ATTACHMENT 3
NMED COMMENTS ITEM 3
REVISE VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (VOC) TARGET ANALYTE LIST

OTHER CHANGES TO VOC MONITORING PROGRAM
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3-1: PMR Section 3, Topic 1, Table 1 Recalculated Waste Matrix Code Group Weighting
Factors based on the 2004 Compliance Recertification Contact Handled (CH) Transuranic
(TRU) Waste Inventory (m°)

The new weighting factors appear to be based on CH TRU waste only and do not include remote
handled (RH) TRU waste. There was no discussion in the PMR addressing possible differences
in Waste Matrix Code Group (WMCG) for RH TRU that could potentially impact the weighting
factors. Please provide data characterizing the differences in emissions between the two types of
waste, in support of the assertion that modeling data from CH TRU waste adequately
characterizes RH TRU waste.

Response

There are several factors to consider in responding to this comment: the purpose of the source
term, which is to facilitate risk screening to determine the initial list of target analytes, the
anticipated volatile organic compound (VOC) contribution from remote handled (RH)
transuranic (TRU) mixed waste, the number of RH TRU waste samples available to characterize
the VOC content of RH TRU mixed waste and the amount of RH TRU mixed waste in the
inventory used for the development of the source term.

First, regarding the purpose of the source term, the distribution of concentrations in the source
term is used for risk screening. That is, it is used to develop a list of target analytes for
monitoring the repository emissions. A U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
methodology® was used to screen compounds into the list that collectively contribute to 99
percent of the risk or individually contribute to more than one percent of the risk. Compounds
can be removed from the list if they individually contribute less than one percent of the risk.
Once this initial list is identified, the monitoring process itself has provisions for evaluating
additional compounds appearing as tentatively identified compounds (TICs) in the analysis.
These compounds would show up if future waste streams, including RH TRU mixed waste,
contained a suite of VOCs different than those represented by the source term. If TICs show up,
they must be evaluated upon receipt of validated data relative to their contribution to the overall
risk to determine if they should be added to the target list or not, according to proposed language
in Permit Attachment N. If a TIC is determined to contribute more than one percent of the risk,
then it will be added to the target list and included in the routine monitoring program. The
compound and its risk factor will be added to the Permit following the annual report that
documents the identification of the TIC and discusses its significance. This Class 1 Permit
Modification Notification (PMN) to add the compound will be submitted with the annual report.
(Note that the Permittees do not propose to use this Class 1 PMN process to remove compounds.)
Therefore, should RH TRU mixed waste contain high concentrations of other VOCs that pose a
risk to human health, they will be identified in the samples at Station VOC-A and in the room-
based monitoring samples. Text has been added to Permit Attachment N, Section N-3b of the

1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. (1989). Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund,
Volume I, Human Health Evaluation Manual (Part A), Interim Final. EPA/540/1-89/002.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, p. 5-24.
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revised proposed Permit text to require the submittal of an appropriate PMN with the annual
report.

Second, with regard to the potential contribution to the overall VOC emission rates by RH TRU
mixed waste, a footnote in the Overview of the submitted PMR acknowledges the fact that RH
TRU waste is excluded and justifies this because of the low maximum volume of RH TRU waste
that can be disposed in the WIPP facility.

The situation is similar to when the Permittees sought authorization to manage RH TRU mixed
waste at the WIPP facility. At that time, the Permittees were aware that the original source term
did not include RH TRU waste container headspace gas samples. To account for this, the
Permittees performed an analysis to evaluate the potential impact of RH TRU mixed waste,
making broad conservative assumptions regarding VOC concentration in the headspace of
containers of RH TRU mixed waste. This analysis was submitted with the RH TRU mixed waste
PMR in 2002 as Supplement 3 (attached as Appendix 3-B). The methodology is given below:

The processes that will contribute to VOC emissions from the RH canisters are the same
as those evaluated for CH waste. Therefore, the calculations used to evaluate VOC
emissions from emplaced RH canisters will use the same equations as those used to
evaluate VOC emissions in the original permit application. However, because RH
canisters are located in the walls of the rooms behind shield plugs, the actual
methodology is the same as that used for waste in a closed room.

RH canisters will not release VOCs into the underground ventilation the same way as CH
waste containers in an active room. The RH waste is placed in a dead-end borehole that
is capped by a low-permeability shield plug. Because the RH canister is in a dead-end
borehole with a shield plug, mine ventilation will not pass over the canister as it does for
containers on the floor of an active room. This lack of ventilation causes an emplaced RH
canister with a shield plug to release VOCs similarly to releases from a closed room.

A closed room uses ventilation barriers to restrict the flow of mine ventilation through a
filled room. The shield plugs on each borehole containing an RH canister will function
similarly to the ventilation barriers. The shield plugs will restrict the movement of mine
ventilation and diffusion of VOCs from the borehole just as the ventilation barriers will
restrict the movement of mine ventilation and diffusion from a filled room.

