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McKENNS FG
Mo e Your recent letters (ERD.BKT 12086 and ERD SG 13643) requested information about the
OWER GL proposed action al Operable Unit 1 (881 Hillside) to make a determination regarding the
R'Z;?\J’TOHV M appropriate level of National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation for the OU 1
sﬁ',jm ;’N NG Feasibility Study/Corrective Measure Study (FS/CMS) As you are aware the OU 1 Remedial
S P R AL InvestigatioryRCRA Facilties Investigation was compieted only a few weeks ago and the
L L oL FS/CMS 1s ust underway We are just now in a posttion to provide the requested information
TWENSON BB
W%m Because of the early stage of the OU 1 FS/CMS definitive remedial actions or even the
w;'c‘gaﬁp absolute technical need for such actions for soil and groundwater have not been completely
ZAN . J O determined However pursuant to your direcion EG&G has assumed that remediation of OU 1
2 LJ{?»R GH X ¢ will be required sufficient to achieve a nsk level of 1X10-6 or less and has developed conceptual
T alternatives designed to achieve that level of risk The attached Environmental Checklist
N R L oh e describes in as much detail as 1s presently possible two potential alternative actions for
o8 T8 1Y remediation of groundwater (1 situ air sparging with vapor buming or passage through a
Z‘uz i \.mns granulated activated charcoal unit and excavation of overburden with pumping and treatment of
L collected water) and two potential alternative actions for remediation of soiis (placement of a soil
cap and excavation followed by thermal treatment solidfication and storage off site ff possible
otherwise on site)
NCC Y IL It 1s also felt that the no action alternative for groundwater (1 & continued operation of the French
oy drain) will achieve the requested nsk level of 1X10-6 but that the ime required to do so may
RAFFIC exceed the requirements of DOE s regulatory and public constituencies
CLASSIFICATION Because defintive proposed actions for the two media cannot be presented at this time we
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have presented these alternatives We believe that the two excavation alternatives present the
‘worst case scenanos from the point-of view of environmental impacts that can be expected
from remediation of OU 1 We suggest that an analys:s of the environmental impacts based on
these “worst cases and on the other more moderate alternatives will provide a reasonable
envelope within which any foreseeable environmental impacts from whatever actions are
actually proposed should be expected to fall

Finally we feel that presenting such conceptual alternatives upon which to intiate NEPA is the
most direct way to bnng NEPA into the decision making process at the earliest possible time
rather than awaring development of a “proposed alternative because #t assures NEPA s role in
the formulation of alternatives not just in their later consideration
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The four altemnatives were presented to EG&G s NEPA Compliance Committee on December
10 1992 and the Committee recommended preparation of an environmental assessment as the
appropriate ievel of NEPA documentation as indicated on the attached EC Review Form
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EG&G ROCKY FLATS
NEPA COMPLIANCE COMMITTEE
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST REVIEW FORM

EC #_EC9O86832

EC Date _12/10/92

ProjectName __QU 1 FS/CMS

Authonzation or EJO#_986532 = Project PA_CindyGee RPD
Initiating Line Manager._Dennis Smith, RPD

NEPA compliance Committee Review (Sign & date applicable space)

CX Recommended Date EA Recommended
Environ Doc 12/10/42 Clare 'Q-MW
Fac Proj Mgmt / ”/0{7}
General Counsel / Z/m / 72
Fac Safety Eng /Z//Q /g 2
Comments
-

CEQ Section 1506 1(c) Review Yes No

1 Project justiied independently X

2 Project will prejudice program decision X
10 CFR 1022 Review (wetlands issue) needed X

 NCC Recommendaton _____CXrecommerged. S
_X__EAreoonmended

END Mgr AppovalDate, Jﬂ/@‘é_' /_J///?,L




ROCKY FLATS PLANT
ECOLOGY & NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT DIVISION
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

