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Abstract: 
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DECISION DOCUMENT, LOW-LEVEL WASTE 
FEED STAGING STRATEGY 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The U.S. Department of Energy is pursuing a strategy referred to as "privatization" to 
support remediation of Hanford Site tank wastes. This strategy involves hiring private 
contractors to perform Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS) functions on a pay-for- 
product basis. A portion of the wastes stored in double-shell tanks will be processed in 
Phase I of this strategy to demonstrate the technical, financial, and regulatory viability of the 
privatization concept. In order to do so, the TWRS program will be required to deliver 
double-shell tank supernate feed to the privatization contractor(s) in accordance with the feed 
delivery requirements and specifications contained the privatization Request for Proposal 
issued in February 1996 and, subsequently, in the contracts negotiated with the private 
vendors. 

The purpose of this activity is to determine the preferred low-level waste (LLW) feed 
staging strategy for providing double-shell tank supernate to the privatization contractor(s) to 
support the Phase I demonstrations. The selected feed staging strategy will form the basis 
for development of a detailed feed staging plan. The feed staging plan will expand the 
strategy to provide additional information regarding LLW feed staging, including selection of 
the feed staging tanks to be used by the Project Hanford Management Contractors, 
development of a feed staging schedule, recommend any necessary tank farm upgrades, and 
other information relevant to providing LLW feed that complies with required feed 
specifications and schedules. 

A TWRS Decision Board was convened to evaluate the attributes of various potential 
LLW feed staging strategies. This report was prepared to document the activities conducted 
by the Decision Board and the technical staff assigned to explore LLW feed staging 
alternatives. This assessment was conducted in accordance with TWRS system engineering 
procedures (see TWRS System Engineering Manual, Chapter 7 ,  "Decision- Management, I' - 
WHC-IP- 123 1). 

The original, unnumbered report, Decision Document, Low-Level Waste Feed Staging 
Strategy, is attached as Appendix A. 
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DECISION PLAN 

LOW LEVEL WASTE FEED STAGING STRATEGY 

1.0 STATEMENT OF THE DECIS ION 

What i s  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  method f o r  p r o v i d i n g  l ow- leve l  waste (LLW) feed t o  
t h e  p r i v a t i z a t i o n  c o n t r a c t o r s ?  The p r e l i m i n a r y  LLW feed s t a g i n g  p lan  
i d e n t i f i e d  t h r e e  op t ions :  

D i r e c t  S tag ing  t o  p r i v a t i z a t i o n  con t rac to rs ’  tanks.  
I n d i r e c t  S tag ing  When N o t i f i e d  t o  p r i v a t i z a t i o n  con t rac to rs ’  
tanks.  
I n d i r e c t  S tag ing  As Soon As Poss ib le  t o  p r i v a t i z a t i o n  con t rac to rs ’  
tanks .  

2.0 DECIS ION CLASS 

D e c i s i o n  Class: Class I11 

3.0 RESPONSIBILITIES 

3.1 D e c i s i o n  Maker 

J.  E. Truax, Deputy D i r e c t o r ,  Tank Farm T r a n s i t i o n  P r o j e c t s  
J. 0. Honeyman, D i r e c t o r ,  Disposal  Programs 

3.2 D e c i s i o n  A c t i o n  O f f i c e r  

D. J. Washenfelder, Manager, Disposal  Engineer ing 

3.3 D e c i s i o n  Support Board 

The D e c i s i o n  Support Board w i l l  have t h e  f o l l o w i n g  representa t ives :  

- J. E. Truax (Chairman), Tank Farm T r a n s i t i o n  P r o j e c t s  
G .  A .  Meyer, Re t r i eva l  Program 
G. L. Dunford, TWRS Safe ty  P r o j e c t  
J. D. Thomson, Technical  I n t e g r a t i o n  - M. E. Johnson, Process Technology 

Personnel f rom t h e  Disposal  Engineer ing o r g a n i z a t i o n  w i l l  p r o v i d e  techn ica l  
e x p e r t i s e  t o  t h e  Dec is ion  Support Board. 

LLW Feed S t a g i n g  1 
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4.0 DECIS ION STRATEGY 

The d e c i s i o n  prov ides an i n i t i a l  p lann ing  case f o r  t h e  c o n f i r m a t i o n  o f  
t h e  c u r r e n t  LLW feed s tag ing  ana lys i s .  The c u r r e n t  a n a l y s i s  shows s i g n i f i c a n t  
b e n e f i t s  f o r  i n d i r e c t  s tag ing  o f  LLW t o  t h e  p r i v a t i z a t i o n  con t rac to rs ’  tanks. 
I n  a d d i t i o n ,  a p r e l i m i n a r y  Operat ional  Waste Volume P r o j e c t i o n  (OWVP) shows 
t h e  c u r r e n t  t ank  space can suppor t  a l l  t h r e e  LLW feed s tag ing  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

5.0 DECIS ION CRITERIA 

The d e c i s i o n  w i l l  be based upon cost ,  schedule, and f l e x i b i l i t y  
( i n c l u d i n g  m in im iz ing  M&I c o n t r a c t o r  l i a b i l i t y  r e l a t i v e  t o  p r o v i d i n g  feed t o  
t h e  p r i v a t e  LLW v i t r i f i c a t i o n  c o n t r a c t o r ) .  

6.0 REQUIRED INFORMATION 

1. 

2. 

Rev is ion  22 o f  t h e  Operat ional  Waste Volume P r o j e c t i o n  ( D r a f t  i n  
p rog ress ) .  
P r e l i m i n a r y  Low-Level Waste Feed S tag ing  Plan, WHC-SD-WM-RPT-210, Rev. 0 
(Cer ta e t  a l .  1996). 

7.0 DECIS ION T I M E  FRAME 

The LLW feed s tag ing  con f i rma t ion  s tudy r e q u i r e s  a dec i s ion  by  March 29, 
1996 t o  a l l o w  t h e  ana lys i s  o f  feed s tag ing  t o  occur  w i t h o u t  unnecessary r e -  
e v a l u a t i o n  o f  LLW feed composit ions i n  t h e  feed s tag ing  p lan .  The LLW feed  
s t a g i n g  p l a n  must be re i ssued  i n  August 1996 t o  suppor t  issuance o f  t h e  Phase 
1A TWRS p r i v a t i z a t i o n  con t rac ts .  

8.0 ANTICIPATED INTERACTIONS WITH OTHER DECISIONS 

The HLW feed s tag ing  dec i s ion  and o t h e r  dec i s ions  w i t h i n  o p e r a t i o n  o f  
t h e  tank  farms (e.g., jumper versus mani fo lds) .  

9.0 EXTERNAL INFLUENCES/CONSIDERATIONS 

The e x t e r n a l  cons ide ra t i ons  f o r  t h i s  dec i s ion  i n c l u d e  con t rac tua l  
arrangements between t h e  DOE and p r i v a t i z a t i o n  c o n t r a c t o r s  and t h e  sampling 
s t r a t e g y  and s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  feed t o  the  vendor. 