The RCRA Part B permit application demonstrated that gas pressurization is the primary
mechanism that might cause VOCs to migrate out of a closed room. Based on this
analysis, the WIPP’s Hazardous Waste Facility Permit establishes VOC limits for
operations. Therefore, the analysis of the emissions from an emplaced canister in a shield
plug capped dead-end borehole results in the maximum credible gas pressurization rate
per borehole and the per room potential maximum VOC emission rates from the RH TRU
waste following the existing closed room methodology.

As a bounding conservative assumption, all canister headspaces are assumed to have
saturated VOC concentrations at the temperature of WIPP. Pressurization within a
borehole will be caused by a combination of gas generation and reduction of the
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borehole due to creep closure of the salt (DOE 1996a), which might result in VOC
emissions from the canister into the room.

The result of the analysis indicates that the contribution ranges from 0.09 percent
(chlorobenzene) to 8.23 percent (1,1-Dichloroethene, synonymous with 1,1-Dichloroethylene) of
the room-based limit in the Permit. These assumed concentrations are not considered to be
significant in light of the fact that the highest compound, 1,1-Dichloroethene, contributes to less
than one percent of the risk and is screened out in the PMR.

Third, when the Permittees prepared the new VOC source term, there were 71 headspace gas
samples of RH TRU mixed waste in the sample database. The number of samples is small
because RH TRU waste was not subjected to the 100 percent sampling requirements that were in
the Permit prior to 2006 and RH TRU mixed waste shipments were not initiated until 2007. The
effect of these data on the raw (unweighted) averages is reflected in Table 3.1-1. It can be seen
that in every case, the RH TRU mixed waste samples decreased the average. The largest effect is
about one/tenth of a percent, indicating that the RH TRU waste contribution will be insignificant.

Table 3.1-1 Comparison of RH TRU Waste Headspace Gas Samples to the Source Term Raw

Averages
RAW
AVERAGE R
ANALYTE CHTRY | Tuand e | DIFFERENCE
et TRU WASTE
R (ppmv)

BENZENE 2.63 2.63 -0.05%
BROMOFORM 1.22 1.22 -0.05%
CARBON TETRACHLORIDE 273.10 272.95 -0.05%
CHLOROBENZENE 1.62 1.62 -0.05%
CHLOROFORM 6.55 6.54 -0.05%
CYCLOHEXANE 8.22 8.22 -0.07%
1,1-DICHLOROETHANE 9.42 9.42 -0.05%
1,2-DICHLOROETHANE 2.05 2.05 -0.05%
1,1-DICHLOROETHYLENE 11.00 11.00 -0.05%
CIS-1,2-DICHLOROETHYLENE 2.14 2.14 -0.05%
TRANS-1,2-DICHLOROETHYLENE 2.54 2.53 -0.06%
ETHYL BENZENE 2.68 2.68 -0.05%
ETHYL ETHER 2.41 2.41 -0.05%
METHYLENE CHLORIDE 50.86 50.84 -0.05%
1,1,2,2-TETRACHLOROETHANE 1.69 1.69 -0.05%
TETRACHLOROETHYLENE 3.65 3.65 -0.04%
TOLUENE 13.61 13.60 -0.04%
1,1,1- TRICHLOROETHANE 299.51 299.35 -0.05%
TRICHLOROETHYLENE 52.05 52.02 -0.05%
1,1,2-TRICHLORO-1,2,2-
TRIFLUOROETHANE 70.79 70.76 -0.05%
1,2,4-TRIMETHYLBENZENE 1.70 1.70 -0.06%
1,3,5-TRIMETHYLBENZENE 1.89 1.89 -0.07%
M,P-XYLENE 5.79 5.79 -0.04%
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RAW

AVERAGE RAW

ANALYTE CHTRU | TRUandri | DIFFERENCE
ONLY TRU WASTE

() (Ppmv)
O-XYLENE 2.47 2.47 -0.04%
ACETONE 50.29 50.27 -0.04%
BUTANOL 11.93 11.92 -0.05%
METHANOL 43.79 43.77 -0.04%
METHYL ETHYL KETONE 12.16 12.15 -0.04%
METHYL ISOBUTYL KETONE 11.88 11.87 -0.05%
METHYL CHLORIDE 11.26 11.25 -0.11%
CARBON DISULFIDE 17.22 17.21 -0.07%

Fourth, a second table can be prepared to evaluate the effect of the RH TRU waste inventory on
the weighting factors used to determine the weighted headspace gas concentration source term.
This is Table 3.1-2 which was derived from the same table in DOE, 2004 that was used for the
CH TRU waste inventory in the PMR. The “Percent Change in Weighting Factor” column in
Table 3.1-2 shows that the effect of adding the RH TRU waste inventory is to decrease the
weights by 10 percent or less except for two waste forms, Solidified Inorganic Material and
Uncategorized Metal, which increased. The increase indicates that the amount of RH TRU waste
in the inventory for these Waste Matrix Code Groups (WMCGS) could increase the
concentration of VOCs in the repository. However, the only compounds that may be affected by
these increases are 1,1,1-trichloroethane and trichloroethylene. The increase in concentration in
both cases is less than 1 ppmyv, indicating that the impacts of the RH TRU waste inventory are
minimal. This notwithstanding, both compounds are retained in the target analyte list.

