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Rocky Flats Plant

Aerospace Qperations
Rockwell international Corporation ROCkwe! l

P.O. Box 464 Form o ~1
Golden, Colorado 80402-0464 International

1303) 966-7000
Contractor to U.S. Department of Energy

January 17, 1989 89-RF-0175

Albert E. Whiteman
Area Manager
DOE, RFAC

DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH (COH)
ON CLOSURE PLANS FOR CONTAINER STORAGE AREA AND
BUILDING 443 NO. 4 FUEL OIL TANK

Attn: C. C. Jierree and K. J. Schneider

Attached for your review are three (3) copies of our draft
responses to comment by CDH and EPA on the July, 1988 closure plans
for the above referenced regulated units.

We are prepared to discuss these responses with you at your
earliest convenience prior to final submission to the Colorado
Department of Health. It is the intention of CDH tc issue an
approved closure plan for each of these units based on our draft
submission and comment responses. Please call Michael Arndt. on
extension 4294, to arrange a DOE/Rockwell meeting or if you have
questions that you want to discuss prior to the meeting.

A e

K. B. McKinley
RCRA/CERCLA Program

Orig and 3 cc - A. E. Whiteman
Enc.
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TETRIEY
PRELIMINARY RESFONSES TO SEPTEMBER 9, 1988 BEBR25351
CDH IETTER ON CLOSURE PLAN FOR THE
BUIIDING 443, NO. 4 FUEL OIL TANK
INTRODUCTION

These preliminary responses are provided in the order discussed in the
referenced letter and CDH meeting minutes of Octcber 19, 1988. These are
responses to the interpreted meaning of each comment. For internal
discussion, and pessibly for use in subsequent meetings with CCH and EPA.

CDH SEPTEMBER 9, 1988 CCMMENT

la. The cross-section in Figure 6 is inadegquate for characterizing the
ceology in the vicinity of Tank 34. Silty sarnd lenses ars known to
be present within the Rocky Flats alluvium. Sandstone facies (Kass)
are also comenly found within the Arapahce Claystone (Ka). These
units may impart a large local change in hydraulic conductivity and
therefore a potentially larger-than-expected contamination plume.
Provide your raticnale for estimating the depth of soil excavatiocn.

CDH MEETING MINUTES:

la. Geological Cross Section, Figure 6 is developed from one boring,
therefore does nct have adequate supporting data, scre nmajor
assumpticns were made. Its limitations are presented on the
drawing. The crocss section will ke revised to include data as it is
acquired according to the sampling plan.

RESFCNSE:
Additional geological characterizaticn is not currently felt to be
required, but will be conducted for this specific unit if found

necessary, as described on pages 47, 71 and 84.
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CCH SEPTEMBER 9, 1988 COMMENT

1b.

The closure plan should describe how the plant will address
contamination of the soils and/or ground water if contamination is
more extensive than estimated. For example, if ground water is
contaminated, better characterization of the geology and a
monitoring program will need to be described in the post—closure
permit.

CDH MEETING MINUTES:

1b.

RESPONSE:

The Closure plan shculd describe hcow contamination of the soils
ard/or ground water will be addressed if they are more extensive
than estimated. The Limit of Detection of the portable gas
chromatograph is significantly higher than the cleanup standard.
Rockwell explained that the portable GC would be used for gathering
more data in the field ard lab analysis would be performed
regardless of field results. It was agreed that for all future
sampling efforts, if hits are still being detected at ten feet below
the water table or 30 feet, sampling should continue to a depth that
there are no more hits. The methed of addressing soil contamination
more extensive than currently estimated is presented in Section
3.2.1.

The methed of addressing soll contaminaticn more extensive than currently

estimated is presented in Section 3.2.1 (Soil Characterization Prior to

Tank System Removal). Specifically, sampling depths will ke externded

during the field investigaticn until contamination is not detected. The

portable gas chromatograph will be used for gathering additional field

data during tank removal.

Ground-water monitoring and additiocnal geclogical characterization will

CHEN-NORTHERN, INC. JOB NO. 6-017A-86
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be provided in the closuwre plan and in the Post-Closure Care Permit if
found to be necessary. It is currently believed that the tank will be
clean closed, so grourd water and geological characterization are not

currently necessary.

CCH SEPTEMBER 9, 1988 COMMENTS
lc. Figure 4 shows the arproximate excavation area extending 13-14 feet
frem Tank 4. However, page 31 states that '"volume estimate is
based on an estimated volume of backfill extending ten feet beyond
the edges of all the tanks." Explain the discrepancy.
CICH MEETING MINUIES
lc. There is a conflict between what is presented in Figure 4 and the
area of excavation stated on page 31. Figure 4 is inaccurate and
should be revised to reflect exactly ten feet of excavation on all
sides of the tanks.
RESPONSE:

Figure 4 will ke revised to reflect the limits of excavation ten feet

beyond the sides of Tank No. 4.

CDH SEPIEMBER 9, 1988 COMMENT
1d. Veolume 1 of the Remedial Investigaticn and Feasibility Plans for ILow
Priority Sties, dated June 1, 1988, shows SWMU 157.1 as being
located near the Building 443 tanks. Explain if there will be a
coordinaticn of the cleanups for the two individual units.
CCH MEETING MINUTES:

1d. The intersection of SWMU 157.1 and the area to ke cleaned up under
the subject closure plan will be remediated with the actien that

CHEN-NORTHERN, INC. JOB NO. 6-017A-86
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occurs first. The remainder of the site will be left for its

designated remediaticn.