LLW Feed S tag ing  2 
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10.0 CURRENT PLANNING BASIS/ASSUMPTIONS 

The c u r r e n t  p lann ing  assumes t h e  d i r e c t  f eed ing  t o  t h e  p r i v a t i z a t i o n  
con t rac to rs '  feed tanks.  

LLW Feed Staging 3 May 7, 1996 
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DECISION SUMMARY 

1.0 Statement o f  Dec is ion  

What i s  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  method f o r  p r o v i d i n g  LLW feed t o  t h e  p r i v a t i z a t i o n  
c o n t r a c t o r s ?  

2.0 Generat ion o f  A l t e r n a t i v e s  

The p r e l i m i n a r y  LLW feed s tag ing  p lan ,  WHC-SD-WM-RPT-210, Rev. 0, 
i d e n t i f i e d  t h r e e  op t ions :  

- 
* 

D i r e c t  S tag ing  t o  p r i v a t i z a t i o n  con t rac to rs ’  tanks.  
I n d i r e c t  S tag ing  When N o t i f i e d  t o  p r i v a t i z a t i o n  con t rac to rs ’  
tanks.  
I n d i r e c t  S tag ing  As Soon As Poss ib le  t o  p r i v a t i z a t i o n  con t rac to rs ’  
tanks.  

3.0 Screening o f  A l t e r n a t i v e s  

A l l  t h r e e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  l i s t e d  above a re  t e c h n i c a l l y  v i a b l e .  Therefore,  
a l l  t h r e e  were examined i n  d e t a i l  i n  t h e  p r e l i m i n a r y  feed s t a g i n g  study. The 
p r e l i m i n a r y  s tudy  evaluated each o f  these a l t e r n a t i v e s  r e l a t i v e  t o  a s e t  o f  
c r i t e r i a  and developed a recommended a l t e r n a t i v e .  The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s tudy  
were summarized and presented t o  a Dec is ion  Support Board which made t h e  f i n a l  
d e c i s i o n .  

4.0 D e c i s i o n  C r i t e r i a  

The d e c i s i o n  w i l l  be based upon cos t ,  schedule, and f l e x i b i l i t y  
( i n c l u d i n g  m i n i m i z i n g  M&I c o n t r a c t o r  l i a b i l i t y  r e l a t i v e  t o  p r o v i d i n g  feed t o  
t h e  p r i v a t e  LLW v i t r i f i c a t i o n  con t rac to r ) .  

5.0 A n a l y s i s  o f  A l t e r n a t i v e s  

The a n a l y s i s  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s  i s  documented i n  WHC-SD-WM-RPT-210, Rev. 0. 
A sumnary o f  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  the  document, i n c l u d i n g  updated and improved 
r e s u l t s  i n c o r p o r a t i n g  recent  r e v i s i o n s  t o  t h e  Phase I p r i v a t i z a t i o n  RFP, was 
presented  t o  t h e  Dec is ion  Board (see a t tached meet ing minutes) on March 26. 
1996. 

LLW Feed S t a g i n g  4 
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RECORD OF DECISION 

1.0 STATEMENT OF THE DECISION 

What i s  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  method f o r  p r o v i d i n g  LLW feed t o  t h e  p r i v a t i z a t i o n  
c o n t r a c t o r s ?  

2.0 D E C I S I O N  MAKER 

J.  E. Truax, Deputy D i rec to r ,  Tank Farm T r a n s i t i o n  P r o j e c t s  
J .  0. Honeyman, D i rec to r ,  Disposal  Programs 

3.0 D E C I S I O N  ACTION OFFICER 

D. J .  Washenfelder, Manager, Disposal  Engineer ing 

4.0 ALTERNATIVE SELECTED 

The Dec is ion  Board se lec ted  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  t h e  
P r e l i m i n a r y  Low-Level Waste Feed Stag ing  Plan, (Rev 0) as I n d i r e c t  S t a g i n g  As 
Soon As P o s s i b l e  (ASAP). I n  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  DST supernate would be 
t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  an i n t e r m e d i a t e  DST f o r  s tag ing  b e f o r e  t h e  waste i s  t r a n s f e r r e d  
t o  t h e  p r i v a t e  cont rac tors ’  feed tanks  (i .e., AP-106/AP-108). 
process i n  t h e  i n t e r m e d i a t e  tanks f o r  each batch would beg in  as soon as 
p o s s i b l e  a f t e r  t h e  prev ious  ba tch  o f  feed has been t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  t h e  p r i v a t e  
c o n t r a c t o r  feed tank. 

5.0 DATE OF SELECTION 

The s t a g i n g  

The d e c i s i o n  t o  pursue t h e  I n d i r e c t  S tag ing  ASAP s t r a t e g y  was made a t  a 
D e c i s i o n  Board meet ing he ld  on March 26, 1996. 
beg inn ing  o f  t h i s  document inc ludes  t h e  da te  t h i s  document was approved by  t h e  
D e c i s i o n  Board. 

6.0 D E C I S I O N  C R I T E R I A  

1. C o s t .  Q u a l i t a t i v e  assessment o f  tank m o d i f i c a t i o n  cos ts  necessary t o  
suppor t  t h e  a1 t e r n a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s .  

2. Schedule. This  was measured by c a l c u l a t i n g  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of 
success fu l  LLW feed s t a g i n g  events and median l e n g t h  o f  feed outage 
( t ime  t h e  p r i v a t e  c o n t r a c t o r s  a re  w a i t i n g  f o r  feed from t h e  M & I  
c o n t r a c t o r ) .  

The s i g n a t u r e  page a t  t h e  
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3 .  Flexib i l i ty .  This was measured in terms of the  median time available 
f o r  contingencies. 
measure of the potential l i a b i l i t y  of the M&I contractor in the  event 
t ha t  LLW feed i s  not available when required by the private 
cont rac tor (s ) .  
t o  recover from a batch of waste tha t  i s  determined t o  not meet the feed 
specifications or were delayed fo r  some other reason. 

This addressed processing f l e x i b i l i t y  b u t  a l so  i s  a 

I t  i s  a proxy measure fo r  the amount of time available 

7.0 RATIONALE FOR THE SELECTION 

1. 

2. 

3 .  

Cost: A qual i ta t ive  cost assessment indicated tha t  Ind i rec t  Feed Staging 
s t ra tegy  has lower costs than Direct Feed Staging. 
due t o  the projected requirement t o  modify a l l  of the feed tanks t o  
support d i rec t  feed staging b u t  only having t o  modify the two specified 
intermediate tanks for indirect  feed staging. Therefore, Ind i rec t  Feed 
Staging ASAP and Indirect  Feed Staging When Notified,  would be favored 
over Direct Staging from the perspective of tank modification costs.  