Table 3.1-2 Percent Change in Source Term Weighting Factors with RH TRU Waste Inventory
Estimates Included

Total

CH TS\;ZLEH Weighting Factor Percent

: Waste Change in
Waste Matrix Code Group ighti

CHTRU CH TRU Weighting

m? m? S and RH Factor

TRU Waste

Combustible Material 6800 19 0.048 0.044 -10%
Filter Material 1900 18 0.014 0.012 -9%
Graphite 130 0 0.001 0.001 -10%
Heterogeneous Debris 59000 4400 0.420 0.406 -3%
Inorganic Non-Metal 12000 86 0.085 0.077 -9%
Lead/Cadmium Metal 260 19 0.002 0.002 -3%

> Title 40 CFR Part 191 Subparts B and C Compliance Recertification Application 2004, March
2004, DOE/WIPP 2004-3231, Appendix DATA, Attachment F, Table DATA-F-9. Transuranic
Waste Inventory By Final Waste Form For WIPP
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Total
CH TS&ZLSH Weighting Factor Percent
. Waste Change in
Waste Matrix Code Group 2T
CHTRU | Weighting
3 3 CH TRU Factor
m m WASTE and RH
TRU Waste
Salt 1800 0 0.013 0.012 -10%
Soll 6300 200 0.045 0.042 -7%
Solidified Inorganic Material 39000 4800 0.277 0.280 1%
Solidified Organic Material 5500 10 0.039 0.035 -10%
Uncategorized Metal 7900 6100 0.056 0.090 59%
Unknown No Data | No Data 0.000 0.000 0

The low percentages of RH TRU waste in the inventory and the low average VOC
concentrations in these wastes are supported by the low concentrations actually measured in the
repository. These factors support the assumption that RH TRU waste will not significantly
impact the source term. Should there be a VOC in RH TRU mixed waste that is persistent and
that is not already a target, then the process in the Permit for evaluating TICs will ensure that it is
recognized, measured, and included in the risk assessments.

3-2: PMR Section 3, Topic 1, Table 3

When identifying reference concentrations (RfCs) and inhalation unit risks (IURs) for use in
chemical score derivation in cases where there is no EPA guidance, the Permittees default to the
recommended hierarchy of sources of toxicity values (USEPA, 2003). Table 3 has blanks listed
where no guidance was available, but it is unclear if there is no guidance available from any
organization for these endpoints or if there were only no EPA data. As a result, the "blanks™
propagate to "0" values in calculations, which could potentially underestimate the risk associated
with these compounds. Please clarify the impact that missing risk values have on the resulting
risk associated with the VOC inventory. Alternatively, the Permittees could examine the
International Toxicity Estimates for Risk (ITER) as on Toxnet
(http://toxnet.nlm.nih.gov/cgibinlsislhtmlgen? iter) for missing data to assess the impact that
these missing values have on the resulting calculations.

Response

The Permittees did not examine data sources beyond what is recommended by the EPA when
either the original Permit Application was prepared in 1996 or when the current PMR was
prepared in 2012. The EPA hierarchy is described in EPA, 2003 as follows:

Tier 1- EPA’s IRIS

Tier 2- EPA’s Provisional Peer Reviewed Toxicity Values (PPRTVs) — The Office of
Research and Development/National Center for Environmental Assessment/Superfund
Health Risk Technical Support Center (STSC) develops PPRTVs on a chemical specific
basis when requested by EPA’s Superfund program.
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Tier 3- Other Toxicity Values — Tier 3 includes additional EPA and non-EPA sources of
toxicity information. Priority should be given to those sources of information that are the
most current, the basis for which is transparent and publicly available, and which have
been peer reviewed.

Tier 3 includes but is not limited to:

The California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) toxicity values are peer
reviewed and address both cancer and non-cancer effects. Cal EPA toxicity values are
available on the Cal EPA internet website at
http://www.oehha.ca.gov/risk/chemicalDB//index.asp.

The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) Minimal Risk Levels
(MRLs) are estimates of the daily human exposure to a hazardous substance that is likely
to be without appreciable risk of adverse non-cancer health effects over a specified
duration of exposure. The ATSDR MRLs are peer reviewed and are available at
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/mrls.html on the ATSDR website.

Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) toxicity values are Tier 3 values. As
noted above, the STSC is conducting a batch wise review of HEAST toxicity values. The
toxicity values remaining in HEAST are considered Tier 3 values.

The Tier 3 hierarchy was recently updated in a white paper by EPA3. The current Tier 3
hierarchy, as applied by EPA in the Regional Screening Level (RSL) tables, is:

1. U.S. Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) Minimal Risk
Levels;

2. California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) toxicity values;

3. Provisional Peer Reviewed Toxicity Value (PPRTV) Appendix “Screening Toxicity
Values”; and

4. Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST).

The Permittees used the toxicity values provided in EPA’s RSL tables. These tables contain
values that follow the EPA hierarchy, as determined by the EPA toxicologists. These values are
also referenced in guidance that the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) provides
for cleanup activities within the state. (See for example Permit Part 8, Section 8.15 References.)
When no value is presented, EPA has reviewed the sources and determined either that
insufficient information is available to develop a value or that information is sufficient to
conclude that risk is negligible by this route of exposure. This notwithstanding, in order to
determine if any additional data are available, the Permittees examined TOXNET as
recommended in the NMED comment to examine the International Toxicity Estimates for Risk
(ITER) database. This database compares results from the following sources:

e ATSDR

® EPA, 2013. Tier 3 Toxicity Value White Paper. May 16. OSWER 9285.7-86.
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e Health Canada
e International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC)

e Independent parties whose risk values have undergone peer review through a process
outside ITER Peer Review process (listed under the independent party risk values
(IPRV) column)

¢ Independent parties whose risk values have undergone peer review through the ITER
Peer Review process (listed under the ITER PR column)

e NSF International (NSF Intl)

e The National Institute of Public Health & Environmental Protection (RIVM) (the
Netherlands)

o EPA

This comparison confirmed that, with one exception, none of the other agency research produced
alternative inhalation unit risk (IUR) or reference concentration (RfC) values that could be used
in lieu of the blank entries in Table 3. The one exception is that the RIVM concluded that there
was no difference between the 1, 2-Dichloroethylene isomers and assigned the same RfC for
both. If this value is assigned to cis-1, 2-Dichloroethylene in Table 3, it will contribute 0.13
percent to the non-carcinogenic risk in Table 5 and would be screened out of the analyte list
similar to the trans- 1, 2-Dichloroethylene.

This comparison ensures that risk is not underestimated. Furthermore, proposed language in the
Permit requires the Permittees to review risk values annually and update the risk assessment
accordingly if new values are identified. The Permittees realize that the footnote on the proposed
change to Table 4.6.2.3 in the Permit should be clarified to explain that N/A means no EPA
recommended values are available. This clarification is provided in the attached revised proposed
Permit text.

In addition, the Permittees have identified changes to Permit Attachment H that are necessary to
implement the monitoring and risk assessment strategy proposed in this PMR. The changes to
Attachment H are included in the attached revised proposed Permit text.

3-3: PMR Section 3, Topic 1, Table 2

Table 2 presents the Updated VOC Weighted Average Source Term and provides weighted VOC
concentrations based upon the 1999-2010 Headspace Gas (HSG) VOC data for the current
inventory. The calculations are based on 2004 WMCG assignments, and it is unclear whether the
2004-2010 WMCG are comparable to the 2004 assignments and how any differences would
impact calculations presented on Table 2. Also, Table 2 shows the weighted average carbon
tetrachloride concentration to be 921 parts per million by volume (ppmv), which is very different
from previous VOC projections. Please identify the waste stream(s), waste material groups, and
waste quantities that contributed to the increased carbon tetrachloride values.
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Response

The distribution of concentrations in the source term is used for risk screening. That is, it is used
to develop a list of target analytes for monitoring the repository emissions. An EPA methodology
(See comment response 3-1) was used to screen compounds into the list that collectively
contribute to 99 percent of the risk or individually contribute to more than one percent of the risk.
Compounds can be removed from the list if they individually contribute less than one percent of
the risk. Once this initial list is identified, the monitoring process itself has provisions for
evaluating additional compounds appearing as TICs in the analysis. These TICs must be
evaluated relative to their contribution to the overall risk to determine if they should be added to
the target list or not, according to language in Permit Attachment N. If a TIC is determined to
contribute more than one percent of the risk, then, it will be added to the target list and included
in the routine monitoring program. The compound and its risk factor will be added to the Permit
following the annual report that documents the identification for the TIC and discusses its
significance. This Class 1 PMN to add the compound will be submitted with the annual report.
(Note that the Permittees do not propose to use this Class 1 PMN process to remove compounds.)
Therefore, should TRU mixed waste contain some unusually high concentrations of VOCs that
pose a risk to human health, they will be identified in the samples at Station VOC-A and in the
room-based monitoring. It is worth noting that the NMED acknowledged this process in their
general response to comments on a Class 2 PMR that added hexachlorobutadiene to the list of
acceptable hazardous waste to the Permit. In responding to a comment that this compound should
be added to the VOC target list, the NMED responded: “NMED decided not to add
hexachlorobutadiene to disposal room VOC limits or target analyte lists because the permit
already has a mechanism for identifying ““tentatively identified compounds™ (TICs) that ensure
such constituents would be regulated appropriately.” (John E. Kieling, General Responses to
Comments, Class 2 Modification Requests, WIPP Hazardous Waste Facility Permit, EPA I.D.
Number NM4890139088, March 15, 2004) Text has been added to Permit Attachment N, Section
N-3b of the revised proposed Permit text to require the submittal of an appropriate PNM with the
annual report.

