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October 12, 1990

The Honorable James D. Watkins
Secretary of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Secretary:

On October 11, 1990, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, in accordance with
Section 312(5) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 42 U.S.C.A.
Section 2286a(5), approved a recommendation which is enclosed for your consideration.

42 U.S.C.A. Section 2286d(a) requires the Board, after receipt by you, to promptly make
this recommendation available to the public in the Department of Energy’s regional
public reading rooms. Please arrange to have this recomraendation placed on file in your
regional public reading rooms as soon as possible.

The Board will publish this recommendation in the Federal Register.

It is to be noted that the enclosed recommendation applies to the Department of
Energy’s proposed implementation of the Board’s Recommendation 90-3 dated
March 27, 1990.

Sincerely,
John T.”"Conway
Chairman

Enclosure



RECOMMENDATION TO THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY
pursuant to Section 312(5) of the
Atomic Enerqgy Act of 1954, as amended.

Dated: October 11, 1990

On March 27, 1990, the Board transmitted to you its Recommendation
90-3, regarding the single shell high level waste tanks at the
Hanford site. On May 10, 1990, you replied stating that you agreed
with our recommendations and accepted them. On August 10, 1990,
you forwarded to the Board your plan for implementation of the
Board's recommendations on this issue.

In the intervening time, members of the Board and their staff and
technical experts have visited the Hanford site on several more
occasions and have further discussed the measures proposed and the
plans for implementation. After careful consideration, the Board
has concluded that the DOE proposed implementation plan for
Recommendation 90-3 is not adequately responsive. 1In particular,
it does not reflect the urgency that the circumstances merit and
that was implicit in the Board's recommendations. Nor does it
appear that the contractor involved has been required by DOE to
marshall the technical and managerial resources required, and to
focus them on the problem in a measure commensurate with its
gravity.

The Board specifically recommends that the implementation plan be
modified as follows:

0 Immediate steps should be taken to add instrumentation as
necessary to the single shell tanks containing ferrocyanide that
will establish whether hot spots exist or may develop in the future
in the stored waste. The instrumentation should include as a
minimum additional thermocouple trees. Trees should be introduced
at several radial locations in all tanks containing substantial
amounts of ferrocyanide, to measure the temperature as a function
of elevation at these radii. The use of infra-red techniques to
survey the surface of waste in tanks should continue to be
investigated as a priority matter, and on the assumption that this
method will be found valuable, monitors based on it should be
installed now in the ferrocyanide bearing tanks.

0 The temperature sensors referred to above should have
continuous recorded readouts and alarms that would signal at a
permanently manned location any abnormally high temperatures and
any failed temperature instrumentation.

0 Instrumentation should also be installed to monitor the
composition of cover gas in the tanks, to establish if flammable
gas 1ls present.



0 The program of sampling the contents of these tanks should
be greatly accelerated. The proposed schedule whereby analysis of
two core samples from each single shell tank is to be completed by
September, 1998 is seriously inadeguate in light of the
uncertainties as to safety of these tanks. Furthermore, additional
samples are required at several radii and at a range of elevations
for the tanks containing substantial amounts of ferrocyanide.

0 The schedule for the program on study of the chemical
properties and explosive behavior of the waste in these tanks is
indefinite and does not reflect the urgent need for a comprehensive
and definitive assessment of the probability of a violent chemical
reaction. The study should be extended to other metallic compounds
of ferrocyanide that are known or believed to be present in the
tanks, so that conclusions can be generalized as to the range of
temperature and other properties needed for a rapid chemical
reaction with sodium nitrate.

0 The Board had recommended "that an action plan be developed
for the measures to be taken to neutralize the conditions that may
be sjgnaled by alarms." Two types of measures are implied:
actions to respond to unexpected degradation of a tank or its
contents, and actions to be taken if an explosion were to occur.
Your implementation plan stated that "the current contingency
plans ..... «+.. Will be reviewed and revised if needed.” We do not
consider that this proposed implementation of the Board's
recommendation is adequately responsive. It is recommended that a
written action plan founded on demonstrated principles be prepared
as soon as possible, that would respond to indications of onset of
abnormal temperatures or other wunusual conditions 1in a
ferrocyanide-bearing tank, to counter any perceived growth in
hazard. A separate emergency plan should be formulated and
instituted, covering measures that would be taken in event of an
explosion or other event 1leading to an airborne release of
radiocactive material from the tanks, and that would protect
personnel both on and off the Hanford site. The Board believes
that even though it is considered that the probability is small
that such an event will occur, prudence dictates that steps be
taken at this time to prepare the m2ans to nmitigate the
unacceptable results that could ensue.

