96-0000798

Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585 RECEIVED

March 8, 1996

Mr. John T. Conway

Chairman

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
625 Indiana Avenue, N.W.

Suite 700

Washington, D.C. 20004

Dear Mr. Conway:

Thank you for your letter dated December 18, 1995, regarding
concerns with the proximity of the Central Training Facility (CTF)
at the Defense Waste Processing Facility (DWPF) identified by your
staff during a visit to the Savannah River Site on November 14,
1995. The issues raised focused on the need for further
evaluation and justification of the CTF's ability to respond to
hazardous material releases. from DWPF, or other adjacent operating
facilities. The Savannah River Operations Office (SR) has
provided a response that has been coordinated with my staff and
addresses the concerns raised in your memorandum.

Enclosure 1 is a memorandum from the Manager of SR that provides
discussion on the specific concerns raised by your staff. Also
discussed in the enclosure are the administrative and hardware
changes being evaluated to improve the notification process and
response actions at the CTF. Additionally, we are providing a
table (Enclosure 2) indicating the dominant contributors to risk
at the CTF. It is noted that while benzene releases from DWPF.
were considered in the analysis supporting enclosure 2, they were
not significant in contribution to total risk at CTF. Based on
our review of this table, it is evident that DWPF would contribute
less than one percent (including benzene) of the potential risk to
the CTF, and therefore we do not believe this matter impacts
startup and operation of DWPF.

We understand this topic is scheduled for discussion during the
Board's visit to Savannah River on March 11, 1996, and look forward
to a productive interchange on this subject. The Savannah River
staff is prepared to provide additional technical briefings
related to the accidents included in the analysis and their
specific contribution to risk at CTF.
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Thank you for your continuing interest and valuable comments
relative to this program.

§1n rely,
Richard J.

Assistant Surgeon General, USPHS
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Management

Enclosures (2)
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mamcr:  Defense Nuclear Fac:hty Safety Board (DNFSB) Concerns for Central lrammg Facility (C1F). i
01 Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM-1), HQ'

The DNFSB letter of December 18, 1995, expressed concern with the proximity of the CTF to
the Defense Waste Processing Facility (DWPF) and other Savannah River Site (SRS) operating
facilities. It was noted that a number of transient occupants were routinely expected in CTF and
a limited amount of time was available to implement protective actions due to its close

_ proximity to potential hazards. The DNFSB requested further evaluation and justification of .
CTF’s ability to effectively respond to hazardous material releases from DWPF or other
adjacent operating facilities. A detailed discussion regarding the specific concerns raised by the '
DNFSB is attached. '

In evalua:.mg the DNFSB concern, the hazards from the adjacent facilities, the expected
response measures, and times historically required to implement those response measures were
analyzed. Results of our analysis revealed 2 number of potential events at the adjacent facilities
that could result in consequences in excess of protective action criteria at CTF. These events
include chemicals, and radiological materials and are typically the result of major acc1dents (e -
selsmc events, catastrophic tank failures, maximum transfer errors, €1c.).

Based on our overall evaluation, we have concluded that CTF’s existing emergency response

program is consistent with the SRS Emergency Plan and ‘provides a level of protection
commensurate with that at other SRS ‘administrative facilities.  Although our analysis identified P
potential events with high consequences at CTF, the probability of the events is low, and we :
believe CTF’s program is commensurate with that risk. For these reasons, we beheve no

additional actions aré necessary to meet minimum responsc standards. - :

In an effort to provxde continuous improvement, SRS consranﬂy evaluates and implements
changes to the SRS Emergency Management Program. Attached is a discussion of
administrative and hardware changes being evaluated to improve the notification process and
response actions at CTF. The administrative changes, if not already completed, will be
lmplemented soon. A demsmn on hardware changes is expected by March 29, 1996.

It must be noted that SRS operating facilities have approved safety documentation that provides. -
the authorization basis for facility operations and determines the acceptable risks to onsite and
offsite populations. Should the unexpected occur, SRS has an emergency response program in
place to mitigate the effects of the event.for CTF and other onsite and offsite populations. We




03/04/96 MON 09:17 FAX 803 725 7688 ESHQ | o | | lgooz’

EM-1 | -
. | 2 MAR 01 1

recognize the need for timely protective actions in response to these events; however, no
specific time requirement exists for implementation of onsite protective actions in the DOE
emergency management system or the commercial nuclear industry. Our goal is to keep
response times to a minimum commensurate with the risk. The SRS drill and exercise program
provides continuing practice to strengthen our response, capablhtxes and ensures personnel
preparedness.

This response has been coordinated with Jim Cruickshank of your staff and informally with the
DNFSB staff. We believe it addresses the DNFSB concerns; however, their staff has indicated a
desire for more than just administrative changes. The DNFSB appears to be particularly
interested in the installation of hazardous material monitors at the CTF ventilation intakes.
Although this option is still under consideration, we do not believe it to be a cost-effective
‘measure for the Site to implement. Typically, use of these systems has been limited to critical
‘emergency response facilities (e.g., Control Room, Technical Support Center) in nuclear power
plants, not onsite administrative facilities. In addition, implementation of these systems at CTF
would imply their need in many similar situations onsite. We do not believe such application is
warranted at this time. Use of these systems in this manner will set a precedent at SRS as well
as the entire DOE complex.