In a previous meeting separation of the source characterization
program from the ground-water monitoring of RCRA sites was
discussed. Rockwell's interpretation was that CCH wanted the two
programs to be entirely independent. In this meeting CPH felt that
same overlap was appropriate in the case of overlapping sites.

No coordination is planned, and as stated by CDH at an August 29, 1988

meeting, there can ke no overlap of RCRA closure and the Low Priority

SWMU programs.

CDH SEPTEMBEER 9, 1988 CCMMENT

2a.

6 CCR 1007-3 265.113(b) allows for a time of closure greater than
180 days if the clesure will take longer by necessity.

CDH MEETING MINUTES:

2a.

RESPONSE:

The time to remove Tank #4 shculd nct exceed 180 days. DOE has
requested lengthening the preparation and review time for all

documents which in itself weculd exceed 180 days. The rate
determining step for this closure is FCAP funding which is scheduled

for 1992 as a part of the Building 443 Steam Plant Upgrade. By
requlations, funding is not a Jjustified cause for granting an
extension of the 180-day limit to the 3-year maximum limit. If CDH
finalizes and issues the closure plan, as they are ccmmissicned by
regulation to do, then DOE and Rockwell have 45 days in which to
camment as would any member of the public - no special consideration
would ke granted. CDH does in fact intend to make minor revisions
to the closure plan ard issue it for Public Camment.

The rate determining step controlling progress of this cperaticn is the

CHEN-NORTHERN, INC. JOB NO. 6-017A-86
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FCAP funding for tank removal and replacement. This funding and its
relation to this closure plan is explained in section 1.5.3 of the
closure plan. The four tanks associated with Building 443 probably
cannot be separated for envirormmental control, and the four tanks cannct
be removed and not replaced without compromising RFP operations. FCAP
funding is the first available funding for overall tank removal and

replacement.

The sampling of nearby soils and determination of the need for ground-
water monitoring will proceed prior to tank removal. If necessary, the
closure plan and post—-closure care permit will be updated to reflect the
increased knowledge gained regarding the unit. t is intended that the
maximm extent of soil contamination will be known before tank removal
cammences. The text of section 1.5.3 can ke updated to specifically

include the above explanaticn.

CDOH SEPTEMBER 9, 1988 COMMENTS
2b. 6 CCR 1007-3 265.113(b) (2) states that the owner/operator will take
all steps to prevent threats to human health and the envirorment
from the unclosed but not cperating facility. Explain how the Rocky
Flats Plant (RFP) will protect human health and the enviromment
given the contamination fourd in the fence posthole.
CCH MEETING MINUTES:
2b. Protection of human health and the envircrment frem the unclosed but

CHEN-NORTHERN, INC. JOB NO. 6-017A-86
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not operating facility is required by 6 CCR 1007-3, 265.113 (b) (2).
Rockwell's position is that Plant security and the plant-wide
ground-water monitoring provide the assurance needed. CDH and EPA
feel that protection of human health and enviromment from an
unclosed but not cperating unit rust be specific to that unit only.
Additional ground-water monitoring will be added to the closure plan
when CDH finalizes it.

A basic discussion of the protection of human health and the envirorment

is provided in the existing closure plan on pages 35-40. This basic

discussicn could be updated to more specifically address the actions

taken at this unit to protect human health and the ervirorment.

Specifically: emptying the tank of its contents, sampling soils in the

area of the tank, the installation of ground-water menitering wells, if

necessary, and grourd-water monitoring between the tank and off-site

areas of the plant.

CDH SEPTEMEBER 9, 1988 COMMENTS

2C.

The Statement of Basis for 6 CCR 1007-3 Subpart G states that: "In
no case may closure take more than three years to complete." The
figure 9 schedule of clesure activities shows a projected closure
schedule exceeding this three~yvear pericd. Numerous and extensive
ervironmentally-related activities are ongoing at the RFP and may
dictate the need for extended schedules for lower-priority units.
An overall listing of closure activities and projected schedules
should be provided to describe the time-frame of various operations
as well as to justify the necessity for the extended closure
schedule,.

CCH MEETING MINUTES:

CHEN-NCRTHERN, INC. JOB NO. 6-017A-86
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2c. The Statement of Basis for 6 CCR 1007-3 subpart G states that: "In
no case may closure take more than three years to complete." - there
are no exceptions available to this statement in the regulation.
Numerous and extensive envirormmentally-related activities are
ongoing at the RFP and may dictate the need for extended schedules
for lower-priority units. Commnication between DOE, CDH and EPA is
absolutely necessary and critical to the interests of both parties
cn this and all other closure plans.

RESPONSE:
An overall listing of closure activities will ke provided to the COH and
EPA as a part of the interagency agreement and camprehensive planning
activities already in progress. As discussed in 2A above, the rate
determining step is the removal and replacement of the four tanks

associated with Building 443.

CCH SEPTEMEER 9, 1988 CCMMENT

3. If ground-water contamination is present at the #4 Fuel Tank site,
and ground-water monitoring is deemed necessary, then a ground-water
protection standard needs to ke chosen by RFP ard approved by CDH.
This will be included in the pcst-closure care permit, if needed. &
CCR 1007-3 264.92 indicates that the RFP must comply with a ground-
water protection standard, specified in the facility permit, to
insure that concentration limits of hazardous censtituents are not
exceeded.

