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1. Introduction

The Westinghouse Electric Company, LLC (Westinghouse) Columbia Fuel Fabrication Facility (CFFF) is located at
5801 Bluff Road (site or property) in Hopkins, approximately 15 miles southeast of Columbia, South Carolina (SC,
Figure 1). The site includes approximately 1,151 acres, with the operational area encompassing approximately 75
acres centrally located, thereby creating substantial buffers from adjoining properties. The property is primarily
surrounded by rural forested and agricultural property with some low-density residential development. CFFF was
opened in 1969 and manufactures fuel assemblies and components for the commercial nuclear power industry. Site
features are shown on Figure 2.

The South Carolina Department of Environmental Services (SCDES) and CFFF entered into a Consent Agreement
(CA) on February 26, 2019. The CA requires Westinghouse to comprehensively assess potential environmental impacts
from current and historical operations at the CFFF by following the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) process. The CERCLA process requires the following incremental steps:
Remedial Investigation (RI), Feasibility Study (FS), Record of Decision (ROD), Remedial Design/Remedial Action, and
Remedial Action Completion.

RI activities were conducted from June 2019 through October 2021. The Final Remedial Investigation Report (AECOM,
2023) was submitted to SCDES in February 2023. The results of the RI confirm the presence of constituents of potential
concern (COPCs) in environmental media including soil, groundwater, sediment, and surface water. The COPCs
identified in one or more media included chlorinated volatile organic compounds (CVOCs), nitrate, fluoride, technetium-
99 (Tc-99), and uranium. The RI did not identify any sources of ongoing impacts. The identified impacts were limited to
these media, and the extent of impact in each media is within the facility property boundary with no identified mechanism
for future migration offsite. Additionally, the Baseline Risk Assessment (BRA) conducted as part of the RI indicated that
the identified impacts posed no unacceptable risk to human health or the environment.

Based on the results of the RI, the following was recommended: 1) Conduct an FS to assess appropriate cleanup
options for CFFF and 2) Develop a groundwater fate and transport model to predict when COPCs in groundwater will
attenuate and/or remain in a steady state condition. Additional details can be found in the Final Remediation
Investigation Report (AECOM, 2023).

On August 1, 2024, SCDES, Westinghouse, and AECOM met virtually to present and discuss the progress of the CFFF
FS. During the meeting, AECOM presented the list of considered remedial technologies and the screening processes
used to retain technologies for further evaluation. AECOM also presented the list of remedial alternatives being
evaluated in the FS, which were developed using the remedial technologies retained from the screening process.
During the meeting, the SCDES indicated that certain retained remedial technologies should be confirmed to be
effective at the site prior to inclusion in the final alternative. This could prevent a circumstance in which the ROD included
a technology that turns out to be ineffective at the site. Therefore, pilot testing was deemed necessary to assess the
effectiveness of the remedial technologies and eliminate an inadequate technology from consideration for the ROD.
The SCDES also directed that the pilot testing be completed prior to the submittal of the FS Report.

As a result, the initial schedule as presented in the FS Work Plan, submitted to the SCDES in July 2023, no longer
applies. A notification letter (LTR-RAC-24-48) was submitted to the SCDES on September 19, 2024 (Westinghouse,
2024), to request permission to conduct pilot studies, defer the submittal of the FS, and submit this Work Plan by
January 30, 2025. This request was approved by SCDES on September 20, 2024.

Additional activities resulting from the August 1, 2024 SCDES meeting include the pilot test work plan, bench-scale
treatability testing, and pilot test work plan implementation. This document presents the pilot test work plan for the
following remedial technologies and their target COPC:

¶ Enhanced reductive dechlorination supplemented with zero-valent iron (ERD+ZVI) for CVOCs;

¶ ZVI for Tc-99; and

¶ ZVI for uranium.
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This Pilot Study Work Plan and the FS reference the data collected during the RI as the standard for conditions at the
site, unless noted otherwise. However, all applicable and relevant information collected since the RI is considered and
evaluated as it becomes available.
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2. Regulatory Framework