V'Ifyou have any further questions or need additional information, please contact me or have your
‘staff contact Ms. Christina T. Edwards, Safety Divi_sion, at (803) 725-1791.

. Mario P. Fioni
SD:CTE:cljb Manager

" GE-96-0117 | ' o E s

Attachment
Specific Concems

' CC w/attch
J. Cruickshank (EM-?O), HQ
T. Tuccinardi (NN-60), HQ , .
K. Fisher (EM-32), HQ _ ‘ A ‘
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Atiachment, Memo: Flori/Alm, “DNFSB Cancerns for CTF." date  MAR 0 1 1996,

| E’of cluif.y,- the following facilities are considered in close proximity to CTF:

. Defense Waste Processing Facility (DWPF)/Late Wash Facility
+ Tritium Processing Facilities
o H Canyon/Outside Facilities, HB Line o \
* Receiving Basin for Offsite Fuels (RBOF) | :
o H-Area Tank Farm
« In-Tank Precipitation (ITP)fExtended Sludge Promsmg Facihty
» New Waste Transfer Facility |
. Consolidated Incineration Facility (CIF), mcludmg the Spent Solvent Stomge Tanks

Credlble Accldent Response Times

Cred:ble times ava:labie for response may be approximated based on the distances from each
facility to CTF, the plume travel time for both 95% historical adverse and 50% historical average
meteorology, and the time required for the contaminant to mﬁltrate CTF. The time fora plume to
travel to CTF ranges from four to eight minutes and two to six minutes for 95% historical adverse

- and 50% historical average meteorology, respechvely Once e plume reaches CTF, the building -
air exchange rate, with the ventilation running and/or secured, can be used to-approximate the
additional amount of time required for the contaminant to infiltrate CTF and exceed a protective
action criteria. Reference the Westinghouse Szvannah River Company (WSRC) technical reports
' WSRC-TR-96-0030 (revision 1) and WSRC-TR-96- 0033 (rewsxon 0) ‘

The historic response times discussed below are based on data derived from a two ycar penod of
emergency response drills and exercises conducted at DWPF, the Tritium Facilities, and H
CanyoanB Line, CTF response times are based on data from two emergency response drills and
responses to two actual tormado waming (i.e., shzlter) events, an nctual tritium release (e,
remain indoors), and an madv:rtent fire alarm (i.e. butldmg evacuation). .

s Event Occurrence to Event Recognition: Depending on the type of scenario and the extent of
play, the time between event occurrence and event recogmtxon ranged from five to elght /
minutes, with an average of seven minutes.

o Event Recognition to CTF Notification: Once the facility recognized the event, the time for
this information to reach CTF ranged from three to eight minutes, with an average of five

« CTF Notification to Implementation of Protective Actions: Once notification was received, =
Facility Fire Wardens were able to unplement protecﬁve actions, including shutdown of
building ventilation systems (if applicable}, in an average of three minutes. :

' Qverall, the average time from event occurrence to implementation of protective acﬁons at CTF is
approximately 15 minutes. This average 15 minutes time period is reasonable based on operations
response to annunciators, written procedures, tratmng and on-going emergency response drills
and exercises. It is reasonsble to assume that this time period would also prevail in an actual - -

emergency response.
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Attachment, Memo: Fiori/Alm, “DNFSB Concerns fix CTF,” date MAR 01 1966

Expected Response Meatures

The. CTF emergency procedure cons:stently xmplements the response measures identified in the
SRS Emergency Plan. The following protective actlons are availahle to CTF for immediate
implementation: '
» Remain Indoors

o Shelter

» Evacuation

For CTF, the most appropriate action for an airborne release of hazardous materials is to have
personnel stay inside the building (i.e., shelter or remain indoors). This is based on CTF’s close
proximity to the adjacent facilitles (i.e., short plume transit time) and the consequences of the
events which have the potential to impact CTF. o

As an immediate protective action, evacustion would only occur should the occupants of CTF be
at greater risk inside the building than outside (e g., fire, confirmed bomb threat, etc.).

'CTF S emergency procedure provxdes the cxpected response measures to be unplemented by the
Facility Fire Wardens for each protective action. The Facility Fire Wardens are trained and drilled -
to ensure adequate implementation of their emergency procedure responsibilities. ~These
responsibilities include such actions as securing building ventilation systems sweepmg corridors
and classroorns for personnel, securing exterior doors, etc.

In addition, Site Trammg Department policy requires instructors to provide mfonnatlon to
students ragardmg their expected responses to emergency events in CTF. This information
includes identification of rally pomts evacuauon routes, shelter instructions, etc.

