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MINUTES 

Attendance: D. J .  Carr, J .  R .  Craig, E .  Hopson, M .  McCune, G .  E .  Mitchell, 
J .  E .  Razor, J .  Reising, J .  A .  Saric, T. Schneider and R.  J .  Skalka. 

On March 1 2 ,  1992, a meeting with the Ohio EPA and U.S. EPA was held a t  the 
Palmer House in Chicago, I l l ino is ,  t o  discuss various Operable Unit (OU) 2 
issues. 

The meeting was opened by Jack Craig. 
session was t o  present t o  the EPA an update pertaining t o  the OU 2 Sampling 
and Analysis Plan; the rational behind a recent reboring e f for t ;  the resul ts  
of  validation; an internal recovery plan for  the draf t  RI;  and assumptions 
related t o  the baseline r isk assessment. 

He indicated the purpose of the morning 

Sum1 emental Sampl ing 

John Razor proceeded t o  make a presentation pertaining t o  the OU 2 
supplemental sampl ing program (handout enclosed) . 
required supplemental sampling for the OU 2 subunits. 
various deficiencies had been discovered during the Val idation process. The 
rational for n o t  obtaining the analyses on various samples t h a t  were in the .  
approved work plan was given. He explained the reasoning of taking the 
additional four hand auger borings and four r ig  borings and the analyses t o  be 
obtained for each. He stated t h a t  for some samples t h a t  had been taken, fu l l  
rad analysis had n o t  been requested and t h a t  the required ful l  rad analysis 
was being conducted from archived samples from the appropriate borings. He 
indicated a modification i n  the QAPP had recently been made eliminating the 
six-month hold time requirement for rad samples. 

Mr. Razor expl ained the 
He explained t h a t  

J. Qual i f i ers 

I n  the discussion dealing with the validation resu l t s ,  Tom Schneider 
questioned the use of J qual i f iers  for  detect and non-detects of a substance 
as i t  pertains t o  quantification levels. Jim Saric also discussed a concern 
w i t h  the J qual i f iers  s ta t ing i t  may ra ise  a f lag t o  EPA’s QA/QC people. Mr. 
Razor indicated a 95 percent confidence level was being employed for data 
analysis, and the baseline r isk assessment had been in i t ia ted  using the d a t a  
obtained from the sampling and analysis plan. 
concerning the use of the 95 percent confidence level versus the use of the 
mean. 

A discussion t o o k  place 

Dennis Carr asked i f  the EPA would l ike  t o  conduct a peer review of the 
validation process for these samples. Jim Saric said t h a t  wasn’t necessary. 
Mr. Saric did indicate that where J qual i f iers  are included in calculations, 
he would l ike t o  see the s t a t i s t i c s  t h a t  were employed. 
the EPA guidelines for use of the data was being followed and adhered t o .  
Schneider stated t h a t  the use of the J qual i f iers  did n o t  make the d a t a  

Mr. Razor stated t h a t  
Tom 
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useless; however, he was concerned with the potential for underestimating the 
value of detects and how non-detects were being evaluated and used. 

Mr. Razor further explained how the recently taken sample results would be 
used in evaluating the baseline risk assessment that was presently being 
conducted. 
originally used and if necessary, the models would be rerun with the new data 
when it was obtained. 

He said the data would be evaluated for conformity with the values 

The issue of matrix spike interference in the active and inactive flyash 
samples was discussed and how this phenomenon was being compensated for at the 
1 abs. 

Both Ohio EPA and U.S. EPA appeared to agree with the rationale and procedures 
that were presented for the various issues discussed. 

Internal Recovery Plan for Remedial Investiqation (RII 
A brief discussion related to the internal recovery plan for the draft RI 
Report took place. Mr. Craig explained the supplemental sampling would not 
have any effect on the Consent Agreement submittal date of October 19, 1992 
for the draft R I  Report to the U.S.  EPA and Ohio EPA. 

Active Flyash Pile Controls Removal Action Work Plan 

A question relating to the Active Flyash Pile Controls Removal Action Work 
Plan was raised by the Ohio €PA. They said the work plan was o f  good quality 
and they had relatively few comments. They questioned if this removal action 
i s  time critical, why it was going to take 35 weeks for design. 
Reising explained that the 35 weeks represented completion o f  design for five 
subactivities constituting the removal action that had to be carefully 
integrated and coordinated. In addition, an interim action for the flyash 
pile is scheduled for completion July 15, 1992. This interim action is 
composed of inactivating a portion of the pile, spraying the inactivated area 
and side slopes with a foam or a polymer to reduce the potential of wind and 
water erosion, and installation of wind barriers. The Ohio EPA stated that 
this was not obvious from the work plan. 
properly be responded to and the 35-week time frame would be re-evaluated. 

Johnny 

DOE indicated that the comment would 

Durability Testing 

A final issue concerning the necessity to conduct durability testing for the 
OU 2 treatability study was discussed. 
DOE-FN position paper of February 19, 1992. They considered durability 
testing useful during the advanced stage of the treatability study, however, 
for OU 2, they agreed with the DOE-FN position. Graham Mitchell indicated a 
letter of approval of the treatability study as prepared without durability 
testing would be sent in the near future. 

The Ohio EPA had reviewed the 
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SUPPLEMENTAL BORING/ANALYSIS 

PROGRAM 3076 

ACTIVE FLY ASH PILE INTERNAL ANALYSIS 

ARCHIVE (BORING 1726) UPPER FULL RAD 

REPLACE 1723 UPPER/LO WER FULL HSL 

TOC 

INACTIVE FLY ASH PILE 

ARCHIVE (BORING 1710) 

ARCHIVE (BORING 1711) 

REPLACE 1709/1791 

REPLACE 1711 

ALL - FULL RAD 

ALL FULL RAD 

UPPER/LO WER HSL VOC/BNA 

TOC 

UPPEWLO WER HSL VOC/BNA 
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BEL0 W IF TOC 

COMPOSITE SRLP, RCRA-4 

SOLID WASTE LANDFILL 

ARCHIVE (BORING 1721) LOWER FULL RAD 

ARCHIVE (BORING 1722) LOWERIBELOW FULL RAD 

REPLACE BORINGS 
1721 & 1722 

ALL PER WORK PLAN 

SOUTHFIELD 
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