This i s  primarily 

Schedule: Simulation modeling was performed t o  determine the feed 
staging a l te rna t ive  tha t  best supports the timing requirements in the 
Privatization Request fo r  Proposals (RFP) .  I t  was determined tha t  
Ind i rec t  Feed Staging ASAP i s  the most l ike ly  s t ra tegy  t o  provide feed 
t o  the privatization contractor within the 30 o r  60 day feed delivery 
window. Direct Feed Staging was the leas t  l ike ly  s t ra tegy  t o  provide 
feed within the required delivery window. Similarly,  the  median feed 
outage days a re  lowest fo r  the Indirect  Feed Staging ASAP a l te rna t ive  
and highest f o r  the Direct Feed Staging a1 te rna t ive .  
measures suggest tha t  Indirect  feed Staging ASAP i s  favored over the 
other a l te rna t ives .  

Contingency: As with the schedule performance, simulation modeling was 
performed t o  estimate the amount of contingency time available.  
contingency times a re  favored as they would allow the M&I contractor 
time t o  recover from out-of-specification feed, samplinglanalytical 
delays, e t c .  
in the  private contractors’ processing campaigns, i t  i s  highly desirable 
from the  M&I contractor’s perspective t o  build in a la rge  contingency 
time t o  ensure tha t  time i s  available t o  recover from delays. 
analysis showed t h a t  the Indirect  Feed Staging ASAP a1 te rna t ive  resulted 
in the  la rges t  contingency times and d i rec t  feed staging resulted in the 
lowest contingency time. Therefore, Indirect  Feed Staging ASAP would be 
favored from t h i s  perspective. 

Both performance 

Higher 

Since the M&I contractor could be held l i a b l e  f o r  delays 

The 
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8.0 EXTERNAL ASSUMPTIONS 

There were two key assumptions t h a t  can have s i g n i f i c a n t  impacts on t h i s  
dec i s ion ,  i n c l u d i n g  Operat ional  Waste Volume P r o j e c t i o n s  (OWVPs) and t h e  feed 
requi rements i n  the  f i n a l  RFP. These two i tems a re  addressed below. 

Operht ional  Waste Volume P r o j e c t i o n s  (OWVPs) a r e  generated p e r i o d i c a l l y  
t o  a s s i s t  i n  p lann ing  f o r  f u t u r e  waste management a c t i v i t i e s .  
i nc lude ,  among o t h e r  th ings ,  assessments o f  t h e  c u r r e n t  waste s torage 
c a p a c i t i e s ,  c u r r e n t  waste volumes, and p r o j e c t i o n s  o f  f u t u r e  needs f o r  
t ank  space. A specia l  waste volume p r o j e c t  was performed t o  determine 
t h e  DST space a v a i l a b l e  f o r  SST r e t r i e v a l  as a f u n c t i o n  o f  t ime.  
determined t h a t  t h e r e  w i l l  be s u f f i c i e n t  DST space t o  suppor t  feed 
s t a g i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  i f  SST r e t r i e v a l  i s  planned t o  f i t  w i t h i n  t h e  
remain ing DST space over t ime.  

The P r i v a t i z a t i o n  RFP was issued t o  p o t e n t i a l  vendors i n  February 1996. 
The engineer ing study evaluated t h e  feed s t a g i n g  a l t e r n a t i v e s  u s i n g  t h e  
January 1996 d r a f t  RFP as t h e  bas i s  f o r  many parameters used i n  t h e  
performance evaluat ions,  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  feed d e l i v e r y  window (60 days), 
f eed  requirements (MT o f  Na), and p r e l i m i n a r y  feed  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s .  The 
r e v i s i o n s  t o  the  RFP a re  known a t  t h i s  t ime  and t h e  a n a l y s t s  had updated 
t h e i r  s tudy t o  account f o r  known changes (such as change f rom a 60 day 
feed  d e l i v e r y  window t o  a 30 day window). None o f  t h e  changes a f f e c t e d  
t h e  conc lus ion  t h a t  I n d i r e c t  Feed S tag ing  ASAP i s  t h e  bes t  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

The OWVPs 

It was 

- 

9.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

Two o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e  LLW feed s tag ing  s t r a t e g i e s  were examined; D i r e c t  
These a l t e r n a t i v e s  a re  Feed S t a g i n g  and I n d i r e c t  Feed S tag ing  When N o t i f i e d .  

descr ibed below: 

D i r e c t  Feed S tag ing  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  i n  which a l l  t r a n s f e r s ,  
d i l u t i o n s ,  mix ing,  and sampling takes p lace  i n  t h e  p r i v a t e  con t rac to rs ’  
f eed  tanks.  I n  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  t r a n s f e r s  f rom t h e  M&I con t rac to r ’ s  
t anks  cannot begin u n t i l  t h e  prev ious batch o f  supernate i n  t h e  p r i v a t e  
c o n t r a c t o r s ’  tanks has been removed f o r  process ing.  
t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  i n d i c a t e d  i t  would l i k e l y  cos t  more, r e s u l t s  i n  l ower  
cont ingency t ime  t o  accomnodate delays o r  rework an o u t - o f - s p e c i f i c a t i o n  
ba tch  o f  supernate, and i s  l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  p r o v i d e  feed w i t h i n  t h e  
d e l i v e r y  window spec i f i ed  i n  t h e  RFP than t h e  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

I n d i r e c t  Feed S tag ing  When N o t i f i e d  i s  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  I n d i r e c t  Feed 
S t a g i n g  ASAP a l t e r n a t i v e  i n  t h a t  i n te rmed ia te  tanks would be used t o  

The a n a l y s i s  o f  
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stage feed p r i o r  t o  i t s  t r a n s f e r  t o  t h e  p r i v a t e  con t rac to rs ’  tanks.  The 
main d i f f e r e n c e  i s  t h a t ,  i n  t h e  When-Notif ied a l t e r n a t i v e ,  t r a n s f e r s  t o  
t h e  i n te rmed ia te  tanks begin when n o t i f i c a t i o n  i s  rece ived  f rom t h e  
p r i v a t e  M & I  con t rac to rs  whereas i n  t h e  ASAP a l t e r n a t i v e ,  t r a n s f e r s  begin 
imned ia te l y  a f t e r  t he  i n te rmed ia te  s tag ing  tanks a r e  emptied. 
a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  t r a n s f e r s  i n t o  t h e  p r i v a t e  con t rac to rs ’  tanks cannot begin 
u n t i l  prev ious batch has been processed. The I n d i r e c t  f e e d  S tag ing  When 
N o t i f i e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  would cos t  about the  same as t h e  I n d i r e c t  Feed 
S tag ing  ASAP a1 t e r n a t i v e  ( lower  than D i r e c t  f e e d  Staging) ,  and were 
ranked between D i r e c t  f eed  S tag ing  and I n d i r e c t  f e e d  S t a g i n g  ASAP f o r  
t h e  o t h e r  performance measures (i .e., l e s s  d e s i r a b l e  than  I n d i r e c t  f e e d  
S tag ing  ASAP bu t  more des i rab le  than D i r e c t  f e e d  Staging) .  