Evacuaton Routes and Means

Although evacuation would not be the primary protective action for CTF, evacuation routes from
the building to the pre-designated rally points have been identified, The evacuation routes are
contained in the CTF emergency procedure and zre posted in CTF classrooms and corridors. In
addition, should relocation of personnel at CTF be required, site-level procedures FPIP 6Q-300 .
and EPIP 6Q-103 are in place to implement the- necessary actions. Based on consequence
 assessment calculations, the Emergency Duty Officer or the Bmergency Director would determine
relocation requirements. The identified procedures direct the activation of a pre-designated
" reception center, selection of an appropriate relocation route, and assembly of the necessary .
resources (e.g., security escorts, transportation means, personnel, and supplies for momtonng and
decontntnmauon, etc.) to support the relocation.
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Ideutification of Hardware and/or Operatlonal Procedure Upgrndes whlch would provide a
| Higher Level of Safety _ | |

1. Program improvements already implemented:

Revision of the DWPEF emergency procedure requiring direct notification of the H-Arca
Emergency Coordinator (via ringdown telephone) for § Area events which involve an

airborne release of hazardous materials. This procedura change reduces the time between

event recognition and CTF notification by removmg the Emergency Duty Ofﬁcer (EDO)
from the notification loop to H-Area at th:s point in the event.

Upgrade of the CTF emergency rcsponse drill program to mclude partlapatton inSand H
Area drills, CTF is currently required to conduct one shelter, one remain indoors, and one
evacuation protective action drill on an annual basis. . This change will reqmre CTF to
conduct one of these drills in coordination with an H Area drill and one in coordination
with an S Area drill.  This change will improve coordination between S Area, H Area, and
CTF and provide practice in implementing the expectecl response measures.

Developed a standing order for the H Area Emergency: Coordmator to xmplement Rmam
Indoors as an area protective action for any H or S Area event involving an airborne

_release of hazardous materisls. Based on the close proximity of these facilities and the
consequences of the potential events, this is the most appropnate protective action, This

will reduce the amount of time between event recognition and CTF notification by
ehnunatmg the need to step through the existing flowchart for protecnve actions, This
action is an interim measure until an a.rea-mde protective action procedure is developed.

2. Program unprovements comlmtted for unplemmtatlon

Review and revision of the CTF emergency procedure to clarify and streamline expected

response ‘measures. This may reduce the time between CTF notification and:

implementation of protective actions if any streamlining can be realized.

Establish formal training for each instructor which includes scnpted lnformatton on
expected response measures for presentation to students at each course. This will help
 reduce the time between CTF notification and implementation of protective actions by

reinforcing the response measures for the students as well as the instructors.

Develop an H Area-wndc protective action procedure. This will provide the H Area
Emergency Coordinator with specific direction for implementation of area protective
actions based on facility events within and adjacent to H Area. This will reduce the

amount of time between event recognition and CTF notification by providing protectwe
actions based on pre-1dent1ﬁed facﬂxty events, '

1
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3.

Cost-ufeiy Benefit of Implementmg Identified Benefcml Hardware and/or Operational

Program improvements under evaluation:

 Installation of in-line hazardous material detection monitors at CTF.
Instailation of HVAC sutomatic shutdown controls in CTF (panic buttons).
Instatlation of emergency notification systems from affected facilities to CTF.
Implementation of an in-house CTF habitability survey capability.
Upgrade of the H Area Pubhc Address System.

Procedure Upgrades:’

The program improvements completed or committed for completion (e.g., opémuonal procedure
upgrades and administrative changes) will be accomplished with existing resources. However, the
program improvements under evaluation (i.e., hardware upgrades) require additional anelysis

before consideration will be given to their implementation. A description of each hardware

upgrade is provided below. A cost-benefit analysis will be completed for all upgrades by March
29, 1996, except for number one which will be coimpleted by March 6, 1996. ‘

1.

Installatlon of m-lme hazardous material detection monitors at CTF

Bemeﬁt: Will provide real-time detection of a hazardous material release :md shutdown of |

the CTF ventilation system. Ventilation shutdown is not dependent on recognition
of the event at the incident facility and therefore reduces the time required to
implement protective actions. ‘

Installatton of HVAC automatic shutdown eontrols in CTF (pammbuttons to be located in
strategic areas throughout CTF):

Benefit: Reduces the time requlred to shutdown buﬂdmg ventilation systems thus reducmg :

the time required to implement protectwe actions.

Installation of emergency notification systems from aﬁ‘ected facilities to CTF:

goos

Beneﬁt. Provides direct natification to CTF from the aﬂ'ected facility. Reduces the amount - 3

of time between event recognition and CTF notification by eliminating the imerim
notification through the H Area Emergency Coordinator at this point in the event.

Implementation of an in-house CTF habitability survey capability:

Benefit:  Use of existing trammg staff (industrial hygiene, radiological control) in CTF to
prov:de real-time data regarding facility habitability. On-going facility protective
action decisions would be made basedﬁpn real-time data.
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. 50% - Trltmm release due to fire in 232-H
o 19% - H—Canyon frame waste reeovery fire

1 . 4 11% - CCl4 5000 gallon splll from tank rupture
| . 9% - H—Canyon, Varlous transfer errors (7 total)
| --' 5% - Trltmm release due to fire in 234-H | |
e - - 3% - H-Canyon, Varlous eollltube fallures (4 total)
| | - 2% - Trltmm, Tank deﬂagratlon iy

] 1% - Remamder of all other analyzed aceldents
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