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Mx.. Gary Baughman 
Hazardous Waste FacilitieEf Unit deaUer 
Colorado Department of Health. 
4300 Cherry Creek Drive -SoutQ 
Denver, Colorado 80222-1530 

a 

D e a r  Mr4 Baughman: 

The purpose of this letter is ta  t r a n s d t  EPA's coments and 
those of our contzacLor (PRC) on Technical Memorandm 1 for  OW 9 ,  
the Original Process Waste Lines. The attached coments question 
the advantages and the value of moving forward with the proposed 
field sampling plan based on the following reamns: I) DOE has 
proposed integrating the Industrial mea OUs scope; and 2) 
closure of the underground taaks may entail removing t h e  tanks 
f o r  u1t;imate decontamination and disposition. 
global quest.iods.nsed to be presented prioe t o  moving forward 
with the implementation of the proposed field* work. EPA suggests 
withholding approval of the technica1"memorandurn until DOE 
properly addresses the attached comments. 

Answers to these 

In akder to expedite approval of this technical memorandum, 

Therefore, t h e  scheUule for f i e l d  work 

DOE ehould submit responses to the attached comments via formal 
letter.  
requiring a lot af time. 
should not be substantially impacted. 

EPA does nor. m e  t h i s  effort to be very extensive nor  
. 

, 

Please 86 not hesitate LEI contact Arturo  D u r a  of my staff 
at  ( 3 0 3 )  294-1080 with any questions regarding this matter. 

Sincerely, 

. ,* 

Mart& Hestmark, Manager 
Rocky Flats Project  
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' It is unclear how t h i s  field inveatigatian wiL1 f i t  Fa with 
the comprehensive acoping and new approach f o r  the 
in'tegrakion of OUs within the protected area. 
like ta eliminate duplication of efforts. Therefore, EPA 
suggelsts DOE properly c o o r U b t e  these f i e l d  activities with 
the-scoping effort of the Industrial Area Qua. 

EPA woulcl 

D u r ~ g  the surmner af 1993, EPA su$gesttd that DOE evaluate 
the advantages of pulling out underground t a r h  within OU 9 
p r i o r  ta implementing the  f i e l d  invegtigation, EPA believes 
that several undergrcunq tanka will need to be pulled out: 
during elo~lure activltleB because QF their location, 
construction materials, process knowledge operation, and 
documentation on past releases. This technical memorandum 
did not include any discussion regarding this posaibility. 
EPA feels that the tank's integrity,  residual contamination 
in the tank and nature and extent of aay.contamination in 
the soil can better be assessed if underground tanks are 
pulled out first. Also, cost and t h e  savings'should occur 
in the overall clmure cycle of these underground tanks. 
Again, EPA suggests DOE perform this evaluation p r i o r  t o  
moving fanvard with t h e  proposed'field investigationa, 

This technical memorandum proposes sampling at three 
intervals for each proposed borehole lacation. While the 
proposed sample i n r e m l s  may be adequate, the technical 
memorandum failed to gresent a rationale. 
this technical memoraAdum.include a discussion justifying 
the proposed sample intenralss. 

EPA suggests t h a t  

The value o f  implementing the HPGe survey at each proposed 
locatioa is questionable, 
survey objective is t o  screen potential contamination to 
direct the f ie ld  work or for health and safety purposes. In 
addition, the 25' proposed diameter for  the screening sumey 
is not appropriate because there are 8everal undeqraund 
tanks that are present 3t s ~ l 2 e . r  locations. EPA suggestls 
evaluating the need for the HPGe sumey as a whole. In very 
rare circumstances, underground tanks could have contributed 
t o  5urEace contamination. If it is decided C h a t  the HPGe 
survey should be conducted,*then it should be d m e  in a 
manner to*target: smaller areas than 25 '  dianieter c irc les .  

Xt is unclear whether the HPGe 

In several c a ~ e ~ ,  the technical memorandum did dot propose 
f ie ld  investigation8 on underground and above ground tank; 
locatdons because it ia claimed that khey are considered 
active tanks. 
questionable. 