Data generated by the sampling of the original sampled data set of 930 drums were reported in
Appendix C2 of Revision 5 of the Part B Permit Application (1995). The unweighted (raw)
average concentrations for carbon tetrachloride (CCl,), the weighting factors, and the weighted
average concentrations are reported in Table 3-3.1 for both the original source term and the one
used in the PMR. These raw concentration values are generated by adding the concentration of
CCly in each of the containers then dividing by the number of containers. This is done for each
Waste Matrix Code Group. The weights are shown in the adjacent column. These weights are
generated by determining what percent of the inventory is expected to be shipped for each Waste
Matrix Code Group. The weighted average concentration is generated by multiplying the raw
concentration by the weight.

It can be seen from Table 3-3.1 that both the raw concentrations and the weights have changed
between the original measurements based on 930 drums and early waste inventory information
and the more recent results based on over 133,000 measurements and updated inventory
information. An examination of Table 3-3.1 shows that the increase in the average weighted
concentration for CCly is due to the higher raw concentration and the greater volume of waste in
the solidified organics Waste Matrix Code Group.
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Table 3-3.1 Comparison of Raw Concentration and Weighting Factors for Carbon Tetrachloride

Original Source Term New Source Term
Raw Weighted Raw
Average Average Average Weighted
CCly CCly CCly Average
Waste Matrix Code Group (ppmv) Weight (ppmv) (ppmv) Weight | CCls (ppmv)
Combustible Waste 567 0.353 200 44.3 0.048 2.14
Filters 1.54 0.015 0.02 21.9 0.014 0.30
Graphite 0.10 0.004 0.0004 0.73 0.001 0.00
Heterogeneous Debris Waste 97.8 0.222 21.7 8.37 0.420 3.51
Inorganic Non-Metal Waste 3.35 0.010 0.03 2.56 0.085 0.22
Lead/Cadmium Metal Waste 255 0.002 0.46 206 0.002 0.38
Salt Waste 4.32 0.001 0.004 0.27 0.013 0.00
Soils 0.00 0.007 No Data 8.30 0.045 0.37
Solidified Inorganics 317 0.194 61.4 115 0.277 3.18
Solidified Organics 8,320 0.012 99.8 23,287 0.039 911
Uncategorized Metal Waste 16.6 0.171 2.8 6.77 0.056 0.38
Unknown Waste 0.00 0.097 No Data No Data 0 No Data

The comment requested a listing of specific waste streams that contributed to the increase in
CCl,. Containers in the original 930 group are not listed by waste stream on the data summary,
only by container number. Therefore, it is not possible to correlate previous waste streams with
current waste streams as requested. However, it is possible to identify the solidified organic
waste streams that are the major source for CCl,. Of the 11 solidified organic waste streams in
Table 3-3.2 that have been shipped (or are being shipped) to the WIPP facility, only the first six,
three from Rocky Flats and three from Idaho National Laboratory, have high concentrations of
CCl, (information taken from approved waste stream profile forms and WIPP Waste Data
System). None of the remaining waste streams, all from Savannah River Site, have high CCl,
concentrations.

Table 3-3.2 Solidified Organic Waste Streams That that are Major Source of Carbon Tetrachloride