I n  b o t h  
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D i s t r i b u t i o n  
FROH: 
John Truax 1 P h i l  Da l i ng  
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Member, Decis ion Board, TWRS 
Decis ion Management Team, PNNL 
Member, Decis ion Board, TWRS 
Chairman, Decis ion Board, TWRS 

Member, Decis ion Board, TWRS 
DOE-RL 

BACKGROUND 

Th is  was the  f i r s t  meeting o f  a Decis ion Support Board convened t o  
s e l e c t  a p r e f e r r e d  s t r a t e g y  f o r  s tag ing  feed f o r  t r a n s f e r  t o  a p r i v a t e  
c o n t r a c t o r  f o r  process ing ( v i t r i f i c a t i o n ) .  
t h i s  t ime  t o  a l l o w  t h e  ana lys i s  o f  feed s tag ing  t o  occur  w i t h o u t  unnecessary 
r e - e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  LLW feed process envelopes. 
meet ing was f o r  t h e  Board t o  o b t a i n  i n f o r m a t i o n  on t h e  framework f o r  t h i s  
d e c i s i o n  (reason why a dec i s ion  i s  needed, r e s u l t s  o f  p rev ious  s tud ies ,  
d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  c u r r e n t  p lann ing  assumptions), d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  
s t r a t e g i e s ,  performance o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  i n t e r a c t i o n s  w i t h  o t h e r  
dec i s ions ,  and ex te rna l  c o n s t r a i n t s .  Th i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  was presented t o  t h e  
Board by Dennis Washenfelder and Kayle Boomer i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  Paul Cer ta  ( a l l  
WHC) t h e  l e a d  author  o f  a r e c e n t l y  completed P r e l i m i n a r y  Low-Level Waste 
Feed S t a g i n g  Plan (WHC-SD-WM-RPT-210, Rev.0). Th i s  document, which i s  an 
update and improvement over  t h e  feed s tag ing  f e a s i b i l i t y  s tudy submi t ted t o  
DOE i n  November 1995, evaluated t h e  performance o f  t h r e e  a l t e r n a t i v e  LLW 
feed s t a g i n g  s t r a t e g i e s  and forms t h e  t e c h n i c a l  b a s i s  f o r  t h e  dec i s ion .  
p r e l i m i n a r y  feed s tag ing  p lan  supports t h e  Phase I p r i v a t i z a t i o n  e f f o r t  by 
p r o v i d i n g  recommendations t h a t  may i n f l u e n c e  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  con ten t  o f  t h e  

A d e c i s i o n  needs t o  be made a t  

The purpose o f  t h i s  

The 
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f i n a l  p r i v a t i z a t i o n  request  f o r  proposals  (RFP). The document may a l s o  
i n f l u e n c e  t h e  i n t e r f a c e  c o n t r o l  documents f o r  t h e  tu rnove r  o f  two double- 
s h e l l  tanks t o  the  p r i v a t e  c o n t r a c t o r s  t o  be used as feed tanks and t h e  
t r a n s f e r  o f  supernate from t h e  Hanford M&I c o n t r a c t o r  t o  t h e  p r i v a t e  
c o n t r a c t o r s .  A f i n a l  feed s tag ing  p l a n  i s  due i n  August, 1996. 

AGENDA 

1. Convene a t  4:OO PM on March 26, 1996. 
2. Decis ion Framework and purpose o f  t h e  meeting (DJW). 
3. Study overview and conclus ions (PJC) 
4. 

5. Adjourn. 

SUMMARY 

Operat ional  cons ide ra t i ons ,  waste volume p r o j e c t i o n s ,  and comparison 
o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s  (KDB) 

A Decis ion Support was convened t o  s e l e c t  a p r e f e r r e d  s t r a t e g y  f o r  
p r o v i d i n g  feed t o  t h e  l ow- leve l  waste v i t r i f i c a t i o n  vendor. 
conc lus ions o f  a p r e l i m i n a r y  feed s tag ing  p l a n  (WHC-SD-WM-RPT-210, Rev. 0) 
were presented t o  t h e  Board f o r  cons ide ra t i on  and d iscuss ion.  The Board 
concluded t h a t  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  s t r a t e g y  would be Indirect Feed Staging As Soon 
as Possible and assigned s t a f f  t o  document t h e  dec i s ion .  

DISCUSSION 

The r e s u l t s  and 

The i ssue  addressed by t h i s  Decis ion Board i s  how bes t  t o  s tage feed 
f o r  t r a n s f e r r i n g  supernate t o  t h e  p r i v a t e  con t rac to rs ’  feed tanks. Two feed  
tanks a re  requ i red ,  one f o r  each c o n t r a c t o r  i n  Phase I o f  t h e  p r i v a t i z a t i o n  
e f f o r t .  A p r e l i m i n a r y  feed s tag ing  p l a n  was issued i n  February (WHC-SO-WM- 
RPT-210, Rev. 0) which was based on assumptions i n  t h e  d r a f t  p r i v a t i z a t i o n  
request  f o r  proposals  (RFP) issued i n  l a t e  January. 
s tudy authors a re  updat ing and improv ing t h e  ana lys i s ,  i n c l u d i n g  
i n c o r p o r a t i n g  changes made i n  t h e  f i n a l  RFP, such as a change f rom a 60 day 
t o  30 day feed d e l i v e r y  window and some changes i n  t h e  feed s p e c i f i c a t i o n s .  
The main t o p i c  o f  t h i s  meeting was f o r  t he  Board t o  hear  a summary o f  t h e  
i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  p r e l i m i n a r y  s tudy as w e l l  as t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  updates and 
improvements made s ince  t h e  s tudy was issued. 

S ince t h a t  t ime,  t h e  
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Three feed s tag ing  s t r a t e g y  a1 t e r n a t i v e s  have been evaluated,  
i n c l u d i n g  D i r e c t  Staging,  I n te rmed ia te  S tag ing  As Soon As Poss ib le ,  and 
In te rmed ia te  S tag ing  When N o t i f i e d .  I n  D i r e c t  Staging,  feed i s  t r a n s f e r r e d  
d i r e c t l y  from the  M & I  con t rac to rs ’  tanks t o  t h e  p r i v a t e  con t rac to rs ’  tanks. 
A l l  mix ing,  d i l u t i o n s ,  sampling, and t r a n s f e r s  take  p lace  i n  t h e  p r i v a t e  
con t rac to rs ’  tanks. I n  t h e  I n d i r e c t  S tag ing  s t r a t e g i e s ,  waste i s  
t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  i n te rmed ia te  s tag ing  tanks b lending,  d i l u t i o n ,  mix ing,  and 
sampl i n g  be fo re  t h e  supernate i s  decanted/ t ransferred t o  t h e  p r i v a t e  
con t rac to rs ’  tanks. 
Poss ib le  ( immediately a f t e r  t h e  prev ious feed batch i s  t r a n s f e r r e d  f rom t h e  
i n te rmed ia te  s tag ing  tanks t o  the  p r i v a t e  con t rac to rs ’  feed tanks)  o r  When 
N o t i f i e d  (waste t r a n s f e r s  begin a f t e r  n o t i f i c a t i o n  i s  rece ived  f rom t h e  
p r i v a t e  con t rac to rs ) .  The Decis ion Board was requested t o  choose among 
these s t r a t e g i e s  o r  develop another a l t e r n a t i v e .  