COH MEETING MINUTES:
3. A specific number for the ground-water monitoring standard was not
stated to avoid choosing a number that would change. Rockwell will

submit a standard for CCH approval and incorporation into the
closure plan.

CHEN-NCRTHERN, INC. JOB NO. 6-017A-86
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RESPONSE:
Section 3.4 (Ground Water) of the closure plan addresses ground water and
ground-water protection, with the understanding that ground-water
protection does not appear warranted at this time. The circumstances
urder which ground-water monitoring and protection would be necessary are
also explained. Ground-water protection standards are also presented in
conceptual form, due to ongoing discussions regarding the concept and
implementation of Applicable Relevant and Appropriate Regulations
(ARARs). This ground-water discussion is presented in the closure plan

appears complete in response to the CTH comment.

CTH SEPIEMBER 9, 1988 COMMENT

4a. A reasonable estimate of the amount of waste remaining in Tank #4
should be provided. This should be indicative of the volume of
residue remaining the tank and attached lines. 6 CCR 1007-3
265.112(b) (3) indicates the need for a detailed description of
removal, transportation, treatment, storage and disposal methoeds of
all hazardous waste residues, contaminated contairmment system
corponents, equipment, structures ard soils. Page 34 of the Closure
Plan indicates that any residual tank sludge "will be cbserved,
characterized and removed....prior to approval of the closure plan
by CTH.Y Explain how the residual waste will ke cbserved and
characterized, and how it will be disposed.

CDH MEETING MINUTES:

4a. The remaining point of question was why Rockwell did not quantify
the residual tank sludge. There is no cbservation or sampling port
in the tank. It will ke sampled when excavaticn to the manhole in
the middle of the tank has made it possible to sample the residual
sludge.

CHEN-NORTHERN, INC. JOB NO. 6-017A-86
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RESFCONSE:
Pages 30 and 43 of the closure plan describe the steps necessary to
identify the amounts of waste in the tank and how the waste will be
characterized and disposed. The fact that the tank was emptied of
contents is noted on pages 7, 24 and 42. A description of how and when
any residual contents would be characterized and the amount estimated is
provided in the closure plan. If an estimate must be made with a
complete lack of data, a maximized estimate of 11 cubic feet could ke
inserted into section 2.2 of the closure plan. However, the actual
volume of remaining residuals will be determined as a porticn of the

necessary closure actions.

The characterization of the waste will follow the procedures described in
Section C of the RCRA Part B Permit Application for EHazardous and Low-
Level Mixed Waste. Pertinent porticns of Secticn C are included in the
Clesure plan as appendices. There is nothing unique regarding the tank

that necessitates special waste analysis plans ke prepared.

Disposal of any residual tank contents will be as descriked in
section 2.3. Part 45 of the closure plan identifies the facility that
will handle and dispose of any residuals in the tank.

CHEN-NORTHERN, INC. JOB NO. 6-017A-86
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The residual waste volume will be estimated and the waste sampled for

characterization purposes through the marway shown in the middle of the

tank based upon engineering design drawings. This manhole is buried, but

it will be excavated and opened, if it exists. If the manhole does not

exist, a hole will be sawed in the top of the tank and the tank entered

for necessary work. This information can be incorporated into

section 3.0.

CCH SEPTEMEER 9, 1983 COMMENT

4b.

Explain how management and disposal of any excavated contaminated
soil will vary depending on contamination type (VOC, radiation,
etc.) (page 33)7 Include potential scenarios for the types of soil
contamination which may be present at the site.

COH MEETING MINUTES:

4b.

Detailed description of management and disposal of excavated
contaminated soil is requested by CDH and EPA. Section C of the
Part B permit application is incorporated into the closure plan as
an appendix. It includes all of the sampling and analysis
techniques. A description of the decisicn points is presented in
the characterization and sampling plan. CCH and EPA want to
stepwise detailed descripticn of the entire process without
referencing other secticns or apperdices, and without information on
sampling techniques and analysis that will not be used in this
Closure plan. A sampling technique for plutconium in surface soils
is not included in the closure plan, but is was agreed that it
should be.

CHEN-NORTHERN, INC. JCB NO. 6-017A-86
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RESPONSE:
Section 3.2.1 (Soil Characterization Prior to Tank System ReEmoval) and
Section 3.2.2 (Soil Characterization During Tank System Removal) describe
in detail the management and disposal of soil based upon its
characterization. All reascnable possibilities with regard to soil
characteristics, based upon tank history and wastes managed in the tank,

are addressed in the closure plan.

The ciruumstances under wnich the soill will ke considersd a hazardous
waste are specifically identified, aleng with management and disposal of
such soil in Section 3.3.3 (Tank and Soil Packaging and Dispeosal). If
the soil does not qualify as a hazardous waste, special dispcsal methods
are not discussed due to the material not being RCRA regulated. If the
soll contains petroleum products, and dees not qualify as a hazardous
waste, the disposal method is not specified due to the waste not being
RCRA regulated, bkut all applicable regulations will ke followed with

regard to the dispecsal cf such soil.

No radicactive contamination of the soil is expected, as discussed on
page 53 of the clesure plan, due to past uses of the tank. Radionuclides

are included in the soil characterizaticn for ccmpleteness.