CFFF is regulated by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and SCDES. The NRC regulates radiological safety
and decommissioning in accordance with NRC regulations and special nuclear material (SNM) license SNM-1107. In
accordance with SNM-1107, CFFF has set aside closure funding to remove radiologically impacted environmental
media when the facility is decommissioned (Westinghouse, 2022). SCDES has the authority to require Westinghouse
to investigate and clean up any historical radiologic or non-radiologic releases to the environment.
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3. Site Description, Background, and Physical Setting

3.1 Facility Description and Operational Background
Figures 1 through 3 illustrate the site features discussed below. The CFFF property is located on Bluff Road (SC
Highway 48), approximately 15 miles southeast of Columbia, SC, and includes approximately 1,151 acres as identified
by Richland County Tax Map Series numbers 18600-01-01 and 18601-01-02. The property is surrounded by rural
forested and agricultural properties with some residential properties located north and east of the site.

The primary plant building is located approximately 2,700 feet (ft) southwest of Bluff Road on the northern portion of
the property, with the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) located near the southwest corner of the plant building.
Treated wastewater is piped to the Congaree River approximately 3 miles south of the property boundary, where it is
discharged under National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit SC0001848. A 30 to 40 ft bluff separates the
northern, partially developed portion of the property from the southern floodplain portion of the property. Notable
features in the floodplain include Mill Creek (including Upper and Lower Sunset Lakes, Figure 2), a man-made canal,
and man-made stormwater ditches. Figure 3 presents a site map including the location of all monitoring wells
associated with the project.

Westinghouse purchased the property in 1968, and construction of the CFFF was completed in 1969. Prior to
construction, the property consisted of farmland and woodlands. The main manufacturing activity is the fabrication of
low-enriched uranium fuel assemblies and components for the commercial nuclear power industry. The manufacturing
process generates multiple wastewater streams, which are treated by various physical, chemical, and biological
processes prior to discharge to the Congaree River.

CFFF has been divided into eight operable units (OUs) in recognition of the different types of site activities and potential
sources of impact. The OUs are identified as the Northern Storage Area, Mechanical Area (of the plant building),
Chemical Area (of the plant building), West Lagoons Area, Wastewater Treatment Area, Sanitary Lagoon Area,
Southern Storage Area, and Western Storage Area. The OUs are depicted on Figure 4 and are described in detail in
the Final Remedial Investigation Work Plan (AECOM, 2019).

Releases of COPCs have occurred from the WWTP and manufacturing operations. CFFF has assessed known
releases, installed an extensive groundwater monitoring network (beginning in the early 1980s), and initiated various
remediation efforts in response to historic events. An additional comprehensive site assessment of groundwater,
surface water, sediment, and soils has been performed from 2019 to 2021 under the CA. These assessment activities
have determined that environmental impacts from historical operations are largely confined to the immediate plant area
and there are no offsite impacts. Additional facility background and operational information is included in the Final
Remedial Investigation Report (AECOM, 2023).

3.2 Historical Investigations
As mentioned above, previous environmental investigations were performed from 1980 to 2019. Summaries of and
excerpts from the investigation reports are included in the Final Remedial Investigation Report (AECOM, 2023).

3.3 Historical Remediation Activities
Environmental remediation activities were performed beginning in 1998. Summaries of and excerpts from remediation
activities are included in the Final Remedial Investigation Report (AECOM, 2023).

