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RE. OU 1 IM/IRA Implementation Plan 

Dear Mr. Lockhart: 
1 

I 
EPA has reviewed the OU 1 IM/IRA Implementation Plan 

submitted February 2 2 ,  1991, pursuant to the Interagency 
Agreement ( I A G ) .  The plan outlines t h e  proposed design and 
construction of the french drain and ground water treatment 
buiiding for the IM/IRA as approved in the January, 1990, 
Decision Document. EPA comments are enclosed which address 
concerns regarding implementation of the plan. CDH comments will 
be sent under separate cover. DOE should address these comments 
prior to construction of the drain in order to insure that the 
construction of the drain meets the objectives approved within 
the OU 1 IM/IRA Decision Document- EPA and CDH met with members 
of your staff on April 4, 1991, to discuss the attached comments. 
Concerns raised in that meeting are outlined below- 

found in all borehole samples analyzed. 
over three orders of magnitude, from detection limit to over 1000 
ppb. Vertical or horizontal trends in concentration were not 
obvious, blank data did not indicate laboratory contamination and 
the source of the toluene is not known. The presence of the 
toluene, may have an impact on the french drain construction 
operation. The primary issues with which DOE must be concerned 
include: determination of whether the toluene contaminated soil 
is a RCRA hazardous waste, management of the toluene contaminated 
soil per applicable RCRA requirements, and worker health and 
safety implications. These issues are of such significance that 
DOE should address these problems prior to implementation- 

During the investigation phase of the IM/IRA, toluene was 
Concentrations ranged 

lewewed for Addressee Per the approved IM/IRA Decision Document, the french drain 
i s  to be keyed into bedrock with a specific hydraulic 
conductivity (10-6 cm/s) PermeabiliTy t e s t s  presented i n  tne 
IMIIRF Implementation Plan show that trlis requirement was not met 

t h a t  the hydraulic conductivity requirements specified within the 

of tne drain, additional testing or accitional enuineering 
corltrols Failure to insure that this requirerna~t i s  met may 

0 
DATE BY along the entire alignment. During construction DOE musr: vorify 

el Lrr &' Decision Document will be achieved. T h i s  may require realicnment I 
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integration o f  t h i s  i n t e r i m  action i n t o  t h e  f i n a l  remedy a t  OU 1 .  
- 0 . .  

Treatment system design plans were not included i n  the  
implementation plan and specific bench-scale and p i l o t  t e s t i n g  
plans or results were not provided. EPA requests t h a t  all p i l o t  
information be submitted f o r  review as soon as t h e  information 
becomes available.; Review o f  t h e  treatment system operating 
parameters i s  a l s o  requested t o  determine t h e  potent ia l  
effectiveness of t h e  system i n  meeting t h e  treatment 
requirements. 

The  substantive requirements o f  RCRA, as ident i f ied i n  Table 
3-3 of  t h e  I M / I R A  Decision Document m u s t  be met for  t h e  I M / I R A  t o  
t h e  extent  pract icable .  These requirements are outlzned i n  t h e  
Decision Document b u t  were not addressed i n  t h e  implementation 
plan. S ince  EPA, after  consultation w i t h  t h e  S t a t e  o f  Colorado, 
i s  responsible for determining which ARARs are t o  be applied, DOE 
needs t o  obtain EPA approval i f  DOE does not in tend t o  meet any 
ARAR . 

D u r i n g  t h e  A p r i l  meeting, it was mentioned t h a t  DOE 
perceived NEPA requirements may be invoked due t o  disturbance of 
t h e  south interception d i t c h  during t h e  f r e n c h  drain 
construction. EPA restates t h e  posi t ion t h a t  any NEPA a c t i v i t a e s  
undertaken at t h e  p lant  are not to interfere w i t h  the IAG 
a c t i v i t i e s  and schedules. 

Ear th  moving a c t i v i t i e s  during construction of t h e  f r e n c h  
I 

drain can resul t  i n  dust resuspension and a potential h e a l t h  
hazard. Therefore, EPA recommends t h a t  DOE follow procedures 
out lmed w i t h i n  t h e  IM/IRA Decision Document and I n t e r i m  Plan €or 
t h e  Prevention of  Contaminant Dispersion. 

It is apparent t h a t  additional plans  m u s t  be made t o  s p e c i f y  
t h e  f i e l d  engineering procedures t o  be followed by t h e  contractor 
whle  constructing the  f r e n c h  drain. T h e s e  plans should be 
fprwarded to EPA and t h e  S t a t e  for review and should ident i fy  
g i e l d  procedures necessary to accomplish t h e  s tated ob3ectives of 
t h e  IM/IRA. Please contact  P a t r i c i a  Corbetta a t  ( 3 0 3 )  294-1135 
if you should have questions regarding these issues.  

Sincerely,  

Martin Hestmark, Manager 
Rocky F l a t s  Project 

Enclosure 

cc ? a t r i c i a  Corsettz,  8HWM-FF 
Gary  Baughman, CDH 
bcreen Matsuura,  CD'I 
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