CHEN-NORTHERN, INC. JCOB NO. 6-017A-86
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CCH SEPTEMBER 9, 1988 COMMENT
4c. Also, explain how rinsate cbtained from tank decontamination will be
processed if RFP determines that this rinsate is a hazardous waste
according to 6 CCR 1007-3, Section 261.3(a) (2) (iv) (D).
COH MEETING MINUTES:
4c. An explanation of how to process rinsate water was requested. The
water will be processed through the Rocky Flats process waste system
as a hazardous waste 1f it meets the definition of a hazardous
waste, as it is expected to. If the rinse water is not hazardous,
it could be processed through the process waste treatment system,
deperding upcn its characteristics. The process waste treatment
system is described in the RCRA Part B permit application.
RESPONSE:
Section 3.3.3 (Tank Decontamination and Disposal Procedures) can be
revised to specifically address the dispcsal of rinsate water from tank
decontamination. The water will be processed through the Rocky Flats
process waste system as a hazardeus waste if it meets the definition of a
hazardous waste, as it is expected to. If the rinse water is not
hazardcus, 1t could ke processed throuch the sanitary wastewater
treatment system of the Rocky Flats Plant, but may be treated through the
process waste treatment system, depending upcn its characteristics. The
procass waste treatment system is described in the RCRA Part B Permit,
and can be incorporated into this document if necessary. It is not
currently deemed to be necessary to include this description in the

clcsure plan.

CHEN-NORTHERN, INC. JOB NO. 6-017A-86
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CICH SEPTEMEER 9, 1988 CCMMENT

5. The scale drawing of Tank #4 and the associated piping should
include the leocation of the east-end vertical pipe which was used to
add solvents to the tank. This drawing is also unclear as to pipe
crigination. The drawing should make clear that the one easterly
line originates from Tanks 1 and 2 outside Building 551, while the
four westerly lines connect to Building 443. Explain how the tank
heater and centrifugal pump (auwxiliary equipment) will be disposed
if tank contamination is found and decontamination procedures do not
meet the closure performance standard. Explain if the auxiliary
equipment will be disposed along with the tank and associated lines,
as described in the Closure Plan Secticn 3.3.3.

CCH MEETING MINUTES:

5. More detail of piping to other buildings and tanks, and for adding
solvents to the tank was requested on the scale drawing of Tank #4.
Description of the method of disposing auxiliary equipment was
requested. The drawing detail will be provided. The auxiliary
equipment will ke handled similarly to the tank and associated
piping.

RESPCNSE:
The requested informaticn can ke incorporated into the closure plan in

the appropriate secticns. Briefly, the auxiliary egquirment will ke

hardled similarly to the tank itself.

CCH SEPTEMBER 9, 1988 COMMENT

6. 6 CCR 1007-3 265.115 requires closure certificaticn requirements
within 60 days of clesure completion, not "when cleosure is
completed, ! as stated in Clesure Plan Secticn 6.1.

CHEN-NORTHERN, INC. JOB NO. 6-017A-86
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CDH MEETING MINUTES:

6. Clesure Plan Section 6.1 can be amended to specifically identify
that closure certification must be completed within 60 days.

RESPCNSE:
The editorial text and quote of Section 6.1 can be amended to
specifically identify that closure certification must be completed within

60 days of closure completion.

CCH SEPTEMEER 9, 1988 COMMENT

7. The vicinity map on page 2 should include the locaticn of the cit_.es
of Broomfield and Arvada. These cormunities are cited in the

Closure Plan Section 1.1.1. as being 9 to 12 miles from the RFP,
along with the cities of Boulder and Golden which are included on
the map.

CCH MEETING MINUTES:

7. The vicinity map on page 2 can be revised to include the locations
of Broomfield and Arvada.

RESPCNSE:
Figure 2 will be revised to include the locaticns of Broomfield and

Arvada.

CHEN-NCRTHERN, INC. JOB NO. 6-017A-86
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PRELTMINARY RESPCNSES TO CCIOBER 16, 1988
CIH IETTER ON THE CIOSURE PLAN FCR
THE CONTAINER STORAGE FACTLITY

These preliminary responses are provided in the order discussed.in the
referenced letter. These are responses to the interpreted meaning of the
caments for internal discussion, and possibly for use in a meeting with the
COH or EPA.

CCH OCTOBER 16, 1588 COMMENT:

1. The vicinity map (Figure 1 on page 2) should include the location of
the cities of Broomfield and Arvada. These ccmmunities are cited in
the Cleosure Plan Secticn 1.1.1 as being 9 to 12 miles from the Rocky
Flats Plant (RFP), along with the cities of Boulder and Golden,
wnich are included on the map.

CDH MEETING MINUTES:

1. The vicinity map on page 2 can be revised to include the locations
of Broomfield and Arvada.

RESPONSE:

Figure 2 will be revised to include the locations of Broomfield and

Arvada.

CCH COCTOBER 16, 1988 CCMMENT:

2. The geologic cross sections presented with the closure plan contain
only superficial informaticn and do not provide details of the
geologic setting present beneath each of the units undergoing
closure. The lack of detailed knowledge about the specific geology
underlying the clesing units may hinder the determination of
potential contamination extent. If evidence of contamination is
revealed, the post-clesure plan must include a detailed geologic
setting for any regulated units which cannot ke clean closed and are

CHEN-NORTHERN, INC. JOB NO. 6-017A-86
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subject to closure as a landfill under 6 CCR 1007-3, Section 265
Subpart N.

CDH MEETING MINUTES:

2.

RESPONSE:

Geological Cross Sections, Figure 6, is developed from one boring,
therefore does not have adequate supporting data, some major
assumptions were made. Its limitations are presented on the
drawing. The cross section will be revised to include data as it is

acquired according to the sampling plan.