The s tag ing  process could begin e i t h e r  As Soon As 

The p r e l i m i n a r y  feed s tag ing  s tudy evaluated t h e  performance o f  t h e  
t h r e e  s t r a t e g i e s  i n  terms o f  t h e i r  costs ,  impacts on schedules, and 
cont ingency t ime. A summary o f  t h e  r e s u l t s  i s  as f o l l o w s :  

Cost: A q u a l i t a t i v e  cos t  assessment i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  I n d i r e c t  Feed 
s t a g i n g  s t r a t e g y  has lower  cos ts  than D i r e c t  f e e d  S tag ing  due t o  t h e  
p r o j e c t e d  requirement t o  modi fy  a l l  o f  t h e  feed tanks t o  suppor t  
D i r e c t  f e e d  S tag ing  b u t  o n l y  hav ing t o  modi fy  t h e  two s p e c i f i e d  
i n te rmed ia te  tanks f o r  I n d i r e c t  f e e d  Staging.  

Schedule: S imu la t i on  modeling was performed t o  determine t h e  feed  
s t a g i n g  a l t e r n a t i v e  t h a t  bes t  supports t h e  t i m i n g  requi rements i n  t h e  
P r i v a t i z a t i o n  Request f o r  Proposals (RFP). I t  was determined t h a t  
I n d i r e c t  f e e d  S tag ing  ASAP i s  t h e  most l i k e l y  s t r a t e g y  t o  p r o v i d e  feed 
t o  t h e  p r i v a t i z a t i o n  c o n t r a c t o r  w i t h i n  t h e  30 o r  60 day feed d e l i v e r y  
window. 

Contingency: As w i t h  t h e  schedule performance, s i m u l a t i o n  modeling was 
performed t o  est imate t h e  amount o f  cont ingency t ime  a v a i l a b l e .  
Higher  cont ingency t imes a re  favored as they  would a l l o w  t h e  M&I 
c o n t r a c t o r  t ime  t o  recover  from o u t - o f - s p e c i f i c a t i o n  feed, 
s a m p l i n g l a n a l y t i c a l  delays, e tc . ,  thus m in im iz ing  M & I  c o n t r a c t o r  
l i a b i l i t y  f o r  de lays i n  t h e  p r i v a t e  v i t r i f i c a t i o n  con t rac to rs ’  
process ing campaigns. 
ASAP r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  l a r g e s t  contingency t ime  and D i r e c t  f e e d  S tag ing  
e x h i b i t e d  t h e  lowest  contingency t ime. 

I t was determined t h a t  I n d i r e c t  f e e d  S tag ing  

LLW f e e d  S tag ing  12 
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3ased on these r e s u l t s ,  I n d i r e c t  Feed Staging ASAP was t h e  p r e f e r r e d  
a l t e r n a t i v e  recommended by t h e  s tudy authors.  

The Dec is ion  Board discussed t h e  s tudy r e s u l t s  and conclus ions w i t h  
the authors.  The key i tems o f  d i scuss ion  a re  summarized below: 

D i r e c t  f e e d  Staging was i n d i c a t e d  t o  be d i f f i c u l t  due t o  t h e  60 day 
feed d e l i v e r y  window s p e c i f i e d  i n  the  d r a f t  RFP. 
i n s u f f i c i e n t  t ime  remove and analyze tank  samples i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  
m i x i n g  t ime, t r a n s f e r  t ime, e t c .  
t ime  t o  recove r  from sampling delays, an o u t - o f - s p e c i f i c a t i o n  feed 
batch, e t c .  
window t o  30 days. 

I n d i r e c t  f e e d  Staging a l l ows  t ime  f o r  decant t r a n s f e r s  t o  t h e  
p r i v a t i z a t i o n  con t rac to rs ’  tanks. 
s o l  i d s  t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  the  p r i v a t e  c o n t r a c t o r s  which a re  t o  be re tu rned  
t o  t h e  M & I  con t rac to r .  
c a r r i e d  over  i n  t h e  t r a n s f e r s  and thus would be t h e  most favo rab le  
t r a n s f e r  method. 

The method t o  be used by t h e  p r i v a t e  c o n t r a c t o r  t o  q u a l i f y  t h e  LLW 
fo rm was discussed. This  could a f f e c t  t h e  feed s t a g i n g  process as t h e  
q u a l i f i c a t i o n  method(s) a re  l i k e l y  t o  impose some requi rements on feed 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  
t h a t  a l l ows  t h e  most contingency t ime  would be favored i n  t h i s  respec t  
because i t  would a l l o w  t h e  most t ime  f o r  sampling, ana lys i s ,  and 
a d j u s t i n g  t h e  supernate t o  meet t h e  p r i v a t e  con t rac to rs ’  feed 
s p e c i f i c a t i o n s .  

Feed s t a g i n g  w i l l  a f f ec t  Operat ional  Waste Volume P r o j e c t i o n s  (OWVPs) 
by removing c e r t a i n  tanks from cons ide ra t i on  f o r  o t h e r  uses f o r  a 
p e r i o d  o f  t ime.  The key ques t i on  was whether o r  n o t  t h e  c u r r e n t  OWVPs 
considered t h a t  t h e  feed tanks a re  unava i l ab le  d u r i n g  t h e  t ime  they  
a re  s t a g i n g  feed. 
u n a v a i l a b i l i t y  of t h e  feed tanks and t h a t  t h e r e  was no need t o  commit 
spare tankage t o  t h i s  a c t i o n .  
rega rd ing  whether o t h e r  p r o j e c t s ,  a c t i v i t i e s ,  e t c . ,  have p lans t o  use 
t h e  tanks  proposed t o  be used t o  s tage feed (AP-102 and AP-104 f o r  
i n t e r m e d i a t e  s tag ing  tanks and AP-106 and AP-108 f o r  t h e  p r i v a t e  
con t rac to rs ’  feed tanks) .  No o t h e r  uses f o r  these tanks were 

Th is  a l l ows  

I t a l s o  would n o t  a l l o w  cont ingency 

In a d d i t i o n ,  t he  f i n a l  RFP reduced t h e  LLW feed d e l i v e r y  

The RFP p rov ides  a 5 v o l %  l i m i t  on 

Decants would min imize t h e  amount o f  s o l i d s  

Th is  leads t o  t h e  conc lus ion  t h a t  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  

I t  was i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  OWVPs do cons ide r  t h e  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  a ques t i on  was r a i s e d  

i d e n t i f i e d  a t  t h e  meeting b u t  a more comprehensive search would be 
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performed t o  ensure these tanks would be a v a i l a b l e .  
i nc luded  i n  t h e  F i n a l  Feed Staging Study, due i n  August 1996. I t  was 
n o t  impor tan t  t o  t h e  present  dec i s ion .  