EC Number 986532

Charge number 986532

v

vl

Date December 10 1992

Activity/Project Name OU 1 FS/CMS
Authorization/Project Number 986532

A. EG&G Project Administrator: Cindy Gee
B ADS Number (E&WM only) 1001

C DOE Program Sponsor- James Hartman
Initiating Line Manager- Denmis Smith

A Project/Activity Description

Preparation of the Feasibilty Study/Cormrective Measure Study for Operable Unit (OU) 1 will center on
the development of remedial action alternatives their analysis.and consideration under critena
specified by CERCLA and finally selection of combined altematives 1o remediate contamination at
the OU Because contamination above actionable levels exists in two media (groundwater and solil) at
OU 1 media specffic remedial alternatives will be developed but a single combined alternative will be
selected Since the FS/CMS is in the early stages of preparation complete and detailed remedial
alternatives do not yet exist However preliminary alternatives have been developed to 1) include the
anticipated “worst case scenano from an environmental impact standpoint and 2) illustrate a likely
reasonable counterpoint to the worst case The four remediation scenarios described below are
examples of potential alternatives that are believed to constitute the set of altematives capable of
achieving a post remediation nsk level of 1x10-6 (selected in the absence of established ARARs) and
are iliustrative of the range of alternatives which are to be considered in the FS/CMS  All four
altemnatives assume continued operation of the OU 1 intenm action the French drain system While~ —
many important details of the alternatives remain to be developed it is beleved that the information
provided i1s sutficient to identify the general environmental impacts that would result from
impiementation of the alternatives and permit identfication of the appropnate level of NEPA
documentation required

Reviewed For Classification fOcwz
By. / (¢ fr)vﬁfaxﬁ
Dae___/ 24/ fer @
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Groundwater remediation by air sparging and thermal or physical treatment of
coliected vapors This alternative would target volatile organic compounds in groundwater and
would involve the installation of between two and ten hornizontal or vertical injection wells for the
purpose of forcing large volumes of pressurized air into the water saturated zone under IHSS 119 1
The air flow up through the saturated zone would increase volatiization of the contaminants while
providing a source of oxygen to enhance natural biodegradation After passing through the saturated
zone vapors containing volatilized contaminants would be collected by between two and ten
extraction wells and transferred by pipe to a thermal or physical off gas treatment unit This unit would
most likely be located at the base of the 881 Hillside just below IHSS 119 1 but out of the Woman
Creek fioodplain n order to minimize disturbances to the area The unit would hkely be mounted on a
concrete pad approximately 25 by 25 feet Sampling for residual contamination to monitor the
effectiveness of the remedial activity would be accomphished through existing wellis for the same
reason Emussions from the thermal treatment unt would be within allowable discharge hmits  Invasive
activities of this alternative would include driliing up to 20 wells (injection and extraction) to a depth not
greater than 25 feet over an area of approximately one acre on IHSS 119 1 All damaged areas would
be revegetated

Groundwater remediation by excavating overburden and pumping and treating
exposed groundwater at IHSS 1189 This alternative would involve excavation of
unsaturated soils at the area of highest concentrations of VOC contaminants beneath a discrete
portion of IHSS 119 1 to provide direct access to the most contaminated area of groundwater at OU 1
and would represent the “worst case scenano for groundwater remediation at the OU Such an
approach could be required based on the current understanding of the geology of OU 1
Approximately 50 000 cubic yards of soil would be excavated and stored nearby in a manner that
would not interfere with any surface soil remedial activity Groundwater would then be coliected from
the excavation Standard pumps would direct the collected groundwater to the existing uitra violet
radiation/hydrogen peroxide/ion exchange treatment system used to treat water coliected by the
French drain and a related collection well After treatment the water would be discharged in the same
manner as other waters presently treated at the OU 1 water treatment facilty A system of pipes buned
to a sufficient depth to prevent freezing would be required to transport the coliected water from the
excavation 1o the treatment facility and a control system would probably be installed to permtt the
pumps to operate as needed with minimal manual oversight Excavated soil would be analyzed for
contaminants and contaminated soils f any would be segregated for appropnate treatment and
disposal Clean excavated soils would be used for backfiling the excavation foliowing termination of
the treatment activibhes If this alternative were adopted a decision would have to be made about the
appropriateness of implementing the selected soil remediation activity before or after this alternative
The excavation would have an areal extent of up to one half of IHSS 112 1 or 7 500 square yards
The excavation would remain open for up to one year

Soll remediation by covering This alternative would be aimed at reducing the nisk from
polynuclear aromatic hydorcarbons (PAHSs) and PCBs in surficial soils by placing a liner over
approximately 32 acres (154 000 square yards) of the OU and then covenng the hner with a minimum
of one foot of clean soil A one foot covenng would require 51 000 cubic yards of soil Particular care
could have to be taken in placing the liner and transporting and placing the soil to avoid resuspension
of both contaminated and uncontaminated particulates The soil cover would be vegetated and
maintained to prevent wind and water erosion