Additional geological characterization is not currently felt to be

required, but will be conducted for this specific unit 1f found

necessary. An updated response will be presented as more data is

acquired according to the sampling plan.

CCH OCTOBER 16, 1988 COMMENT:

3.

Section 1.3.3 indicates a total of 460 drums stored at the Property
Utilization and Disposal (FU&D) Drum Storage Area over its cperating
life. However, with 20 drums accumulating each year from 1974-1977,
and 50 drums yearly from 1978-1985, the total mumber of drums
censequentially raises the total container storage capacity, shown
in Section 1.3.4, from 25,300 to 26,400 gallons. Estimated storage
capacity 1is prckably also tee low for the Swinerton and Walberg
(S&W) Contractor Storage Yard. This unit had the potential to
contain much more than the 1,965 gallons of waste which were
estimated for 1985.

CDH MEETING MINUTES:

3.

The correction in the mumber of drums stored at the Property
Utilization and Disposal Drum Storage Area is appropriate - 480 is
more accurate than 460. The number of samples in the west area of
the PU&D Drum Storage area may be increased.

CHEN-NORTHERN, INC. JOB NO. 6-017A-86
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RESFONSE:
The closure plan will be revised to indicate 480 drums stored at the PU&D
Drum Storage Area. The increased number of drums will be reflected in
Section 1.3.4 to indicate 26,400 gallons of storage instead of the
reported 25,300 gallons. The number of samples in the west area of the
PUSD Drum Storage area will be reviewed and increased appropriately based
on the increased storage volume. The storage capacity of the Swinerton
and Walbery (S&W) Contractor Storage Yard will be reviewed. Based on the
current information, there is no reason to cocnclude that there is an

increase in the storage capacity at the S&W yard.

CH CCTOBER 16, 1988 COMMENT:

4. Explain the "administrative controls" which would be expected to
prevent any radicactive contamination from occurring in the PU&D
yvards and at the other container stcrage units. Describe the
quality assurance program for insuring the absence of radicactivity
in the container storage areas.

CDH MEETING MINUTES:

4. CIOH ard EPA want more detail on 2dministrative Controls which should
prevent any radicactive ccntamination from occurring in the PUSD
yards.

RESPONSE:
Administrative controls to prevent any radicactive ceontamination from

occurring in the PU&GD vards and at the other container storage units will

CHEN-NORTHERN, INC. JOB NO. 6-017A-86
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be provided based on current plant policies. The revisions will include

more detail as requested.

CDH OCTOBER 16, 1988 COMMENT:

5. 6 CCR 1007-3, Section 256.112(b) (3) regquires "an estimate of the
maximm inventory of hazardous wastes even on-site over the active
life of the facility." For the S&W Building 980 Container Storage
Facility, Section 1.4.3 indicates that '"the maximm mumber of
containers stored at any given time was ten." However, Section
1.4.7 states that "as of March 1988, the area contained
approximately 35 drums." Explain the discrepancy, and provide an
updated storage capacity for the unit.

CDH MEETING MINUTES:
5. The discrepancy in quantifying the number of waste drums at the 980
S&W site lies in that most of the drums stored did not contain
waste. The area is going through RCRA closure due to activities in
1986 and earlier, whereas the reference to drums causing confusion
came from a Spring 1988 site visit. These locations will be further
characterized.
RESPCNSE:
Not all of the drms stored in the vard in the Spring 1988 contained

hazardous waste. Section 1.4.3 can be revised to irdicate that '"the

maximm number of containers of hazardous waste stored at any given time

was ten.”

CCH OCTICRBER 16, 1988 COMMENT:
6. Avoid words like "should" or “might." For example, Section 1.4.6
indicates that wastes stored in the drums "Should not have centained
radicactive contamination." 6 CCR 1007-3, Section 265.13 requires
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"a detailed chemical and physical analysis of a representative
sample of the waste." The May 1985 analysis cbtained from the drums
stored in both the S&W Building 980 Container Storage Facility and
the PU&D Drum Storage Area indicates that a gamma scan was
performed, but not an alpha or beta scan. Explain how the composite
sample was adequately characterized given the absence of these
scans.
CDH MEETING MINUTES:

6. Words like "should" or "might" are not appropriate in a closure
plan. Positive statements of the situation should be made. This is
a problem with Rockwell's consultants, which is being corrected by
Rockwell.

RESPCONSE:

Words such as ''should" or "might! will ke changed in the revised clcsure

plan where they pertain to a cammitment, but not where the meaning is

charged. The example cited from Section 1.4.6, the wastes stored in the

drums "should not have contained radicactive contamination" is an example

where a definitive statement would change the meaning. In this instance,

the characterizaticn data available on the wastes stored in the drums was

nct specific towards radicactive centaminaticn and does not permit a

definitive statement regarding its presence. Therefore, the statement

made regarding what should have been stored in the drums is supportive of

the concept of closure.

CCH CCTOBER 16, 1988 CCMMENT:

7. The maximum container storage capacity for the Building 885 Drum
torage Area shculd ke 20 drums for each of the two sides of the
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storage area, or 2,200 gallens. The maximm storage capacity for
the other container storage facilities is also potentially much
different than the amount of wastes cumlatively stored at the
individual units at any given time. This is due to the drums being
cycled in and out over the operatiocnal lifetime of the closing
units.

CDH MEETING MINUTES:

7.