_ -  The status-of qome-of these tanks is 
However, regardless of €heir operational 

- 
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status, such as active, inactive or interim s t a t u s ,  t i eae  
tanks need to undergo claaure activities. X f  DOE wants to 
keep operatixrg some of these t-, DOE may need tra submit a 
permit application for CDH review and approval if the tanks 
contain hazardous waste- In adattion, this: technical. 
memorandum did not include information cm the preaent 
integrity of these tanka.  
greaented. 

This information needs to be 

Thin technical memorandum needs to include the rationale for  
pmpoaing only one borehole loc&tion on areas where the 
.underground tanks have been removed, Drilling only one 
borehale w i l l  m t  adequately assess existence of s o i l  
contamination. 
the  proposed location may encounter only the clean s o i l  
missing any potential contaminated sails .  This needs ta  be 
revised to ensure that all potential areas of concern are 
properly investigated. 

If the area was backfilled with clean s o i l s ,  



Act (RCRA) Facility ZnvestigatiodRemedial hvatigation Wwk Plan, Fidd Sampling Plan 

In general, the TM 1 FSP ftx tbe outside tanks is brief and its purpase conftshg. Thk TM 1 

sampling pian is pfesented as Part A of Volume I for the outside tanlrs; the text st+s that Part B of 
Volume I for the h i d e  tanlcs will be submitt& la&r- The tcxt state0 that Volume II c&ists of the 

pipeline invatigation. Part A of Volume I apparently mdux up what is &err& to as &e S k g t  1 

h v ~ g d o n ,  with Stagc 2 occurin& later and to be hduded in a fume tc&nkd mef3;pm&m. The 
relationships betweed Sage 1 aud 2 bestigatiw and Vofuxxle I a d  D, Parts A ami B, should be 

darified. 



1. 

3. 

4, 

5; 

6. 

3.0 SPECIFIC CDM~Q,NTS 

Table 1-1. Tak numbers T-12, T-31# T-33, T-34, and T-35 are listed as invalid tmk 

locadotls. There is curcntly no discussfon in the t a t  e x p l G g  the invatid 

Tba discussion should include why thme'~lrtas wax originally suspected as kuk locations a d  

how they were daenninwl not to be taak loc&us. An adquate axplanatha should be added 

1 0 ~ a t . h ~ .  

, tothetext. 

skglfie 1-L Mguse 1-1 shows thc original pracese, w m e  lines, bddings, tuks, aad 0th~ 

arcas of interest, The 

fn botdface ox bigblighced in some way to allow for easier location of the tanks. 
locations are difficult to see on the figure. ?be Jettaring should bo 

Table 1-3. The fist o ~ ~ u r r a c e  of taak T-8 ou the tab18 is apparently mMabeM and should 

be changed to t.a.uk T-7. Also,'uadw tanks T-14 and T-16 the t a t  states that individual 

hazardous substance site (YHSS) 124 - Radioactive Liquid Watc Storage Tanks is composed 

of three subparts (124.2, 124.2, and 124.3). The est subpatr appears to be mislabelled as 

124.2 b e a d  of 124.1, The table should be cbanged for clarity. 

Table. "le table refers to analyzing soil samples for hazardous substance list (HSL) 
volatile mnpounds, whereas Table 5-1 and Section S refer to analyzing for COAITX~ 

laboratory proogtam (CLP) volatile mnpounds. The incwpsktency should be clarified. 

29. 4th paxa.raph. "he text state that a singla borebole will be 
dried as closely as possible to tEt ctntw of the original task Iocation far locotions whws thpc 

tanla were removed. Prilling only a single borehole may mjss contrminatiox &om le& 
dong tbe mds of the tank. Generally, tires s a p k  itre 'requkcd €?vm the base of a 
excavation (each end of the tank and the center) when tanks we removed to detemhe: if the 

tanks have Ieaktd. An explanation of why only me borehole is pxoposd sbould 4e included 

in the text. 

-of 2 9 . 4 t b . b a r .  Tbe text statts that samples may be coll#ed at 

refusal if bedrock is encountered before the water tabte. If refusal occursI it may not be 
possible tu collea a sample. The plan should addtas this potenrial. 
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h genera, TM 1 is brief and propopases that iuvetigations oa a c h  tants be postpoaed until' a latcr 

b e .  While some parrs of the investigation m y  be difficult to condud on e v e  tanlr;s at this timev 

data from these areas will be n e ~ ~ ~ s a r y  for a complete evaivdoa of sowces of mil contamhation. 
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