I t  was i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  feed s tag ing  would n o t  have a l a r g e  e f f e c t  on 
tank  space unless s i g n i f i c a n t  d i l u t i o n  i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  meet t h e  p r i v a t e  
con t rac to r ' s  feed s p e c i f i c a t i o n s .  A t  t h i s  t ime, l a r g e  waste volume 
increases due t o  d i l u t i o n  requi rements a re  n o t  expected. The feed 
s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  i n  t h e  f i n a l  RFP do n o t  r e q u i r e  d i l u t i o n  o f  LLW. 
However, t h i s  needs t o  be r e v i s i t e d  i f  r e t r i e v a l  and t r a n s f e r  o f  
wastes r e q u i r e s  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i l u t i o n .  

The f i r s t  tank space "p inch-point "  i n  the  OWVP occurs i n  t h e  1998 t o  
2000 t ime  frame. 
maximum capac i t y  and t h e r e  would be minimal room a v a i l a b l e  t o  t r a n s f e r  
supernate and accomplish s tag ing .  
beg in  feed s tag ing  as soon as p o s s i b l e  t o  ensure t h e  feed requi rements 
a r e  achievable f rom an opera t i ona l  pe rspec t i ve .  The c u r r e n t  goal o f  
a c c e l e r a t i n g  t h e  i n t e r i m  s t a b i l i z a t i o n  schedule by one y e a r  would move 
up t h e  "p inch-point "  accord ing ly ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a more u rgen t  need t o  
beg in  feed s tag ing .  

I n d i r e c t  Feed S tag ing  was a l s o  i n d i c a t e d  t o  be favored because i t  
would a l l o w  any p r e c i p i t a t e d  s o l i d s  t o  be decanted be fo re  t r a n s f e r  t o  
t h e  p r i v a t e  con t rac to rs '  feed tanks.  

The Board concluded t h a t  f eed  s t a g i n g  requi rements would no t ,  by 
themselves, a f f e c t  t h e  dec i s ion  n o t  t o  b u i l d  a d d i t i o n a l  tanks.  

Th is  w i l l  be 

A f t e r  t h a t  t ime, t h e  OST system would be near  

Therefore, t h e r e  i s  a d e s i r e  t o  

\GREEMENTS AND ACTION ITEMS 

\greement s 

The Dec is ion  Board members agreed t h a t  I n d i r e c t  Feed S tag ing  ASAP i s  
:he p r e f e r r e d  LLW feed s tag ing  op t i on .  Th is  d e c i s i o n  was does n o t  a f f e c t  
:he waste volume p r o j e c t i o n s  and does n o t  r e s u l t  i n  t h e  need f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  
l oub le -she l l  tank space. 
lowest c o s t  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  h ighes t  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  s u c c e s s f u l l y  
I r o v i d i n g  feed, and h ighes t  cont ingency t imes. 
11 t e r n a t i v e s  reduce programmatic r i s k s  and reduce M & I  c o n t r a c t o r  l i a b i l i t y  
- e l a t i v e  t o  D i r e c t  Feed Staging.  

I n d i r e c t  Feed S tag ing  ASAP was shown t o  be t h e  

The I n d i r e c t  Feed S tag ing  

LLW Feed S tag ing  14 
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Action Items 

1. 

ATTACHMENTS ( t o  these meeting minutes) 

1. Paul Certa presentation mater ials.  
2 .  Kayle Boomer presentation mater ials.  

PM Dal ing t o  prepare a summary o f  the decision. 

LLW Feed Staging 15 May 7,  1996 
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Low-Level Waste Feed Staging Plan 

Deliver t o  the private contractors the appropriate 
quantities of feed of a specified composition at the proper 
times. 

3 
2 

5’ + 8. 0 
D E  

2 
00 

0 Feasibility Study 

0 Preliminary Plan 
?- 
N 
i 

Plan 



Scope of Preliminary Plan 

e 

e 

> e  

e 

e 

R I4 

Projecting Waste Inventories 

Assess Feed Envelope Viability 

Recommend 'a Feed Staging Strategy 

Prepare an Operational Scenario 

Identify Issues 



Requirements 

Project Hanford Contrac tor  Private Contractors  
<+I+* 

I 
I 

Feed *o-* 
I 

). S a t i s f y  F e e d  E n v e l o p e s  I 
W iz I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

(Was 6 0  days ,  n o w  30) I 
I 

a Entrained So l ids  Limit 

). F e e d  Delivery W i n d o w  

a C o n t i n g e n c y  I 
I 
I 
I 

Prior t o  Transfer  I 
I 
I 

Provide C o m p o s i t i o n  I 

Potent ia l  Regulatory  I 
Ana lys i s  

a Original 

h C h a n g e d  
New 



? 
N P 

Feed Staging Alternatives 

Phm.ry Tnnsfar LLWF8Clllfy ’ 
Prlv.t. 
Conmctor 1 Sacondin Tnnsfer 

Dllutlon Transfer 

Conmctor 2 
108-AP 

PNnaty Tmnrfer 

Secondary Transfer 

DlluUon Tnnr1.r 

Direct Staging 

Prlmafy Transfer LLW Facility 

Contractor 1 
Secondary Transfer 

Dllution Transfer 

PdV81. 

Primary Transfer LLW Facility 
Prlvrt. 
Contractor 2 Sesondrfy Transfer 

Dllution Tnnrfer ’ 

Indirect Staging (both When Notified and ASAP) 



Analysis Performed 

Measures: Outage, Contingency, Feed Availability, 
Successful Cases 

Main Variables: Transfer Setup and Durations, Dilution 
Water, Mixing, Sampling, Analysis, Evaluation, Solids 
Settling, Batch Size 

Methodology: Spreadsheet model, Sensitivity Studies, 
Parametric Studies 

Results (KDB will discuss) 

0 Conclusions 



Conclusions 

Indirect Staging - ASAP is recommended alternative 

Consistently meeting. timing requirements and provides 
sufficient contingency a 

? N Robust with respect t o  sensitivity studies 
m 

Parametric Studies suggest: 
- 
- 

Short Campaigns should be avoided 
Sensitive t o  final transfer setup t ime 
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Horizontal axis is lime. 

90 days (Tearly) 

Conlrador 
Ready for Feed 

Earliesl Nolice Lalest Notice I 
RFP 

Derlved E Length of Prior Campaign (Tr) 
c Tirnlng 

J \  

I_  - 

Dlrect 
Staging 

I \  
I L -  

Tlme reference h RFP derfved milestone. 

Other RFP derived milestones. 

Calwlaled Event. 

Adlvity. 

Dependencies (finish Io  start) 

Dependendes (earliest start or lalesl finish dates) 

VARIABLE: 

Tearly 
Tlate 
Tn 
T l s  
Tx 

To 

Tclnp 
Tap 

Tw 
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Indlrect 
Staging - 

When 
Notlfled 

Indirect 
Staglng - 

ASAP 

Earliesl notice required of Contractor. 
Lalest notice required of Contractor. 
Actual notice given by Contrador. 
Primary lransfer selup lime. 
Aggregate duration of events from primary transfer 10 
evaluate sample results. 