RESPONSE:

Calculatiocnal errors in the quantities of waste in the Building 885
Drum Storage Area and other storage areas should be recalculated.

The maximumm storage capacity will be recalculated and the closure plan

revised accordingly.

CH CCTORER 16, 1588 COMMENT:

8.

Explain whether drums in the Building 885 Drum Storage Area were at
one time stored on pallets directly on the ground before the ground
surface in the east and west sections was covered over with
concrete. Sections 1.6.5 ard 3.1.1 are contradictory and the long-
term storage history is unclear. If drums were at any time stored
directly on the ground surface, then soil samples from under the
concreted slab must be cbtained. In this instance the sampling
procedure for Building 885, as described in Apperdix 2, page 20, is
inadequate. This unit is also identified as SWMU 177 in the 881
Hillside RI/FS, and is not cecnsidered a potential source of ground-
water or surface-water contamination. However, Section 1.6.7 notes
evidence of "staining on the grourd surface," and Section 1.6.5
indicates the lack of contam._r\g berms arcund the storage area.
Explain the contradiction in these two reports.

CCH MEETING MINUTES:

8.

The drums stored in the Building 885 Drum Storage Area were always
stored on concrete, not directly cn the ground. Therefore, sampling
underneath the concrete is not appropriate. Clarification between
the description of SWMU 177 in the Building 881 RI/FS and its
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description in the closure plan is needed. The RI/FS states that
SWMU 177 is not a potential source of ground-water or surface-water
contamination, but the closure plan describes staining on the ground
surface, and the area's lack of berms for contaimment. The
documents will be cross—checked.

RESPONSE:
The subject drums were always stored on concrete; therefore, no soil
sampling will be conducted belcw the concrete slab. Clarification will
be provided in the response regarding the description of SWMU 177 in the
881 Hillside RI/FS. Evidence of "staining cn the ground surface" and lack
of centaining berms Is not necessarily a contradicticn to the RIJFS
statement that SWMU 177 is not a potential source of ground-water or
surface-water contamination. No ccordination of the cleanups is planned,
and as stated by the CIH in previous meetings, there can be no overlap of

RCRA closure arnd the Low Priority SWMU programs.

COH OCICBER 16, 1988 CCMMENT:

9. Explain veour scurce for the review of $0 day accuwmulaticn storage in
the Building 865 Drum Stcorage Arsa. Section 1.8.1 references J.
Norris, 1988, while Section 1.8.7 references J. Norris, 1986 ard the
U.S. DOE, 1887A. Secticn 1.12 refersnces 40 CFR as the source fer
identifying the maximm extent of cperation for a closure plan. As
the Rocky Flats Plant falls under the jurisdiction of the Colorado
Code of Regulations, the corresponding section of 6 CCR 1007-3,
should be the reference cited.

ClH MEETING MINUTES:

9. This comment pertains to some incorrect references which should be
corrected.
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RESPONSE:
Code references in the revised closure plan will cite the appropriate

Colorado Code of Regulaticns. The references will be revised.

CCH CCTCEER 16, 1988 CCMMENT:

10. 6 CCR 1007-3, Section 265.113(b) (2) indicates that in order for the
Department (CCH) to approve an extension of the 180-day closure
pericd, the owner/cperator must have taken and continue to take "all
steps to prevent threats to human health and the enviromment." The
inclusion of the general monitoring and security procedures at the
plant, taken from the 1886 "Anmual Ewvircmmental Monitoring Report!”
does not specifically address the protecticn of human health and the
envirorment at the unit(s) that are not cperating that are
undergoing closure. Explain the unit-specific procedurss RFP will
use in order to prevent threats to human health and the envirorment.

CDH MEETING MINUTES:

10. Schedules of the closure and the protecticn of human health and the
envirorment were once again discussed, see 2a. above. A case must
be made for each specific site to go beyond the 180-day limit for
closure. The schedules must be reccnsidersd - CCH intends to issue
the plans for public comment, nct to have Rockwell/DOE revise them.

RESPCNSE:

AA bkasic discussion of the protection of human health and the envirorment

is provided in the existing closure plan, Section 1.14.4 (Justificaticn

for Extension of Schedule). This basic discussicn could be updated to

more specifically address the acticns taken at this unit to protect human

health and the envircrment. Specifically, removing any stored hazardous
E

waste, sarmpling the soils in the stcrage area, the Iinstallation cof
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monitoring wells if necessary, and the ground-water monitoring between

the storage yard and off-site areas of the plant.

CDH OCTOBER 16, 19888 COMMENT:

11. The floor screening survey for removable beta-gamma radiation, from
Section 3.2.2.2, must be stated as 1000 dpm/100 square centimeters,
and not "less than the activities defined in Table XII." The beta-
gamma screening level for fixed contamination must also be
explicitly stated and not referred to as "less than those defined in

Table XII" where variocus values are given. Radiocactive
Contamination levels are based on ALARA, or "as low as reasonably
achievable." The values presented in Table XII are the maximm

acceptable, and efforts must be made to reduce values further.
RESPONSE:
The closure plan will be revised to state specifically that removable
beta-garma contamination must be less than 1000 dpmy/100 sguare
centimeters, as shown in the Summary of Acceptable Surface Contamination
Ievels, Table XII. The beta-gamma limits for fixed contamination are
also summarized in the table and will ke explicitly stated in the revised

text.