Llon) oy
/dohn T. c/or{way, irman
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acility within the continental United
Nates, at five polential sites:

(1) Badger Army Ammunition Plant
(BB AF) Site, Wisconsin. The Badger si
is Ycated in south-central Wisconsin,
Sagk County.

(R Bonneville Power Administratigh
HanYord Reservation Site, Washingtén,
This §ite is near the center of the U.§.
Depakment of Energy’s Hanford
Resergation in southeastern Wash
State.

(3} Whhite Sands Missile Range
(WSMRY Site, New Mexico. This fite is
located Rear the southeast corngf of the
WSMR i} south-central New Mgxico.

(4) Orofrande Site, New Mexfco. Thig
site is locged about 3 miles ngfth of
Orogrande§n south-central Ng

gton

Mexico. It 1§ close to the Whifk Sands
site.

(5) Texas §tilitics ElecirigfBite,
Monahang, Tgxas. This sitefs located in

Ward CountyYapproximatgly 8 miles
northwest of Monahans agkl 65 miles
west of Midlany

In addition tevaluatigh of these five
alternative sitesythe Deffnse Nuclear
Agency will confder thff no action
alternative, as will as glternative
SMES-ETM desigh corfiguration
scenarios [solenoi ag toroid).

Potentially signifcght environmental
issues that will be dpfplyzed in-depth in
the DEIS include po ible magnetic
effects on bird naviffftion,
electromagnetic efff®@s on public health,
and site specific igfpakts to cultural
resources and thrateled or endangered
species,
ScorING: The Dgtense fuclear Agency
will conduct scgping mektings on o
near the sites nfentionedgbove. It is
anticipated thdt the scopfg meetings for
the Orograndg and White¥ands Missile
Range Sites vfill be combifed at one
central locatfon, As soon a} dates and
locations offhe scoping medtings are
establishedfthey will be pulllished In
local newspapers serving thlpopulation
near the pgtential sites. The furpose of
the meetiggs will be to gather
informatipn from the public coRcerning
the potegtial impacts to the quality of
the envifonment that they would like to
. see addfesged in the DEIS. Comrjents
may bgfmade orally or in writingtt the
meetisgs, or they may be sent to the
addregs cited below.
FOR BURTHER INFORMATION ON SME
CONPACT: Defense Nuclear Agency,
A : Public Affairs Office, 6801
Telfgraph Road, Alexandria, Virgini
22410-3398; telephone (703) 325-7095,
MILING tIST: Individugls desiring to
rgteive additional information on the
. ghblic scoping process and copies of th

raft and final EIS should contact:

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES
SAFETY BOARD

[Recommendation No. 90-7]

Imptementation Plan for
Recommendation 90-3 at the
Department of Energy’s Hanford Site,
WA

acency: Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board.
ACTION: Notice; recommendation.

sumMARY: The Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board has made a
recommendation to the Secretary of
Energy pursuant to 42 U.5.C. 90-A2288a.
concerning DOE's proposed
implementation plan for the Board’s
recommendation 90-3 (monitoring
programs for single shell waste tanks) at
DOE's Hanford site, WA. The Board
requests public, comments on this -
recommendation.

paTes: Comments, data, views, or
arguments concerning the
recommendation are due on or before.
November 19, 1990.

ADDRESSES: Send comments, data,
views, or arguments-concerning this
recommendation to: Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board, 625 Indiana
Avenue, NW,, Suite 700, Washington,
DC 20004.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kenneth M. Pusateri, at the address
above or telephone 202/203—6400 (FTS)
2686400,

Dated: October 15, 1990.
Kenneth M. Pusaterd,
General Manager.

[Recommendation 96-7]

Implementation Plan for
Recommendation 80-3 at the
Department of Energy's Hanford Slta.
WA

October 11, 1990
On March 27, 1990, the Board

transmitted to you its Recommendation -

90-3, regarding the single shell high level
waste tanks at the Hanford site. On May
10, 1980, you replied stating that you.. 1+

agreed with our recommendations and.;;

accepted them. On August 10, 1990, you -
forwarded to the Board your plan for

implementation of the Board’s
recommendations on this issue.

In the intervening time, members of
the Board and their staff and technical
experts have visited the Hanford site on
several more occasions and have further
discussed the measures proposed and
the plans for implementation. After
careful consideration, the Board has
concluded that the DOE proposed
implementation plan for
Recommendation 90-3 is not adequately
responsive. In particular, it does not
refiect the urgency that the
circumstances merit and that was
implicit in the Board’s
recommendations. Nor does it appear
that the contractor involved has been
required by DOE to marshall the
technical and managerial resources
required, and to focus them on the
problem in a measure commensurate
with its gravity.