Length of outage (feed not available). 
Available contingency (to coned out-of-spec feed, elc) 
Duration of inter-AP f a n  transfers (setup and 

Feed Delivery Window. 
PumpinQ). 

Printed 326496 11 5 6  AM TIMING.XLS Tlminp Flgure 
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Operational Considerations 
Upgrade DSTs to provide uniform feed to the vendors 
Staging directly in to vendor tank require too much time 
(> 30 days) 
Fall back strategy necessary when feed shimming 
needed 

W 3 Operational Waste Volume Projection 
Deterministic evaluation 
Sensitivity study 

Infrastructure changes the same for all cases 
Feed envelopes are established in contract 
Order and sequencing already fixed so US. DOE knows 
what feed to prepare when 
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Waste Volume Sensitivity Study 
Range in Assessment 

50 to 150 

80 to 120 

T"'" 6'1 

Comment 

Needs revision for new 
strategy 

Volume not determing 
variable composition of 
salt cake and sludge 
drives volume projections. 

b. 
c 

East Single Shell Tank 
Solids 

MUST Volume 

Complex Waste 
Reduction Factor 

500,000 to 10,000,000 
gallons 

3 

No concentration occurs 

.25 to .55 Based on engineering 
judgement 



Comparison of Alternatives 
Timing Sampling Contingency 

30 Days M&l Time 
Responsibility between 

Batches 

pi rect Possible Worst Worst 
i 

Indirect When Better Better Better 
Ordered 

N 

Indirect as Best Best Best 
soon as 
possible 

Cost 

Modification 
of Feed 
Tanks 

Modify All 
Feed Tanks 

Modify Two 
Tanks 

Modify Two 
Tanks 

Waste 
Volume 

Stay within 
Current 
Space 

Same as 
OWVP 

Increase 
over OWVP 
by 1st Batch 

Dilution 

Increase 
over OWVP 
by 1st Batch 

Dilution 

4 
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TO: 
D i s t r i b u t i o n  

John Truax / P h i l  Da l i ng  
FROM: 

BUILDING: 
2440 Stevens / 2200 

John Truax 
CHRIRMRN: 

DEPARTMENT-OPERATION-COMPONENT: 
TWRS 

B i  11 Awadal 1 a 
P h i l  B a r t l e y  
Kayle Boomer 
Paul Cer ta  
Gary Dukelow 
P h i l  D a l i n g  
Ken Gasper 
Mike Johnson 
N ick  K i r c h  
Mike K1 em 
Dave Seaver 
Steve Sontag 
Jim Thomson 
John Truax 
Dave Turner  
Hal Wacek 

BACKGROUND 

AREA: DATE OF MEETING: NUMBER ATTENDING: 
RCHN A p r i l  9, 1996 16 

Decis ion Management Team, WHC 
Foster-Wheeler 
TWRS, WHC 
TWRS, WHC 
TWRS, WHC 
Decis ion Management Team, PNNL 
Member, Decis ion Board (C-103), TWRS 
Member, Decis ion Board, TWRS 
Member, Decis ion Board, Process Engineer ing 
TWRS, WHC 
Decis ion Management Team, PNNL 
LATA 
Member, Decis ion Board, TWRS 
Chairman, Decis ion Board, TWRS 
TWRS, WHC 
DOE-RL 

T h i s  was t h e  second meet ing o f  t h e  LLW Feed S tag ing  Dec is ion  Board. 
The Dec is ion  Board was convened t o  s e l e c t  a p r e f e r r e d  s t r a t e g y  f o r  p r o v i d i n g  
feed  t o  t h e  l ow- leve l  waste v i t r i f i c a t i o n  vendor. The r e s u l t s  and 
conc lus ions  o f  a p r e l i m i n a r y  feed s tag ing  p l a n  (WHC-SO-WM-RPT-210, Rev. 0) 
were presented t o  t h e  Board f o r  cons ide ra t i on  and d iscuss ion.  
concluded t h a t  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  s t r a t e g y  would be I n d i r e c t  Feed S tag ing  As Soon 
as P o s s i b l e  and assigned s t a f f  t o  document t h e  dec i s ion .  

The Board 

LLW Feed Staging 16 
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MEETING MINUTES (Continued) Page 2 o f  3 

The purpose o f  t h e  second meeting was t o  d iscuss some impor tan t  
enab l i ng  assumptions t o  a l l o w  t h e  Feed Staging Study t o  cont inue,  p r i m a r i l y  
t he  approach t o  be taken t o  determine which DSTs should be used as t h e  
i n t e r m e d i a t e  LLW feed s tag ing  tanks. Paul Cer ta b r i e f e d  t h e  Dec is ion  Board 
and h i s  p r e s e n t a t i o n  m a t e r i a l s  are attached. 
i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  sec t i ons .  

AGENDA 

1. Presen ta t i on  on LLW Feed Staging Decis ion (Paul Cer ta) .  
2 .  Presen ta t i on  on C-103 S t a b i l i z a t i o n  d e c i s i o n  ( t h i s  was u n r e l a t e d  t o  

The d i scuss ion  i s  summarized 

t h e  LLW Feed Staging meeting and i s  sumnarized elsewhere). 

SUMMARY 

The main t o p i c  o f  t h e  meeting was a d i scuss ion  rega rd ing  a l l o c a t i o n  o f  
DSTs f o r  use as in te rmed ia te  LLW feed s tag ing  tanks.  
b r i e f e d  t h e  Decis ion Board on t h e  s t r a t e g y  being taken by t h e  a n a l y s t s  t o  
determine which tanks would be most favorable.  
w i t h  t h e  approach taken by the  ana lys ts  t o  des ignate t h e  i n te rmed ia te  feed 
s t a g i n g  tanks .  The Board a l s o  requested s t a t u s  r e p o r t s  every s i x  weeks from 
now u n t i l  t h e  August d e l i v e r a b l e  i s  complete. 

DISCUSSION 

Paul Cer ta,  WHC, 

B a s i c a l l y ,  t h e  Board agreed 

The feedback prov ided by t h e  Board on t h e  proposed tank  a l l o c a t i o n  

The DST a l l o c a t i o n  t o  feed s tag ing  has s i g n i f i c a n t  i m p l i c a t i o n s  on 
tank  upgrades. For example, P r o j e c t  W-314 does n o t  c u r r e n t l y  i n c l u d e  
i n  i t s  scope t h e  necessary upgrades t o  suppor t  feed s tag ing,  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  t h e  r e q u i r e d  t r a n s f e r  system. 

