ROCKY FLATS ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY SITE
REGULATORY CONTACT RECORD

Date/Time March 15,2004 /13 30
Site Contact(s) J R Marschall Steve Nesta Karen Wiemelt
Phone 303-966-2372 303-966-6386 303-966-9883

Regulatory Contact Dave Kruchek
Phone 303-692-3328

Agency CDPHE

Purpose of Contact  Agreement to leave foam plug in Corridor A, Building 991

Discussion

The above parties met on March 15, 2004, to discuss the foam plug in Corridor A (998 Tunnel)
Options ncluded leaving the foam 1n place or removing the foam and replacing 1t with another
media, 1 e soil, rip-rap, or concrete This discussion was the result of the foam that burned 1n the
west entrance to Corridor B (Door 7) An investigation into causal factors for the Corridor B
mcident uncovered several anomalies 1n the application of the foam that brought into question
the integrity of the foam plug in Cormidor A Did the foam cure properly, did 1t maintain
compressive strength, did 1t mix thoroughly and, if not, was 1t now to be considered hazardous
waste?

At the beginning of the apphcation of the foam in Corridor A, the valve that provided the
1socyanate to mix with the resin had plugged for several minutes and only resin was applhied
This condition was corrected, but over the next several days unmixed resin seeped out under the
wall onto the floor The resin was tested for hazardous constituents and found to be non-
hazardous This 1s consistent with the MSDS for the resin part of the two part foam components

Two inch holes were bored at three places ten feet into the foam to determine if the foam had any
signs of charring and/or improper or incomplete curing A fiber-optic camera w/lighting was
nserted nto the holes and pulled out slowly so that charring or incomplete curing could be seen
A video was made and the video presented to Dave Kruchek at this meeting The video revealed
no signs of charring or incomplete curing Turnings collected during the boring operation
supported these findings What was revealed was that the foam plug had a number of voids from
3” to 4” up to perhaps 2’, but virtually all the voids were toward the back of the foam The front
4’ or so had much better consistency

Based on these findings 1t was determined that the foam plug, though not as robust as at once
believed 1t would be, was still the best option available for plugging the corridor Dart, rip-rap,
and even concrete have their own mnadequacies that would not improve what currently exists
For these reasons 1t was decided to leave the foam plug i place and proceed as originally
planned
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Required Distribution

M Agular, USEPA

S Bell, DOE-RFFO

B Birk, DOE-RFFO

C Deck, K-H Legal

D Foss, K-H 707/776/777
C Gilbreath, K-H 771/774
S Gunderson, CDPHE

L Kilpatrick, DOE-RFFO
G Kleeman, USEPA
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J Legare, DOE-RFFO
R Leitner, K-H 371/374
D Maxwell, DOE-RFFO
J Mead, K-H ESS

S Nesta, K-H RISS

K North, K-H ESS/MS

R Schassburger, DOE-RFFO

D Shelton, K-H ESS
C Zahm, K-H Legal
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Additional Distribution

Dave Kruchek, CDPHE

J R Marschall, K-H RISS
Gary Morgan, DOE-RFFO
Karen Wiemelt, K-H RISS