3.4 Site Geology
CFFF is located within the Upper Coastal Plain physiographic province of SC. The SC Coastal Plain is a southeasterly
thickening wedge of sediment overlying the bedrock of the North American craton. Thicknesses of this wedge of
sediment range from zero ft at the Fall Line (the furthest transgression of the ocean along the southeastern US coast
readily evident in the geologic record) to over 3,500 ft in southeastern SC (Colquhoun, et al., 1983). The Upper Coastal
Plain of SC lies between the Fall Line near Columbia to the northeast and the Orangeburg Scarp to the southwest.
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Sediments north of CFFF are a series of northwest to southeast trending, Tertiary aged river terraces (fluvial
depositional environment), with the oldest Pliocene Epoch (5.33 million to 2.58 million years ago) sediments being
located south of the boundary of the Fort Jackson Army base. Sediments comprising the vadose zone and surficial
aquifer of the property are a Quaternary Age, Pleistocene Epoch (2.58 million to 11,700 years ago) river terrace. In
contrast, the sediment in the floodplain portion of the site was deposited during the late Pleistocene Epoch (130,000 to
11,700 years ago) to Holocene Epoch (11,700 years ago to present day). The river terrace and floodplain sediment
were deposited by the Congaree River, which is located approximately three miles south-southwest of the southern
property boundary.

Surficial aquifer sediments generally occur to a depth of 30 to 40 ft below ground surface (bgs) at the site, depending
on topography, and can be differentiated into overbank deposits consisting of clayey silt, clayey sand, silt, sandy silt to
silty sand (approximately 8 to 10 ft thick) and a coarsening downward sand (approximately 20 to 30 ft thick) river
channel deposit. Silt and clay lenses and lower permeability silty or clayey sands occur at varying depths within the
coarsening downward sands of the surficial aquifer. Geologic cross-sections depicting site lithologies are included in
the Final Remedial Investigation Report (AECOM, 2023).

Sediments of the surficial aquifer unconformably overlie the Upper Cretaceous, late Campanian Age sediments (83.6
million to 72.1 million years ago, a gap of approximately 70 million years) comprising the Black Creek Formation
(Nystrom, Jr. et al., 1991). The upper portion of the Black Creek Formation beneath the site is a confining bed composed
of dry silt/clay and brittle shale that is encountered throughout the site. This confining clay varies in thickness from 38
to 83 ft based on data gathered during the installation of the four Black Creek Aquifer wells (W-3A, W-49, W-50, and
W-71). The elevation of the top of the Black Creek confining clay is undulating but is generally highest west of the plant
building in the operational portion of the property and decreases radially in all directions, with the lowest elevations
being within the floodplain. The surface of this clay is undulating due to the amount of time that this formation was
exposed to precipitation and subsequent erosion. Beneath the clay confining unit is a sand aquifer within the lower
Black Creek Formation known as the Black Creek Aquifer, which is artesian in some areas of SC. These sediments
were deposited in an upper delta plain, fluvial environment. Beneath the Black Creek Aquifer is the Middendorf Aquifer,
which unconformably overlies the crystalline bedrock of the North American craton.

3.5 Site Hydrogeology
CFFF is underlain by three hydrogeologic units: the surficial aquifer, the Black Creek Aquifer, and the Middendorf
Aquifer. The predominant direction of groundwater flow in the surficial aquifer is to the southwest with flow components
to the west and south. The inferred groundwater flow direction in the Black Creek Aquifer is to the southwest. Figures
5, 6, and 7 illustrate the locations of monitoring wells at the site and groundwater elevation contour (potentiometric)
maps for the surficial aquifer – upper zone, surficial aquifer – lower zone, and the Black Creek Aquifer, respectively, for
October 2024. Wells installed on top of or within five ft of the Black Creek confining clay are designated as surficial
aquifer - lower zone monitoring wells with the rest of the surficial aquifer comprising the upper zone.

Groundwater velocity was calculated using Darcy’s Law which incorporates hydraulic gradient, hydraulic conductivity
and effective porosity. Using an assumed effective porosity of 30 percent (0.30), the average hydraulic gradient, and
the average hydraulic conductivity, a groundwater flow velocity for the surficial aquifer at CFFF of 150 ft per year was
calculated. Additional details for the groundwater flow calculations are provided in the Final Remedial Investigation
Report (AECOM, 2023).

Although groundwater flow velocities above the bluff and down the bluff are calculated to be higher than those in the
floodplain, the slower groundwater flow velocity in the floodplain inhibits groundwater in a connected aquifer system
from flowing faster than the slowest portion of the aquifer. Slower groundwater flow rates in the floodplain cause
groundwater from above the bluff and down the bluff to push against slower moving groundwater in the floodplain.
Therefore, groundwater flow velocities in the floodplain limit the overall flow rate in the surficial aquifer.