The Board i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  ana lys ts  should n o t  i gno re  op t i ons  t h a t  
i n v o l v e  tanks on t h e  Watch L i s t .  The general f e e l i n g  was t h a t  t h e  
a n a l y s t s  should l i m i t  t h e i r  assessment t o  t e c h n i c a l  issues.  Watch 
L i s t  issues a re  i n  t h e  process o f  be ing reso lved  and should n o t  be a 
major  dec i s ion  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  t ank  a l l o c a t i o n .  

s t r a t e g y  a r e  sumnarized below: 

- 

LLW Feed Staging 17 
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MEETING MINUTES (Continued) Page 3 o f  3 - DST AW-104 was b r i e f l y  mentioned. 
n o t  be favo rab le  because i t  conta ins z e o l i t e  f rom t h e  Evaporator  and 
would be ext remely d i f f i c u l t  t o  c lean ou t .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  genera l  
f e e l i n g  was t h a t  we would l i k e  t o  avoid tanks c o n t a i n i n g  N e u t r a l i z e d  
Cladding Removal Waste (NCRW) and double-shel l  s l u r r y  (DSS). 

I t  was i n d i c a t e d  t h i s  tank  would 

The ana lys ts  w i l l  need t o  consider  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  independent 
t r a n s f e r  rou tes  i f  HLW and LLW feed schedules c o n f l i c t .  

- The consensus o f  those a t  t he  meeting was t h a t  i t  d i d  n o t  make sense 
t o  s tage i n  200 West Area. 
cons ide ra t i on .  SY Farm was a l s o  n o t  favored on t h e  b a s i s  t h a t  we 
would have t o  r e s o l v e  s a f e t y  issues i n  o rde r  t o  use t h e  tanks.  

The Dec is ion  Board i n d i c a t e d  they would need i n f o r m a t i o n  on how LLW 
feed  s tag ing  i n t e g r a t e s  w i t h  the  Operat ional  Waste Volume P r o j e c t i o n  
(OWVP) and R e t r i e v a l  Sequence s tud ies .  

This  e l i m i n a t e s  SY Farm f rom 

- Paul Cer ta i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  r e p o r t  he i s  p repar ing  i s  due August 15. 

9GREEMENTS AND ACTION ITEMS 

The Dec is ion  Board b a s i c a l l y  agreed w i t h  t h e  approach be ing  taken t o  
a l l o c a t e  tanks f o r  use as i n te rmed ia te  LLW feed s tag ing  tanks. 
d i r e c t e d  t h a t  documentation o f  t he  dec i s ion  t o  proceed w i t h  t h e  LLW feed 
s tag ing  s t r a t e g y  r e f e r r e d  t o  as In te rmed ia te  Feed S tag ing  - As Soon as 
Poss ib le  i n  t h e  P r e l i m i n a r y  LLW Feed Staging Plan and con t inue  w i t h  t h e  tank  
a l l o c a t i o n  e f f o r t .  The Board requested updates/s tatus r e p o r t s  on 6 t o  8 
nreek i n t e r v a l s .  

They 

4TTACHMENTS ( t o  these meeting minutes) 

1. Paul Cer ta p resen ta t i on  m a t e r i a l s .  

LLW Feed S t a g i n g  18 
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Tank Allocation for Intermediate LLW 
Staging Tanks 

Level of Decision Board Involvement? 

Decision Strategy? 

PJ Cena 4/9/96 



Decision Statement 

Which two DSTs should be allocated for use as 
intermediate LLW feed staging tanks? 

3 Interacting Decisions P p 
? E' 2 

What transfer route upgrades are needed t o  support LLW o h  
Feed Staging, HLW Feed Staging, 242-A Evaporator 

Operation and other Tank Farm Operations? 

h 
W W 

PJ Certa 4/9/96 
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Potential Measures 

Cost of upgrading DSTs and Transfer System 

Upgrades available in t ime for f irst feed batches 

Complications due t o  existing tank contents 

Potential for transfer confl icts 
B 
W 

Feed delivery timing 
- Model a transfer system that shares a common 

route for LLW Feed Staging and HLW Feed Staging. 
I f  timing not acceptable, may need t o  consider 
benefit o f  separate routes versus additional cost. 

- 

PJ Certa 4/9/96 



Potential Alternatives 

AN Farm: 101, 106 

AVV Farm: 104 

AP Farm: 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 107 
? 
P 

AY Farm: none 

AZ Farm: none 

SY Farm: none 

PJ Certa 4/9/96 
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Preliminary Requirements 

Water dilution capabilities and chemical addition 
capabilities. 

Mix and sample waste (multiple samples via 
3 multiple risers and depths). 0 

g 5  

Transfer the supernate and solids (if the solids 
content and composition is acceptable) t o  the 
private contractors' feed tanks 

E 
0 2  

L 
N 

00 00 

Decant and transfer the supernate t o  the private 
contractors' feed tanks leaving all or some of the 
settled solids behind. 

Backup Slide PJ Cena 4/9/96 



Transfer the entire tank’s contents, excluding the 
heel, if the waste is out-of-spec and must be 
moved out of the  way  for later disposition. 

Remove solids that  are a problem because of either 
their quantity or their composition. 

Minimize waste transfer distance t o  the private 
contractors’ feed tanks. This will reduce the 
volume of  flush water after each transfer. 

Minimize costs for modifications t o  intermediate 
feed tanks and associated transfer systems. 

Backup Slide PJ Certa 4/9/96 



Tanks selected should not interfere with the 
staging of  waste for the 242-A Evaporator, HLW 
Vitrification Feed Staging or SST stabilization 
activities. 

Tanks selected should minimize waste transfer 
route setup times (number of process pits in the 
route and required setup actions). 

Minimize waste transfer bottle-necks (common 
piping sections in process pits serving many 
transfers). 

Backup Slide PJ Certa 4/9/96 
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AW Tank Farm 

Backup Slide PJ Certa 4/9/96 



AP Tank Farm 

Tank Waste Supernate Sludge 
Type Volume Volume 

I 101 I DSSF I 737 I 0 

? 
5 

102 CP 1 0 9 8  0 
103 DN 25 0 
1 0 4  DN 834 0 
105  DSSF 1 5 4  0 

1 0 7  I DN I 2 5  I o  

Use and/or 
Status 

DRCVR 
GRTFD 
DRCVR 
GRTFD 
CWHT 

DRCVR 

Backup Slide PJ Certa 4/9/96 



* Tank is on the Watch List 

Tank Type 

CWHT 
DRCVR 
EVFD 
SRCVR 
GRTFD 

Waste Type 

cc 
CP 
DN 
DSS 
DSSF 
PD 

E 
00 

Concentrated Waste Holding Tank 
Dilute Receiver Tank 
Evaporator Feed Tank 
Slurry Receiver Tank 
Grout Receiver Tank Feed 

Cornplexant Concentrate Waste 
Concentrated Phosphate Waste 
Dilute Non-Cornplexed Waste 
Double Shell Slurry 
Double Shell Slurry Feed 
Purex Neutralized Cladding Removal Waste 

Tank status Information was obtained from WHC-EP-O182-93/Waste Tank Summary 
Report for the Month Ending December 31, 1995. 

Backup Slide PJ Certa 4/9/96 
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