CDH OCICEER 16, 1988 CCMMENT:

12. The sampling methods presented in Appendix 4, "Rinsate Sampling
Methods" do not specifically address the sarpling and analysis of
rinsate. Likewise, the soil sampling method presented in Appendix 7
does not address the sampling of soils found within the areas of
potential contaminaticn. Generic methods are not appropriate in
these cases and sampling methods specific to the investigation must
be included.
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Specific scil sampling metheds will be incorporated in Appendix 2 of the

response, ccmbining applicable portions of Appendix 7. Similarly,

specific rinsate sampling methods will be presented where applicable.

CCH OCTOBER 16, 1988 CCMMENT:

13,

RESFCNSE:

Section 5.1 states that ground-water monitoring will be provided if
contaminated soils are encountered all the way to the water table.
Ground-water menitoring will alse be required under a Part 264 Post-
Clecsure Care Permit if the centainer storage units cannot be "clean-
closed" but must be cleosed as a landfill. 6 CCR 1007-3, Part 264,
Sukpart F indicates that a ground-water monitcoring system rust
consist of at least "a sufficient number of wells installed at
appropriate locations and depths to yield ground-water samples fram
the upermost aquifer." Section 5.1 of the closure plan states that
""three downgradient menitoring wells and one upgradient well will be
located at each container storage facility requiring ground-water
monitoring." These numbers from Part 263, are nct absolute
standards, and will be subject to refinement by CDH, dependent on
the extent of the contaminant plume and the site-specific geology
and hydrogeology of the individual centainer storace area.

The closure plan response will ke ravised to indicate that the prcposed

und-water monitcrin censisting of three downgradient monitori
ing ing o

wells and one upgradient monitoring well), 1f required, is a minimm

program which will be revised as necessary based on the extent of the

contaminant plume and the site specific geclogy ard hydrogeclogy. In any

case, the final monitoring plan will ke submitted to CCH for approval

pricr to its implementaticn.
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CDH OCTOBER 16, 1988 OCMMENT:

14. 6 CCR 1007-3, Section 264.94 Table I provides a ground-water
protection standard for certain constituents. If the constituent of
concern is not presented in this table, then the performance
standard is background according to Section 264.94(a) (1). However,
an alternate concentration limit can be granted by CCH. RFP has
proposed that the ground-water protection standard be the highest
of: background, drinking water standards, proposed drinking water
standards, maximm contaminant levels (MCLs) or Colorado Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (COPDES) permit discharge limits. If
grourd-water monitoring is deemed necessary at any of the container
storage sites, RFP will select a ground-water protection standard,
subject to approval by CCH. This standard will be included in the
post-~closure permit.

RESFCNSE:

Ground-water protection standards are presented in Appendix 2,

Secticn 5.2, with the understanding that ground water protection deces not

appear warranted at this time. Background criteria will be presented in

a comprehensive plant study currently keing prepared by Rockwell

Internaticnal. If ground-water monitoring is necessary at any of the

container storage sites, a specific protection standard will be submitted

to CTH for approval, and will be included in the post—closure permit.

The circumstances under which grournd-water monitoring and protection

would be required are explained. Ground-water protection standards are

also presented in conceptual form due to ongoing discussions regarding

the concept and implementation of Applicable, Relevant, and Appropriate
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Requlations (ARARs). The ground-water discussion as presented in the

closure plan appears complete in response to the CTH comment.

CDH COCICBER 16, 1988 COMMENT:

15. 6 CCR 1007-3, Section 265.115 requires the certification of closure
by an independent registered professicnal engineer. This engineer
must be present during cperations which are essential to the closure
of each individual unit. Soil sampling operations, as well as
contaminated soil removal and concrete decontamination, are Kkey
cperations to closure certification and must be monitored by the

certifying engineer.
RESPCNSE:
The clcsure plan will ke revised to include cbservaticn of portions of
the soil sampling by the certifying engineer for closure certification of

each unit.

CDH OCICEER 16, 1988 CCOMMENT:

16. The list of sampling indicator parameters, presented as Table IT in
Apperdix 2, may be sufficient to characterize the soils. However,
if the photoionizaticn detection (PID) or organic vapor analysis
(OVA) screening of the sample material registers positive, and none
of the indicator organics can be identified in concentraticns high
enough to account for the PID or OVA levels, then analysis for the
volatile and semi-volatile organics cn the Hazardous Substance List
(HSL) must be performed.

RESPCNSE:
The target parameters were selected to identify soils contaminated by
poctential releases in the storage areas kased on sarmple analyses of the
centainerized wastes and knowledge of hazardous materials stored.
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Criteria defining soil contamination is presented for the target
parameters. The closure plan will be revised to indicate that analytical
analyses will be conducted to evaluate all volatile and semi-volatile
campounds on the HSL, which will include all of the target compourds.

The complete laboratory results will be presented to the CCH for review.

CDH OCIOBER 16, 1983 COMMENT:

17. State your rationale in deciding whether to conduct gross alpha
and/or gross beta radiaticn surveys in ceonjunction with FIDLER

surveys for gamma radiation. The surveys tc ke used must be
explicitly statad within the clesurs plan. As nixed waste was

potentially stored at these units, alpha, beta and gamma assessments
may be necessary in order to independently identify the presence of
radiation.
RESFCONSE:
Apperdix 2, Section 4.2.2 discusses the procedure for direct radiation
survey of he container storage areas during the Phase I
characterizaticn. The closure plan response will indicate all three
radiaticn pararmeters (gross alpha, cross beta, and gamma) will ke
evaluated in the survey using field instrmumentation. The procedures for
he radiation survey will ke in accordance with the Rocky Flats Radiation

Menitoring Procedures Manual.