Waste Stream | Shipping Number of Shipping
ID Site Description Containers Period
RF107.04 Rocky This waste stream consists of solidified organic 499 55-gallon 1/05 to
Flats liquid. drums; all 4/05
shipped
RF135.01 Rocky This waste stream consists of solidified organic 11 55-gallon 4/05
Flats waste. drums; all
shipped
RF135.02 Rocky This waste stream consists of solidified organic 50 55-gallon 3/05
Flats waste. drums; all
shipped
ID-RF-S3150A | Idaho Organic and sludge immobilization system (OASIS) 860 55-gallon 5/06 to
National waste consists of cutting oil and organic solvents drums; present
laboratory | solidified with Envirostone emulsifier, gypsum 760 shipped to
concrete, and an accelerator. date
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Waste Stream | Shipping Number of Shipping
ID Site Description Containers Period
ID-RF-S3114 Idaho This waste consists of various organic liquids that 9,880 55-gallon 6/06 to
National were transferred to Building 774 where they were drums; present
laboratory | immobilized using Micro-cel E (a synthetic calcium 5,283 shipped to
silicate) to form a grease or paste-like material. The date
organic liquids were primarily a mixture of oils and
chlorinated solvents. Small amounts of Oil-Dri were
sometimes added to the mixture as well. This
process was shutdown in 1985 and replaced by the
OASIS process.
|D-SDA- ldaho Pre-1970 buried waste retrieved for the ldaho 25,013 55-gallon 3/08 to
SLUDGE* National Completion Project drums and 506 present
laboratory SWBs;
21,415 shipped to
date
SR- Savannah | This waste consists of CH Hydraulic Sludge and 2 55-gallon 6/13
BCLDP.003.001 | River Site | Debris generated by the BCLDP program during the | drums; all
D&D of the Building JN-1 Hydraulic Room. shipped
SR-BCLDP.003 | Savannah | Hydraulic Room Sludge and Debris waste consists 7 RH canisters; 11/10
River Site | of rubble, sludge, and absorbent materials as well as | all shipped
the plastic bags that the waste is in. The hydraulic
sludge was absorbed using greater than 50%
NoChar and Radsorb polymers. Then the hydraulic
sludge was packed in plastic bags with additional No
Char, Radsorb, and Floor Dry. Prior to packaging, 10
pounds of absorbent (50:50 Floor Dry and Radsorb)
was added to the liner to absorb water from
condensation or dewatering.
SR- Savannah | Laundry sludge consists of a particulate sludge (dirt, | 5 RH canisters; 10/10
BCLDP.001.001 | River Site | debris, and lint) generated when the laundry system | all shipped
still box requires cleaning. The box is heated to boll
off the water contained in the particulate material
The resulting sludge is raked into plastic bags
containing Radsorb (10%-20% by weight) to absorb
any water from condensation or dewatering.
SR-W027- Savannah | Waste stream SR-W027-321M-HOM is comprised 1 55-gallon drum; | 6/13
321M-HOM River Site | primarily of a mixture of A-408 lubricating oil all shipped
(International Organization for Standardization [ISO]
680 hydrocarbon oil) and powered lead absorbed
with Oil-Dri (granular clay absorbent) as well as
minor amounts of organic and inorganic debris waste
items.
SR-SDD-HOM- | Savannah | Absorbed organic homogeneous sludge removed 24 55-gallon 3/13
A River Site | during cleanout of Tanks 501, 802, and 812 in drums; all
Building 211-F. shipped

*Includes both Solidified Organic and Solidified Inorganic Waste

3-4: PMR Proposed Permit Attachment N, Section N-3b

The PMR states: “The VOCs that have been identified for repository and disposal room VOC
monitoring are listed in Table N-I. The analysis will focus on routine detection and quantification
of these target analytes in collected samples. As part of the analytical evaluations, the presence of
other compounds (i. e. , non-target VOCs) will also be monitored. Some non-targets may be
included on the laboratory's target analyte list as additional requested analytes (ARAS) to gain a
better understanding of potential concentrations and associated risk. The analytical laboratory
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will be directed to calibrate for ARAs when requested and classify and report other non-target
VOC:s as tentatively identified compounds (TICs) if tentative identification can be made. The
evaluation of TICs in original samples will include those concentrations that are >10 percent of
the relative internal standard. The evaluation of ARAs only includes concentrations that are > the
method reporting limit (MRL). The required MRLs for ARAs will be U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA)-specified levels of quantitation proposed for EPA contract laboratories
that analyze canister samples by gas chromatography/mass spectrometry (GC/MS) (EPA, 1991).

Non-targets classified as ARASs or TICs that meet the following criteria: ( 1) are VOCs listed in
Appendix VIII of 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 261 (incorporated by reference in
20.4.1.200 New Mexico Administrative Code (NMAC), and (2) are detected in 10% percent or
more of any original VOC monitoring samples collected over a 12-month timeframe, will be
added, as applicable, to the analytical laboratory target analyte lists for both the repository and
disposal room VOC monitoring programs, unless the Permittees can justify the exclusion from
the target analyte list(s). Nontarget VOCs reported as “unknown™ by the analytical laboratory are
not evaluated due to indeterminate identifications.

Additional requested analytes and TICs detected in the repository and disposal room VOC
monitoring programs will be placed in the WIPP Operating Record and reported to NMED in the
annual reports as specified in Permit Part 4, Section 4.6.2.2. As applicable, the Permittees will
also report the justification for exclusion from the target analyte list(s) (e.g., the compound does
not contribute to more than one percent of the risk). If new targets are required the Permittees
will submit a Class 1 Permit Modification Notification annually in accordance with 20.4.1.900
NMAC (incorporating 40 CFR 270.42(a)) to update Table 4.6.2.3 to include the new analyte and
associated recommended EPA risk values for the inhalation unit risk (IUR) and reference
concentration (RfC). Added compounds will be included in the risk assessment described in
Section N-3e(1)."