Soll remedilation by excavation thermal treatment and disposal This alternative would
eliminate the source of surficial soil contamination by PAHs and PCBs by removing the top six inches
of soil iIn and around OU 1  Common construction equipment would be used to remove approximately
50 000 cubic yards soil from approximately 32 acres of the OU The soil wouid be transporied by
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conventional equipment 10 an as yet undetermined treatment unit requiring an area of 5 10 000
square feet The thermal treatment unit would rest on a concrete pad and be equipped 10 receive soll
from the transporting vehicles The treatment unit would include air emissions equipment to meet
applicable standards Soil may have o be staged pnior to treatment depending on the capacity of the
treatment unit Dust suppression techniques sutficient to prevent resuspension of contaminated or
uncontaminated particulates wouid be implemented for soils being excavaled staged and treated
After treatment for PAHs and PCBs the soil may still contain radionuciides and could require
permitting and construction of an onsite tacity to store the treated soil if an offsite facility were not
available This possibility would depend in part on whether the treated soil were classified after
treatment as a mixed low level waste or simply a “iow level waste If an onsite storage facilty 1s
required the soil could be stored in a mound measunng approximately 150 yards by 150 yards The
22 500 square yards thus occupied wouid be covered by a foot of ciean soil requinng approximately
7 500 cubic yards of imported fill and would be vegetated The excavated area would be revegetated
A cover system such as a hner could also be used in conjunction with the soil cover

B Total Estimated Cost unknown

C Funding Source EM

CHECKLIST
Yes No
Statutes applicable
A Wil the project require or potentially require an
application for permtt or permit modification under
1 Clean Air Act? e X_ (seeNote1)
2 Clean Water Act? . — X
B Does the project invoive RCRA permitting ? (f no skiptoC) _X_ __ {see Note 2)
1  Will a RCRA permit or modification be required? X_  ___ (seeNote2)
2 Does the project inciude a removal? — X
3 Does project include RCRA closure? —_ X
partial? —_— e——
full? _— ——
4 Does project include excavation or capping
to meet RCRA requirements? X_ . (seeNote3)
5 Wil cost and duration stay within $2 million and
12 months? (Explan in project description ) - X -
C Does the project involve CERCLA? (f no skip to D) X_. o (seeNoted)
1 Does project nclude CERCLA removal? KXo —— (seeNote5)
2 Wil cost and duration stay withir $2 mulion and
12 months? (Explain in project description ) - X
D Does the project threaten to violate statutory regulatory
or permit requirements or DOE Order? X
E Will the action be in or near a IHSS? X_ .  (seeNote§)
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VIIl Will the project construct or require a new or expanded
waste disposal recovery storage or treatment facility?

X

X

Xl

F Does the project potentially impact threatened &
endangered species or habitat the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act or Fish and Wildiife Coordination Act?

Is the project needed for IAG AIP FFCA or other federal or
state agreement? (Speciy and explain any scheduie
urgency and deadlines in project description )

Is the project a

A new process building etc ?
B modrfication to an existing?
C capral equipment/machinery installation?

Location ltems

A

Cc

Will the project result in changes and/or disturbances
to the following existing considerations?

—“—IMTMMOOwW)

~ Xt

Will the project threaten public health or safety?

Will the project result in or have the potential
to result In long term changes to the environment?

Will the action occur outside the security zone/
protected area (1 e outside Gate 8 at Post 100 and
Gate 10 at Post 900)?

Will the action take place in a wetland or fioodplain?

noise levels
ar emissions
hquid effluents
solid wastes

radioactive wastes (including contaminated sol)
hazardous waste

mixed waste (radioactive and hazargous)
chemical or petroleumn product storage

water use (withdrawal of groundwater or
diversion or withdrawal of surface water)
drninking water system

sewage disposal system

soll movement outside faciity fences or beyond
IHSS boundares

stte cleanng excavation or other

physical alterations to grade
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(see Note 7)

(see Note 8)

{see Note 9)

{see Note 9)

(see Note 10)

(see Note 11)

(see Note 12)
(see Note 13)

(see Note 14)

(see Note 15)
(see Note 16)

(see Note 17)

{see Note 18)

(see Note 19)




XV Wil the project have possibie effects on the environment
which are likely to be highly controversial? —_— X

XV Will the project establish a precedent for future actions
that will have signficant effects or represent a decision
in principle about a future consideration? — X

XVI Wil the project be substantially related to other actions
that have individually insignificant but cumulatively
significant impacts? - X_ (see Note 20)

XVIl Will the project adversely affect federal state or locally
designated natural areas pnme agncultural lands
special water sources or historic archeological or
architectural sttes? — X

Note 1 It s likely that an Air Pollution Emussion Notice (APEN)would be required for the project
Determination as to whether a permtt wouid be required would be made by the Colorado
Department of Health based on information in the APEN

Note 2 The project could involve RCRA permitting f it becomes necessary to store soll classified as low
level waste on plantsite

Note 3 One of the soil remediation akematives includes a soil cap or cover

Note 4 The project would be undertaken pursuant to the remedxaf action requirements of RCRA and
CERCLA

