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95-DOE-08369 

Mr. Joe Schieffelin 
Hazardous Waste Facilities Unit Leader 
Colnndo Depaninent of Public Health and Environment 
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South 
Denvei, Colorado 80222- 1530 - 
Genrlemen: 

For your infonnxion. enclosed are the minutes from a meeting heid on April.20, 1995 to 

update your staff o n  the Operable Unit 6, Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study. 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding these minutes, please contact Kun Muenchow 

at 966-2 184. 

Sincerely, 

a IAG Projecr Coordinator 
I 

t n  viron inen tal Rest oration ' 
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Attendees: 

Harlan Ainscough - COPHE, , _ _  , . 

R. M.' 'Cygnarowicz - EG&G 
M. L. Hogg, ICF-Kaiser for EG&G 
N. A. Holsteen' - EG&G 
Bonnie Lavelle - EPA 
P. J. Martin - EG&G 

UF'DATE ON OU5 RI AND FS ISSUES 
April 20, 1995 

E. C. Mast - EG&G .. . .  . 

Kurt Muenchow - 00E'OR . 

R. A. Randall - EG&G 
Rich Stegen - Parsons 
John Stover - DOE/PMO 

The meeting began at 0900 hours with Pete Manin briefing on the B-1 Dam Hot Spot Removal. 

1. 

EPA 

DOE 

COPHE 

COPHE 

2. 

8-1 Dam Hot Spot Removal 

The 3ot Spot was uncovered during 8-1 dam renovation. The associated pipe and drum have 
already been removed. 3ased on the '93 fiddler survey, ihe radiological contamination was 
concentrated in a small area ai the water level. It is assumed that the coztamination.extends 
anywhere from 2-4 feet below the surface. 

This efort will probably cost 5150,000 with most of this taken up by analytical costs. The 
funding will be derived from the underspent condition of the OU6 Accelerated Actions Work 
Package. If this money is not spent this year, it wiil be lost. 

Biggest concern is how does this fit into the overall picture 01  OU6? What are our goals in 
OU6? 

Real reason that DOE is pushing these actions is to show progress. This is something that can 
be done reasonably quick in this Fiscal Year. Even though risk is not a major :mor, ihis action 
aids in the goal of dean up of Rocky Flats. 

Are there any cost savings by doing this concurrent with OU6 remediation acivities? Isn't it 
more cost effective to only mobiiize once? 

The Hot Spot clean up will be handled differently than sediment remw'iz'iadon. There will be two 
different crews and technologies carrying out separate activities. 

The lead for the PAM will be COPHE will &e Caren Joanannes who a n  be reached at 693- 
2300. I :  

Presentation of PCS project analytical data in the RFVRl Report 

The pond sediments were sampled from 0-6", which is different than the Work Plan 
requirements of 0-2'. We would like to use this information in Chapter 4, Nature and Extent, 
and the Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA), however we want to keep it separate. After 
incorporation into the HHRA, we will find a way lo discuss risk as a whole. 
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4 .  
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5 .  

CDPHE 

EPA 

6.  

7 .  

\Ne would like !o seo !he overall risk, not a separation. 

Can we have a meeting when ihe ?cS projec! data ar,d associaied risk is evaluated lvith the 
res: of the data? 

What is the final decision on Arsenic? 

The EPA approval letter for the COC TM direc:ed us to retain arsenic as a human health COC in 
stream sediments. Sased on a spatial distribution evaluation for Rocky Flats'and also the Front 
Range, historical knowledge of arsenic use at the plant site; and the low values detected, it 
does not appear that arsenic shoutd be considered a COC in stream sedirnents for OU6. 

We do not want to consider arsenic as a HHRA COC. However, the risk io arsenic for the site 
and background will be evaluated separately in the Uncenainty Section of the HHRA. 

The EPA would r k e  a comprehensive evaluation o i  risk, even though the arsenic project daia 
might be analyzed separately. EPA will write a leilir ihat approves rho COC TM but does not 
require arsenic to be a stream sedimenr COC. 

COPHE concurred with this. 

Results fiom the RAAMP Samplers 

TM1 requires the use or' AAAMP Sampler cata in !he air modeling for 3U6. We ars not using 
this data because we are modeling PM10 data from each area of concern. The RAAMP data 
are total particulate matter and the PM10 data are a subset of that. 

Make an ariempt to find the PM10 Samplers on plant site and try lo tie the data io the RAAMP 
da:a. Would like 10 have an air workshop. 

Who will evaluate whether Toxicity data is necessary from a siom even: s:ream sample. 

Talk to Jeb Love about this. 

Would like to have Lloyd Parrish look at this cata. He is the P A  aquatic biologis;. 

Acetone and Methylene Chloride data that are now U-coded ana were not U-coded at the time 
of the CUI-ofl data for the OU6 Orah fieporr database. 

A lot of data showed hits of acetone and methylene chloride. These were showing up as 8- 
qualified data on the nature and extent maps. During the first data delivery from 0,uanraiex. ihe 
lab qualifier was reponed in a cdumn that was not uploaded into RFEOS. Wooaward-Clyde 
Federal Services will be removing these data from Nature and Extent. 

Eariy review of draft sections of the RFVRI Repon. 

Chapters 1-5 are in good sl'lape and will be available for review in the near future. The HHRA is 
almost complete and will undergo some minor revisions before it is available for review. 
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5OE Would like io see us b e  able to move fonvard when we have w o q h  informa:ion to jell a vision 
for wnere we are going in ;his OU. This could be when the ecslogical risk assessment (E,%), 
!-!HRA. and deiailed anaiysis ci alternatives have erch reached a saae wnere w e  can siafi 
focusing our effom. We will siill continue with :he formal documen:arion process. Sut we ?vant 
to accelerare the fiont end o i  the decision process. As we narrow rhe funnel. we want 
everybody to be on board. including siakenolders. 

The Clean-Up Work Plan provides a model that we can use. The HYSA will be c9nplete soon 
and the E3A screening process will be done by mid-May. 

We will plan on meeting in late May to begin a dialogue on the decision process. \Ne  will 
discuss fhe results oi TMl,  the E3A screening results, and the HHRA. 

-. 7 Combining the OU5 and OU6 Feasibility Studies. 

EPA and CDWiEdid not have any problem with this as long as ihe OUs were covered. It is an 
internal administrative issue ior 00EIEC&G lo resolve. 