The language of section N-3b in the proposed Attachment N contains language that is
ambiguous. Please provide clarification for the following items:

a) The Permittees have introduced language that refers to additional requested analytes (ARAS).
Based on the language in this passage it is unclear what the difference is between a tentatively
identified compound (TIC) and an ARA. Provide additional clarification that distinguishes TICs
from ARAs. Clarify who (i.e. Permittees, NMED) requests ARAs and criteria for said requests.

b) The PMR indicates that ARAs will be reported to contract laboratory Method Reporting
Limits (MRL). The PMR did not include these MRLs and did not include the EPA 1991
reference in the reference section of the modified permit. There is reference to a Contract
Required Quantitation Limit (CRQL) elsewhere in the permit. However, it is unclear if these two
terms are synonymous. Please provide the EPA 1991 (or newer) reference, provide the actual
MRLs, verify if the MRL and CRQL are synonymous, and justify that the MRLs are sufficiently
low to ensure that human health and environment are not compromised. Additionally, based on
the provided information, it was not clear if the referenced document is applicable to Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) activities.

c) Clarify what is meant by the term "original VOC Monitoring samples".
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d) Clarify why the term "running 12 month time frame" was replaced with 12 month
timeframe". A running time frame indicates an ongoing monitoring process where the VOCs are
monitored on an on-going basis, while the language proposed by the Permittees indicates a static
program where monitoring will not occur on an on-going basis.

e) Specify the due dates for the proposed annual Class 1 Permit Modification Notification that
would update Table 4.6.2.3 with new target analytes.

f) Clarify that if there is no annual change to the target analyte list as described above, the
Permittees will submit notification to NMED. Specify the time frame for this notification.

Response

a) A VOC that is added to the laboratory’s target analyte list but not listed as a target analyte in
the Permit is considered an additional requested analyte (ARA). The Permittees will request the
addition of VOC:s to the laboratory’s calibration method for internal assessment purposes. A
multi-point calibration (minimum five points) is used for quantitation of the ARAs. Therefore,
the concentrations of ARAs are considered to be actual concentrations and not estimates. The
concentrations reported for TICs, on the other hand, are not based on a multi-point calibration, so
TIC concentrations are reported as estimated values. Tentative identifications are made based on
comparisons of the mass spectra of compounds in the sample with the mass spectral library used
by the analytical laboratory. Estimated values are determined by comparing TIC responses with
the relative internal standard. By requesting ARAS, data are generated to allow a better
determination of the actual concentrations of non-target compounds.

The Permittees are proposing that ARAs may be identified at any point in the VOC Monitoring
Program. For example, if a TIC meets the criteria in the Permit for addition to the target analyte
list, the laboratory will be instructed to obtain the proper calibration standards and to add the
compound as an ARA. If the Permittees determine that the compound should become a target
because it contributes to more than one percent of the risk, the Permittees will track the
compound as an ARA until the subsequent annual report at which time it will be added to the
Permit as a target along with its EPA recommended risk factor. This allows the Permittees to
collect actual concentration data at the earliest possible time and ensures that the data for any
proposed target analyte is quantified properly (meets Quality Assurance Objectives in Permit
Attachment N) and not based on laboratory estimates. Data collected as an ARA will become
part of the database used in calculating the running annual average for the compound once it is
added as a target.

b) The Permit states that the Contract Required Quantitation Limits (CRQLSs) are set at the MRL
for the VOC Monitoring Program. (The MRL is the lowest concentration that can be reliably
measured and is determined by the analytical laboratory as a function of instrument performance,
sample preparation, sample dilution, and all steps involved in the sample analysis process.) These
will be specified when ARAs are requested from the analytical laboratory. The requested ARAS
are subject to change and thus are not included in the Permit. The required MRLs will be the
EPA-specified levels of quantitation proposed for EPA contract laboratories that analyze canister
samples by gas chromatography/mass spectrometry (GC/MS). (A reference to EPA 1991 was
added to the proposed Permit text in the PMR and a copy of this reference is being provided in
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electronic format with this response. See Appendix 3-C. Note that the cover of this document has
a 1994 date; however, the document itself is dated 1991.) These specified levels of quantitation
are within the same range for Permit-required target analytes. The ARAs along with MRLs will
be reported in the annual reports.

The MRLs were evaluated to determine if they are sufficiently low to ensure that human health is
not compromised. This evaluation was performed by substituting a value of 0.005 parts per
million by volume (ppmv) for each VOC in the screening calculation. This value represents the
highest MRL for undiluted samples in Permit Attachment N. The result is a risk to the surface
worker of 3.4 x 10® and a hazard index of 0.0001. This indicates that if VOCs were present at or
below the MRL, the impact on risk is miniscule. Therefore, the MRLSs are protective.