Note 5 Either of the excavation alternatives could be construed as including a removal” action
Application of the term removal to such actions remains to be resolved

Note 6 The action will take place within {HSS 119 11n OU 1 and possibly other OU 1 IHSSs aiso

Note 7 The project could require installation/construction of one or more of several types of waste
treatment facities including a granular activated carbon und for air or water or al thennal treatment

untt for vapor or soil ———

Note 8 Preparation of the FS/CMS and subsequent remedial activities are specifically mandated and
scheduled in the IAG

Note 9 The project would require new construction unless the no action alternatives are selected which
appears unlikely The extent to which capital equipment would be required wouid be depend on
the altemative selected but significant equipment could be required as in the case of a thermal
treatment unit
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Note 10

Note 11

Note 12

Note 13

Note 14

Note 15

Note 16

Note 17

Note 18

The goal of the project is to have short and long term beneficial effects on the environment by
reducing nsks to the natural environment and to human heatth from contaminants in soil and
groundwater at OU 1

The IHSSs of QU 1 are located well outside the Protected Area but nominally within the Security
Controlied Area The IHSS of greatest interest 118 1 1s adjacent to the fence between the
Securtty Controlled Area and the Butfer Zone and remedial activity could involve areas on both
sides of that fence

Expected air emissions would be those associated with normal construction activity of a similar
type possible release of volatile organic compounds in the case of excavation of deeper soils
and the possibility of small permitted releases from the vapor treatment unit Because of the
surficial nature of plutonium contamination 1o soils it 1s expected that dust suppression
techniques would be implemented to prevent resuspension of particulates dunng remedial
activiies

The project could generate liquid effluents in the course of remediating groundwater
contamunation under the excavation pump and treat alternative After treatment for VOCs the
water wouid be released to a nearby steam f it met apphcable standards (as are other waters
presently treated at the OU 1 water treatment facilty) otherwise it would be sent for further
treatment or alternative disposal (such as to an evaporator) on plantsite

The top 6 inches of soil in some areas of OU 1 1s contaminated with plutomum 1n addition to
PAHs and PCBs One of the soil remediation alternatives is 1o excavate such soil thermally treat
it for the PAHs and PCBs and put it into long term storage Storage could be required since the
soil would still contain radioactive contaminants after treatment The amount of contaminated soil
15 estimated not to exceed 50 000 cubic yards

The project could generate hazardous waste by its use of the 1on exchange element of the
existing OU 1 water treatment system The ion exchange resin retains contaminants removed
from water thereby becoming a hazardous waste tself The volumes of such matenai wouid be
quite small

Mixed waste could be generated by the project if excavated soils were 1o be classified as low
level mixed waste The volume of such matenal couid be as great as 50 000 cubic yards

Groundwater would be withdrawn perhaps permanently under the excavation pump and treat
alternative After treatment at the OU 1 water treatment facility water would be retumed to
streams on plantsie as is presently the case with water from the OU 1 intenm action At this time
groundwater diversion i1s expected to be imited to IHSS 112 1 and estimates of quantries of
water that might be involved are not available

The two excavation altematives (one for groundwater and one for soils) and the soil capping
alernative wouid involve soil movement and it ts most likely that such soil movement wouid be
beyond IHSS boundanes The soil excavation alternative would involve the permanent removal
of surficial soils for treatment and permanent storage elsewhere on plantsite or off site The
groundwater excavation alternative would involve permanent removal of surficial solls and
temporary removal of all other soil In IHSS 119 1 The deeper soill presumed to be
uncontaminated would be stored at a nearby stte pending completion of groundwater
remediation after which it would be replaced Sampling will be underiaken to confirm or deny the
uncontaminated state of this soil at the time of excavation Soil found 1o be contaminated wouid




Note 19

Note 20

be handled accordingly (1e stored or treated) The soil capping alternative for soil remediation
would involve the importation of uncontaminated soil to the OU to cover and hold in place the

contaminated soil

The two excavation altematives (one for groundwater and one for soils) and the soil capping
alternative would invoive site cleanng excavation and/or alierations 1o grade The soll
excavation alternative involves the permanent removal of the top six inches of soil The
groundwater excavation altemative would require the temporary removal of 18 t0-25 feet of soil
to reach bedrock Such soil would be replaced after treatment of the underlying groundwater
expected to take less than one year

Remedal actions at OU 1 identified in the FS/CMS will be signficantly related to the intenm
action already taken at OU 1 (construction of the French drain)

EC Prepared by Bill Moore Date 12/10/82

Orgamzation EM/END Bldg 080 Extension 8599




