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RE Draft Solvent Extraction Treatability Studv Work Plan
Dear Mr Slaten

The Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Division
(the Division) has reviewed the above referenced document and 1s providing the attached comments

The Division has learned that DOE has already commenced work on this treatabilitv study without agencv concurrence on
the Work Plan Fortunately most of our comments are minor and should not have significant impact on the success ot
the studv However the Divison remains concerned about the experimental test sequence (see attached comment #4) and
its mability to provide enough nformation to select an optimized process DOE s unilateral decision to proceed with this
studv s implementation may risk that portion of the Work Plan s objectives

If vou have anv questions regarding these matters please ~all Dave Norburv at 697 415

Sincerelr
7/ ; . o
QA“YVLZ? it

Joe Schieffelin Unit Leader
Rockv Flats [AG Unit
Hazardous Waste Control Program
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Colorado Department ot Public Health and Environmen-
Comments
Draft Solvent Extraction Treatabilitv Studv Work Plan

1) Section 1?7 The Division questions the need for two -eparat> soil “ample” no ju uncarent  n » "
support the need The treatabilitv studv seeks to answer the que-tion will sol ent extracton be ett=ct e n
remediatin radionuclide contaminated so1l” It seems this question can be adequat=lv an-  r=d with 2ie v ¥
chosen sample If a _ood reason ewists to run more than one -o1l matrin throu hth = ¢ «tneds* b
provided 1n th> Workplan

7) Figure ° 1 Are nine sample locations required” The hev measurement pomnt~ dr 1t the input ( amnl
location 1 teed) and output (locations 5 7 8 and 9) sta_es of the flow schematic 11 1t “t oby cuve” hist d in
Section 0 can still be met at lower costs without the extensive intermediann ~ample iocation~ propo-ed In *h
Fiure

3) Table | Where did the TSBs for gross alpha _ro-- beta and rotal uranium come 1> lh Dnaon
not aware of an\ soil standards outside of the draft PRG ettort reterenced tor the plutonmum ard 1menciu™
vilues

4) Section 4 ° Ea h unique feed matrix 1s to be subject to five test runs on  sith th»  tandard condimon-
and four with modifications to the standard conditions The text sug et~ evaluatn. plutonium removal a° a
function of as manv as ~even variables This will be impossible to do n tour t=st run-

DOE has to make a choice between keeping the experimental desi_n simple \ 1th onl one or two ke nput
parameters varvin. over four runs or committing the resources necessarv to adequately characterize the etfects of
muitiple process variables Previous experimental designs under the DOE Treatability Studv Program have
suffered from the -ame tlaw of trving to examine too manv variables in a studv of limited scope (and bud et)
As described the Pha-e | tests will not be able to provide the information nece--arv to sele~t the apparent
optimized proce-s pronosed tor Phase Il tests

>) Section 4 2 What 1~ the justification for (and advantages of) the 10 F extriction sta_e  The treatment
technolo_v description (Section 2 0) su_gests that triethvlamine 1s immiscible with wat=r above 140 F

6) Table 4  See ~omm-=nt ?

7) Table 6 1 Since the detection himits are not provided the Division can onlv assume the analvticai m thods
will be suffi~ient to meet the TSBs presented tn Table 1

8) Table 6 ™ Ot all the possible measurement endpoints the dried treated solid- are one ot the most important
However no analvsis is proposed for dried treated solids in this Table s analvtical requirements

9) Section 17 0 Can the tests for different sample types be run concurrentlv® The schedule -uggests needing 0

davs for Phase I tests when each sample tvpe requires onlv 10 davs

The Division did not review Appendices A and B (Health and Safetv Plan Qualitv Assurance Addendum)
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PRELIMINARY OUTLINE
QU 2 SVE TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #4

Introduction
Project background and objectives of pilot testing at Test Site No 1 and Test Site #2
Purpose of TM #4
Provide site conceptual model constructed of available data for IHSS 110
Identify additional data needs to ensure a successful design and implementation of Pilot
Test Site #2

Overview of Availlable Data on Site Conditions of IHSS 110 (TM #1 referenced with
presentation of knowledge gained since)

Geology (taken from TM 3)
Hydrogeology
Nature and Extent of Contamination

Construct/Present Site Conceptual Model Based on Available Data (from RFI/RI and results
from Pilot Test No 1)

Identify Additional Data Requirements to Provide a Basis of Design for Six phase Heating at
Pilot Test Site #2

Data needs

Sampling requirements

Physical testing needs

Additional 3D data for Dynamic Graphics
Evaluate DQOs

Define how to obtain data to meet DQOs

Schedule Requirements