¢) The use of “original” in reference to a sample is used to indicate samples that are not collected
or analyzed specifically for evaluation of precision (i.e., duplicate sample). See Attachment N,
Section N-5a. These “original” or “regular” samples are equivalent to the “primary” samples
collected in the groundwater program.

d) The language was changed to avoid confusion with the calculation of a “running-annual
average” for determining compliance to the environmental performance standards. The
requirement is simply to use the current consecutive 12-month period for determining if a TIC
must be evaluated for addition to the target analyte list. This change does not affect the method in
which the running annual average is calculated as specified in Permit Attachment N, Section N-
3e(1). The change does not change the frequency of the monitoring program. Sample frequency
is established in Permit Part 4 and Attachment N and is unaffected by the evaluation of TICs.

e) Language has been added to the revised proposed Permit text in Permit Part N, Section N-3b
to require the Class 1 PMN be submitted with the annual report which is due in October of each
year. This revised language is in Appendix 3-A.

f) Revised language in Permit Part N, Section N-3b requires the Permittees to report TICs in the
annual report and to discuss those TICs that the Permittees have determined need not be added as
targets. This language has been expanded to include cases where no TICs are identified and no
changes to the target analyte list are made.

3-5: Permit Section 4.6.3.2 Notification Requirements

Line 4, "in any closed room in an active panel or" appears to need deletion to be consistent with
other changes made by this PMR.

Response

The Permittees agree with this deletion and have revised the proposed Permit text to delete the
text “in any closed room in an active panel or.” This change is included on the attached revised
proposed Permit text.
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3-6: Permit Section 4.6.3.3: Remedial Action

Please revise the last sentence: "The Permittees may implement an alternative remedial action
plan in lieu of closing the active room." to include mandatory closing of the active room in the
event that all proposed and implemented alternative remedial action plans) fail. The proposed
permit language may be acceptable for a short time period, but cannot be left "open-ended".
There must be some trigger that stops implementation of multiple, ineffective remedial action
plans that otherwise could continue indefinitely.

Response

The Permittees realize that no detailed explanation was provided for the proposed language
regarding alternative remedial actions for the Room-Based VOC Monitoring Program. In the
PMR, the Permittees are seeking a change that allows them to implement the alternative remedial
action prior to approval by the NMED. This is necessary because the risk in this case is
associated with a possible acute exposure to a waste worker underground, causing immediate
health effects as opposed to the multiple year chronic exposure associated with the surface
worker exposure. As an example of a remedial action when the 95 percent level is reached, the
Permittees could increase the active room ventilation rate. This would effectively dilute any
release from the adjacent closed room for the remainder of time the active room is being filled,
thereby mitigating the effect of a release. This action could be performed by the Permittees
immediately and documented in the operating record. This alternative action of increased
ventilation air in the active room would be allowed to continue until the active room is filled or
until the NMED fails to approve such action. In this latter case, the room would be abandoned as
required by the Permit.

The comment requests assurances that if the alternative actions fail, the Permittees will be
required to close the active room and move into the next room. Such assurances are not
necessary for two reasons. First, the language only allows the Permittees to propose one
alternative plan to mitigate the condition. Second, the NMED has the final say regarding
continuing implementation of the alternative remedial action and the conditions that apply should
the alternative remedial action fail. The Permittees are proposing a revision to the language such
that the alternative remedial actions will have to be proposed to the Secretary and approved prior
to reaching the 95 percent action level. This revised language is in the attached revised proposed
Permit text.

3-7: Permit Attachment N, Section N-3a(1)

First paragraph, next to last sentence: Briefly describe what a "designated sample day" is, and
why the Permittees need flexibility as to the day of the week that the weekly sample is taken.
Also clarify if the sample would ever be collected during a non-work day (such as weekends and
holidays).

Response

The original language was intended to ensure both samples VOC-A and VOC-B were taken
simultaneously on whatever day was designated for sampling. Since the value at VOC-B is
subtracted from the value at VOC-A during the data interpretation process to remove background
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effects from the sample at VOC-A, it is important that the samples be taken at the same time.
With the elimination of Station VOC-B in the PMR, the sentence is no longer needed and the
Permittees are proposing that it be deleted. This change is included on the attached revised
proposed Permit text.

Samples are collected on the same day of the week, each week. This avoids routine weekend
sampling. If the sampling day is a holiday, the sampler can be programmed to start and stop
unattended. Alternatively, the sample can be rescheduled for a work day. The only time a sample
would not be taken would be if underground access is restricted for some reason. In this case, an
alternate day will be selected for sampling. Furthermore, if a sample is taken and proves to be
unusable, a subsequent sample will be taken during the same week.

3-8: 