CCH CCTOBER 16, 1983 COMMENT:

18. 6 CCR 1007-3, Section 265.112(b) (4) requires a detailed descripticn
of the procedures for testing and sampling surrcunding soils, and
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the criteria for determining the extent of decontamination necessary
to satisfy the post—closure standard. RFP has propcsed a 70 percent
probability of locating contaminated areas under the randcm
systematic sampling program. This value does not necessarily
represent a high enough probability for finding potential
contamination sources, especially since the radius of contamination
is based on the total number of drums estimated to be added per
year. This approach can easily miss small areas (one or two drums)
of contaminaticn particularly in the soil sampling grid locations
for the Building 444/453 Drum Storage Area.

RESFONSE:

The closure plan will be revised to irdicate that the soils will be
removed for the first "1lift" over the entire area of the Building 444/453

Drum Storage Area.

The 70% probability refers to finding contaminaticn of the defined
minimm area using only the unbiased, random systematic grid sample
locations. The sampling plan includes both biased (stratified sampling
based con the results of the Phase I swrveys) and unbiased sampling. The
cambination of the two sampling approaches in each container storage area

increases the overall probability by an undetermined amount.

If the Phase II soil sampling, as discussed in Appendix 2, Section 4.3,
indicates soil contamination is present, further soil analyses (Phase
III) will be conducted to define the extent of contamination and to

determine further actions as discussed in Secticn 4.5. The additional
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sampling will be conducted to identify contamination at a 90% confidence
level. If required, the Phase III soil sampling plan will be developed
and submitted to the CDH for approval within 30 days after determining
Phase IIT sampling is required. The Phase III soil sampling plan will

became part of the revised closure plan.

CH COCICRER 16, 1988 CCMMENT:

19. The '"rule of thumb" soil sampling method which consists of 16
samples, dces not provide an adequate program for locating ard
identifying potential centaminated areas in the S&W Storage Yard, an
area cf almecst 75,000 sguare feet. Several large areas of the
storage vard, most of which are located in historical locaticns of
material storage (Figure 8, page 36), are without sampling
locations. The sampling plan for the S&W Storage Yard must address
all areas of the yard, particularly areas of known storage. This
sampling program should be in conjunction with the sampling of both
the soil-stained area and the sites of known material storage during
1985.

RESPONSE:

The soil sampling in the S&W Contractor Storage Yard will include both

random systematic sarmpcling, and stratified sarpling. The randcem

systematic sampling will ke comprised of 16 samples in a randcm grid

pattern as discussed in Appendix 2, Secticn 4.3.4. The selection of 16

samples for random systematic sampling in the S&W COntractor Storage Yard

is a nrile-of-thumb~mumber based con statistical significance. In
additicn, 11 samples will be taken at the locations of identified
hazardous material storage shown cn Figure 8, page 26 of the closure
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plan. One sample will be taken in the one area of dbserved soil
staining. Therefore, a total of 28 soil samples will ke taken by these
three ratiocnal approaches to represent soil characterization for the

storage yard.

CH OCIOCBER 16, 1988 CCMMENT:

20. The kackground soil sampling section of Appendix 2 (page 13)
irdicates that '"nine soil borings within one kackground soil plot
will be made." The location of the background soil plot as well as
the placement of the borings must be indicated within the closure
plan.

RESPONSE:

The issue of background contamination will be addressed separately in a

plant wide camprehensive study and report currently being prepared by

Rockwell International. The container storage facility closure plan will

be revised to reference this study, and delete reference to a specific

background soil sampling program as indicated in  Appendix 2,

Section 4.3.3.

CCH OCTCBER 16, 1988 COMMENT:

21. The determination of the vertical extent of contamination must not
be limited by the ground-water table, as is stated in Apperdix 2,
Section 4.5. Borings should be extended until uncontaminated
materials are reached, and not just until the ground-water table is
encountered.
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RESFCNSE:
Apperdix 2, Section 4.5 will be revised to indicate that the vertical
extent of contamination will be determined by extending the borings to
uncontaminated material as determined by field monitoring at the time of
drilling. The depth of drilling will not be limited by the ground-water

table.

CIH OCTOBER 16, 1988 CCMMENT:

22. If RFP "reserves the right to send samples off site for analysis or
to substitute equivalent methods," as is stated in Apperndix 5, the
alternate methcds must be submitted to CCH for approval pricr to
their use by the facility. Trip and field blanks should always be
taken in order to assure the accuracy of reported results. Explain
how the Quality Assurance/Quality Control Procedures for the taking
of trip or field blanks, found in Appendix 6, "will increase
perscnnel chemical or radicactive exposure above AIARA levels.™

RESPONSE:

Alternate off-site lccaticns and methods of sample aralyses will ke

submitted to CCH for approval pricr to implementatiocn.

Sampling for site characterization at the container storage facilities,
including field and trip blanks, will not irwvolve personnel exposure
above AIARA levels., ©Potential exposure above AILARA levels applies to
sampling in "glove boxes and other ceontrolled atmosphere ervircrments®,

as stated in Appendix 6. Field and trip blanks cbtained during the
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course of this closure plan will not increase personnel chemical or
radicactive exposure above ALARA levels. Field and trip blanks will

always be taken to assure the accuracy of reported results.
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