The Board specifically recommends
that the implementation plan be
modified as follows:

* Immediate steps should be taken to
add instrumentation as necessary to the
single shell tanks containing
ferrocyanide that will establish whether
hot spots exist or may develop in the
futvre in the stored waste. The-
instrumentation should include as a
minimum additional thermocouple trees.
Trees should be intreduced at several
radial locations in all tanks containing
substantial amounts of ferrocyanide, to
measure the temperalure as a function
of elevation at these radii. The use of
infra-red techniques to survey the .
surface of waste in tanks should - -
continue to be investigated as a priority
matter, and on the assumption that this
method will be found valuable, monitors
based on it should be installed now in
the ferrocyanide bearing tanks... .-

*» The temperature sensors referred to
above should have continuous'recorded .
readouts and alarms that would signal
at a permanently manned location any
abnormally high temperatures and any
failed temperature instrumentatior..

* Instrumentation should also be
installed to monitor the composition of
cover gas in the tanks, to establish if
flammable gas is'present, "7 - T

* The program of sampling the “* *°
contents of these tanks sould be greatly
accelerated, The proposed schedule-.: i
whereby analysis of two core samples Lt
from each single shell tank fa to'be, ..
completed by September, 1998 is.’. \'_h ‘
seriously inadequate in light of; the s ol )
uncertainties as 1o safety of these, (anks. .
Furthermore, additional,gamples aret s ud' :
required at several radii‘and ‘at a Tangen
of elevations for the tanks containing’vu' r
substantial amounts of ferrocyanide,




?ﬁ”\&wgﬂ’eﬂe‘m R"’"“ 'lei’f/ *Vér”ss SNO202. L Thursday., Octobén 18 1990 / Not.ices -

& i beliettnla ton it prog?am on’"
study of the'chemical properties and =+

explosive behavior of the waste in‘these *

tanks ig inidefinite tmd does not reflect

/ the sirgent need for 4 comprehensive and

. “definitive assessment of the probability

of a violent'chemicalreaction. The atudy

should be extended toother metalhc .
compounds of ferrocyanide that are- -
known or believed to be'present in. the
" tanks, so that conclusions can' be
‘generalized as to the range of -
‘temperature and other propemes
needed for a rapid chemical reachon
with sodium nitrate. - : "

* The Board had recommended “that
an'action plan be developed for the *
measures to be taken to neutralize the -
conditions that may be signaled by -
alarms.” Two types of measures are’
implied: actions to respond to - -
unexpected degradation of a tank or its
contents, and actions to be taken if an
explosion were to occur; Your
implementation plan stated that “the
current contingency plans”_ - -~ will .
be reviewed and revised if needed.” We
do not consider that this proposed’
implementation of the Board's
recommendation is adequately " -
responsive. It is recommended that a
written action plan founded on
demonstrated principles be prepared as
soon a8 possible, that would respond to
indications of onset of abnormat
Aemperaturea or other unusual

nditions in a ferrocyanide-bearing

tank to counter any perceived growth in

hazard. A separate emergency plan
should be formulated and instituted,
covering measures that would be taken
in event of an explosion or other event
leading to an airborne release of
radioactive material from the tanks, and
that would protect personnel both on
and off the Hanford site. The Board
believes that even though it fs
considered that the probability is small
that such an event will occur, prudence
dictates that steps be taken at this time
to prepare the means to mitigate the
unacceptable results that could ensne.
John T, Conway,

Chairman.

Appendix—Transmittal Letter to the
Secretary of Energy

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY
BOARD

October 12, 1990.

‘The Hon. James D. Watkins,
Secretary of Energy.
Washington, DC 20585, .

-Dear Mr. Secretary: On October 11, 1990,
the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board,
in accordance with Section 312(5) of the

“tomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 42

" USCA. Scchon 2266a(5), approved 2
f ‘ mcommenda\ion which is enclosed for your

consideration, =¥ = - u
42 U.8.C.A. Section 2286d(a) requlres lhe

“Board, after receipt by you, to promptly make B

thia recommendation available to the public
in the Department of Energy's regional public

_ reading rooms. Please arrange to have this -

recommendation placed on file in your
reglonal public reading rooms as soon as .

. possible. .

The Board will p pubhsh this = .
recommendation in the Federal Register.
It is to be noted that the enclos

" recommendation applies to the Department of

Energy's proposed implementation of the -

Board's Recommendalion 90-3 dated March

27,1990, .
Sincerely,

John T.-Conway, -

Chairman.

