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Trench 3 and Trench 4 Comments 

T. G. Hedahl, Director 
Environmental RestoratiodWaste Management & Integrating Operations 
Kaiser-Hill Company, L.L.C. 

Attached are the Department of Energy's comments on the Draft Operable Unit (OU) 2 Proposed 
Action Memorandum and Sampling and Analysis Plan for Source Removal at Trenches T3 and T4. 
Please address the comments and forward the responses back to DOE for resolution. Upon 
successful resolution on the DOE comments, the revised document will be fonvarded to the 
Regulatory Agencies for further review comments. 

This response is not intended to change the current scope, cost, or schedule for the Contractor. For 
additional dormat ion  or coordination, please contact me at extension 5669. 

cc: wlo Attachment 
J. Wienand, EP, RFFO 
S. Tower, EP, RFFO 
D. George, EP, RFFO 
Admin Record 

David George 
Program Manager 
Environmental Programs 
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C O W N T S  ON THE 
DRAFI‘ PROPOSED ACTION MEMORANDUM 

FOR 

OPERABU IlMT NO, 2 
SOURCE fzEMOVAL AT TREMCHXS T-3 AM, T-4 

1. 
liquids from Trench T-3, Also, add sane discussion about the presence of diesel in T-3. 

Sec 1.0,lst sea: Suggest adding discussion here regarding the removal of free 

2. 
and Final Phase II RFf/RI Report for Operable Unit No. 2. Please correct reference as 
appropriate. 

Sec 2.0: 2nd sen: Data for Trench T-4 should have been published in the Draft 

3. 
trenches. 

Sea 2.1 : Add discussion as to how diesel and solvents were deposited into the 

4. 
used in assessing thc exceedance of PPRGs e.e., affice worker, open space, etc.). 

Sec 2 . 1 , l s t  par., last sen.: Add statement here as what exposure pathway was 

5. 
hydrogeol&icd characteristics are and how they relate to T-3 and T-4 contamination. 
Also, it wadd be heIpll to present a conceptual schematic showing the hydrogeological 
conditions and contamination, Such figures are r d i y  available in the RI Report. 

SeG 2.2: Please add discussion here about the No. 1 sandstone and what its 

6. 
Characterization fieId work (including geophysical surveys and direct drilling in the 
wenches) performed during the spring of 1995? If not please explain why. 

Sec 2.3.1.: Are the data presented inclusive of the data collected during the Trench 

7 .  Sec 2.3.1, p. 3, 1st par., Iast sen: Suggest changing word “...through ....’I to “under” 
since ground water does not get high enough to move through the trenches. Please correct 
this throughout the dowment. 

8. Table 2.3.1: Since the monitoring wells discussed are so close together (24993 and 
24393) the argument that these wells are in fact upgradient is not substantiated very well, 
Suggest adding well 23293 sampling results to help suppon this argument. Also, state 

what formation the upgradient wells are screened in (RFA, claystone, or No. 1 
sandstone). A moss section would greatly enhance the discussion in the text. 

9. 
(800,000 p C X  Gross alpha and 750,000 gross beta) sample results from the free liquid 
samples collected in November 1994. 

Sec 2.3.1, p. 5,Znd par, 3rd sen: Add discussion about the high radionuclide 



COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFI' MODIFICATION OF THE 

OPERATING PICRIMIT 
AT RFETS 

27. 
describe here how the free liquids will be handled and treated. 

Sec A.2.2.1, p. 28, 1st par, last sen: Free liquids are known to exist in T-3, 

28. 
drums,  et^.) that we went ly  know are in the trench will be handled and treated. 

Sec A.2.2.1, p. 28,2nd par: Explain what debris (Le., asphalt p l d ~ i ~ ~ g ,  crushed 

29. 
1994 and show diesd contaminant levels in this section also. 

Sec A.2.2.3: Provide data an the free product sample results from November 

30. 
to be free of radionuclides when sample resdts data show that radionuclides exists in 
subsurface soils. 

Sec A2.2.5, p. 33 ,Ist  par, 7th sen: Explain why the waste streams are expected 

3 1. See. A.4, p. 34,3rd par. states that no documentation exists to determine what 
type of waste was generated and where the waste was generated that was disposed of at 
T-3 and "-4. Documentation does exist in old waste disposal meeting minutes, so the 
explanation in this paragraph should be re-worded. 
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.- COMTAIWTS ON THE 

D W  FIELD SAMPLINGPLAN 
FORTEiE SOURCE REMOVAL AT 

TIIENCmS T-3 AND T-4 
OPERABLE UNlT NO. 2 

32. Sec 2.0, p. 2,2nd par, 3rd sen: DOE disagrees with not tidy* for 
donuclides in the past-excavation samples. Since this action is not considered a final 
remedy, DOE must be able to present data in the future that technically justifies no 
further action at T-3 and T-4. "hadore, the confirmation samples should allow for 
analysis of radionuclides. Moreaver, the cost of having to sample T-3 and T-4 in the 
fiture far radionuclides far exceeds the relatively small cost of sampling for those 
cdnstituents at this time. 

33. 
dimensims on the figure and in the text 

Figure 3.1: What are the dimensions ofthe grids in the figure. Please provide the 

34. Sec 3.2, past processing sampling: DOE disagrees with not analyzing for 
radionuclides in the post-pocessing samples. KH must provide data result5 that will 
technically justi@ to the public that T-3 and T-4 do not pose a radiologid threat to the 
enVironment after the treated soils are placed back into the excavation. Without these 
data, DOE may be required to go back to T-3 and T-4 and resample for radionuclides 
which will be more costly in the long run than adding the analysis now. 


