of research and development activines were an imponant factor in DOEs selection of a salt
processing technology. DOE has performed research on each of the three cesium removal technology aliernatives
since 1998. Independent scienusts and subject martier experis have reviewed the results of the research and assessed
the advaniages and disadvantages associated with each of the idennfied alternatives. considering life cycle costs and
schedules for the design. construction. and operation of each alternative. ln addition 10. and in consideration of this
research. analysis. and independent review. DOE conducted a final management review that comparatively
evaluated each of the acnon aliernatives agawst a list of crnitena that included cost. schedule. technical maturity.

implementability. environmental impacts. facility interfaces. process stmplicity. process flexibilitv. and safety.

Although Solvent Extracnion uses a complex four-component solvent svstem. laboratory testing has clearly shown
that component concentration and process flow can be maintaned 10 effecuively 'remove cesium from the wasies.
Other kev strengths identfied for the Solvent Extraction technology mclude: (1) marufiry of and expenence within
the DOE complex for solvent extracuion processing of nuclear matenal. (2) simplicity with which the Solvent
Extraction product stream could be incorporated into the current DWPF vitrification process. and (3) the ability'to
rapidly start up and shut down the Solvemt Extraction centrifugal contactors. which lends flexibility by allowing
responsiveness to processing contingencies elsewhere in the HLW management system. DOE believes the Solvem
Exwraction process to be robust and efficient. In addition. DOE has exiensive experience at the SRS with a similar
solvent extracion process. Plutonium — Uranium Extraction (PUREX). The PUREX process has been used in F-

and H-Canvons at SRS for almost 50 years 1o extract plutonium and uranium from solutions created by the

dissolution of nuclear fuel and targets.
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In addition 10 engineering and research and development efforis. the National Academy of Sciences has played an
imporiant role in evaluating DOE s 1echnology selection process. In June 1999 the Under Secretary of Energy
requested that the National Academy of Sciences - Nauonal Research Council provide an independent technical
review of alternatives for processing the HLW sait at the SRS. In response to the request. the Council appointed a
“Commuttee on Cesium Processing Alternatives for High-Leve] Waste at the Savannah River Site.” which conducted
a review and provided an interim report in October 1999 and a final report in August 2006. Based on that report’s
recommendation and new research and development results from independent work at Oak Ridge National
L.aboralory, DOE restored Solvent Exwacuon to the hst of poiennai aiternatives. In connection with the August 2000
report. DOE asked the Council 10 provide a follow-on assessment. and the Council appointed a “*Committee on
Radionuclide Separation Processes for High-Level Waste at the Savannah River Site” in Ociober 2000 1o review
DOE s evaluation of potennal technologies for separanng radionuchdes from soluble high-level radioactive waste at
the SRS. This second commutiee conducted its review and provided an intenim report in March 2001 and a Fina)

Report in June 2001. The repor concluded that Causuc Side Solvent Extraction technology presents the least

technical uncertainbes of any of the three cesium separation aliernatives.

Initial implementation of the Caustic Side Solvent Extracuion technology will consist of designing. constructing, and
operating a facility in S-Area. DOE will evaluate the processing capacity needed based on the high-level waste
svstem requirements (including. but not limited 10. waste removal capabilities. opumizanonl of salt-sludge blending
for Defense Waste Processing Facility operations, and Salistone svstem modifications or upgrades), projected
throughput. and conceprual design data. Based on these evajuanons. DOE may elect to build a Caustic Side Solvent
Extraction process facility or facilities that could accommodate pilot program and production objectives. but would
not exceed the size oy processing capacity evaluated in the Salt Processing SEIS. In parallel. DOE will evaluate
implementation of any of the other salt processing alternatives for specific waste portions for which processing
could be accelerated or that could not be processed in the Solvent Extraction facility. These evaluations and

potential operations would be undertaken to maintain operatonal capacity and flexibility 1n the HLW system, and to

meet commitments for closure of high-level waste tanks.
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The analysis in the Salt Processing SEIS shows that the environmental impacts of the construction and operation of
a full-scale Solvent Extraction facility would be generally small énd simijar 1o those of the other processing
alternatives. DOE determined that any of the alternatives evaluated could be implemented with only small and
acceptable environmental impacts. The EIS estimates that the radiation doses for any-of the altermatives would
result in a small increase in latent cancer fatahities 1n the worker population and the offsite public. but would be well
below applicable standards for both populations. The Solvent Extraction altemative would generate up to 900,000
gallons per year of radioactive liquid waste. Most of this volume consists of water that would be evaporated, and
the-remainder would be treated at the SRS Effluent Treatment Facility to remove radioactive substances and
discharged as water meeting drinking water standards. The Jong term (after mission completion and facility
decommuissioning) effect on groundwater quality from residual radionuclides released from the saltstone vaults
would be small and similar for the cesium separation aliernatives. and greater. but still small, for the Direct Disposal

alilernative.

Mitigation

DOE is commutted to environmental stewardship and 10 operating the SRS 1n compliance with all applicable laws,
regu]aﬁons. DOE Orders. permits, and compliance agreements. Construction and opéralxon of the salt processing
facility will be conducted 1n accordance with good ehgineehng practice that includes measures to minimize the nsks
associated with the construction and operation of any indusmal facibry. DOE considers these 10 be standard

operaning procedures-that do not require a mitigation action plan {under 10 CFR Part 1021.231(a)).

Issued at Washington. DC. October i . 2001

C]Zsie Hill Roberson '

Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management
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.. OCT 55 2001

Mr. Robert A. Pedde, President
Westinghouse Savannah River Company
Aiken, SC 29808

Dear Mr. Pedde:
SUBJECT: Approval to Restart the 2H Evaporator

Reference: Letter, Pedde to Rudy, “HLW 2H Evaporator Request for Restart Authorization,”
WSRC-2001-00048, 10/5/2001

The U. S. Department of Energy (DOE) — Savannah River Operations Office (SR) approves your
request to restart the 2H evaporator. This approval is based on the results of the DOE
Operational Readiness Review and my own staff’s review of facility readiness. Enclosed is the
approved Authorization Agreement that allows resumption of high level waste feed material into

the 2H evaporator.

Sincerely,
Original Signed by
Greg Rudy
Greg Rudy
OD:CAE:kl Manager
PD-02-003
Enclosure:

Authorization Agreement

bee: C. A. Everatt, OD
AMHLW Rdg File
OD Rdg File
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