[FR Doc. 80-24598 Flled 10-17-80; 8:48 am]

BILLING CODE 6820-KD-M

DELAWARE RIVER BASIN

CQMMISSION
" Notige of Commlsslon Meeting and
Publig Hearing '

Notlge is hereby given that the
Delawdye River Basin Commissigh will
hold a p\iblic hearing on Wednegtiay,
October ¥4, 1990 beginning at 1.m. in
the Godd¥d Conference roomybf its
offices at 2§ State Police Drivg, West
Trenton, Néw Jersey.

An informy] pre—meeling gonference
among the CApmissioners find staff will
be open for pulic observgtion at 10:30
a.m. at the samy locationgend will
include discussifns of the vpper
Delaware ice jam\projeft; upcoming
Commission hearkgs #nd meetings;
middle and upper Re}pware water
quality protection s\ategies and status
of compliance withffommission water
conservation perfgfrognce standards for
plumbing fixturegfand ittings.

The subjects of the haring will be as
follows:

Applications i Approve of the

Following Prgfects Pursuayt to Article
10.3, Article f1 and/or Sectipn 3.8 of the
Compact

1. New Jprsey—American ¥ater
Companyf~Western Division Q-81-11
CP Renefval. An application foy the
renewa)fof a ground water with§rawal
projecto supply up to 193.75 mikion
gallonp (xmg)/30 days of water to ge
applifant’s Camden distribution sjstem
fromf Well Nos. 50-55. Commission
ap groval of February 27, 1985 was

ted to five years. The applicant
rgfiuests that the total withdrawal froX

wells remain limited to 193.75 mg/ 3N
Jays. The project is located in the City

f Camden, Camden County, New
raey.
. N Ashland Chenucal Company D-8
ARenewal. An application for the
refewal of a ground water withdraw}
profect to supply up to 8.7 mg/30 days of
watlr to the applicant’s manufactuggng
facilijy from Well No. 8. Commissig
apprdval on September 24, 1685 wifs
limite§ to five years. The applica
requests that the total withdrawaf from
all welk be increased from 4.2 mg/30
days t08.7 mg/30 days. The projct is
located §p Glendon Borough,
Northampton County, Pennsylyania.

3. NewXersay—American Water
CompanyX-Western Divisionf)-86-81
CP. An aplication for approyal of a
ground wafgr withdrawal préject to
supply up t434.6 mg/30 dayf of water to
the applicany's distribution £ystem from
new Well No\ 58, to replacf existing
Well Nos. 27 §nd 28 with gew Well Nos.
59 and 62, andjte lmit thefwithdrawal
from all wells § 1165.1 mi/30 days. The
project is locatdd in Chefry Hill
Township, Cam§en Coyhty, New Jersey.

4. Palmer Waoler Codpany D-90-17.
An application tdappgpve the

withdrawal of 13 fillipn gallons per day
(mgd) from the Agyaghicola Creek and
13 mgd from the Pdh#poco Creek, with

the maximum combighed total
withdrawal from bgkh sources not to
exceed 15 mgd. The Withdrawal will
provide raw wategsérvice only to
existing and prospeci¥ve industries. Both
creeks arg tributgries §f the Lehigh
Rijver. The Pohogoco Ckeek withdrawal
is located in thefBorough of Parryville,
while the intak#fs for withdrawal from

Aquashicola Cfeek are I§cated in Lower
TowamensingfTownshipgnd the
Barough of Pglmerton; allwithdrawals
are located iff Carbon Couvhty,
Pennsylvanifl,

5. Baer Aggregates, Inc. IF90-18. A

revised apglication for apprival of a
ground wafer withdrawal pr§ject to
supply upfo 45 mg/30 days o} water to
the appligant's gravel processing
operatiof from existing Well Nps. 1, 2, 3,
and 4, ayd to limit the withdrawal from
all wellff to 45 mg/30 days. The §roject is
locatedfin Pohatcong Township, $Varren
Countyl New Jersey.

6. Jifh Thorpe Municipal AuthoXty D-
80-22§CP. A surface water withdragval
projeft to serve the applicant's
distgfbution systems in the BoroughYpf

. Jim Fhorpe. The project entails an

Incgease of withdrawal, (0.4 mgd to O

mgfl) from Reservoirs No. 1 and 8 on

Sikmill (Ruddles) Run to serve the

ditribution system {Eastside System) §n
e eastern side of the Lehigh River, an

¢ withdrawal of 0.425 mgd from the