3.6 Site Ecology
The Baseline Risk Assessment (AECOM, 2022) documents that the site is comprised of two main ecological
communities: 1) a maintained, herbaceous community within the developed area of the facility and 2) a swamp
community associated with the Congaree River floodplain. There are extensive areas for planted pines to the north,
south, east, and west of these communities.
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Vegetation within the developed area includes various grasses, rushes, sedges, and ruderal, weedy herbs. The
herbaceous community within the developed area is limited in height due to periodic mowing, which prevents the growth
of shrubs or trees. Because this site maintenance limits the flora and the industrial use of the property, the fauna of this
community is expected to be limited. Terrestrial wildlife that may use this area includes but is not limited to rodents,
birds, reptiles, and amphibians. Wild boar, whitetail deer, fox, bobcat, and other animals that reside in the planted pines
or swamp community may periodically visit this area to feed. Aquatic wildlife that may occur within the ditches includes
but is not limited to minnows, tadpoles, and insects.

The swamp community within the property extends along Mill Creek and includes densely forested wetlands,
bottomland hardwood forests, and the open waters of Lower Sunset Lake and the Gator Pond. The forest canopy within
Mill Creek is dominated by tupelo but also includes cypress, whereas the upland portions are dominated by pine, maple,
and oak. Periodic flooding of this area deposits nutrient rich sediment across the entire community. Due to this, there
is an abundance of flora within the floodplain, and this area is highly suitable for its former use as farmland.
Subsequently, this area hosts a wide variety of birds, mammals, reptiles, amphibians and obligately aquatic animals
such as fish, tadpoles, crayfish, and insects.

There are five federal and five state species listed as threatened and endangered within Richland County based on
information from the SC Heritage Trust website in conjunction with the SC Department of Natural Resources. None of
the federally or state-listed species known to occur in Richland County have been observed at the CFFF property.
Based on the known ranges and the habitat requirements of these species, their occurrence on or adjacent to the
facility is unlikely except for two species that have a moderate potential for occurrence. These species are the
Rafinesque’s big-eared bat and the spotted turtle.
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4. Conceptual Site Model

This Conceptual Site Model (CSM) was previously developed in the Final Remedial Investigation Report (AECOM,
2023). The pilot studies described in this work plan will be evaluating technologies which involve treatment of COPCs
in groundwater. For this purpose, the CSM has been summarized in the following sections to include only relevant
information pertaining to groundwater at the site.

4.1 Summary
The shallow subsurface of CFFF consists of overbank deposits underlain by coarsening downward sand comprising
the surficial aquifer both above and below the bluff, thereby forming one continuous surficial aquifer with differing ages
of deposition. These sediments were deposited by the Congaree River, which is currently located approximately 3 miles
southwest of the site. The Black Creek Aquifer confining clay underlies the coarsening downwards sands across the
entire site.

Groundwater beneath the site generally flows to the south-southwest with components of flow to the west, south, and
southeast. Groundwater near West Lagoon II (WL II) flows both north and south in the lower zone of the surficial aquifer
due to a hydraulic barrier created by a ridge in the confining clay and lower than typical permeability of the aquifer
sands. Historical releases in the operational areas of CFFF impacted groundwater, but the vadose zone sources of
these impacts are either so depleted that they no longer can impact groundwater or are in inaccessible areas of the
site (e.g., beneath the plant building). Inaccessible vadose zone sources for groundwater impact will be removed during
the future decommissioning of CFFF. The on-site groundwater impacts that are the subject of this Pilot Study are
confined to the surficial aquifer only.

Within the operating area of the facility, stormwater drains from the site via the Eastern Ditch and the Middle Ditch,
which converges with the Eastern Ditch southwest of the Sanitary Lagoon. From there, drainage traverses a deeply
incised section of the Eastern Ditch, eventually discharging to Upper Sunset Lake (part of Mill Creek) south of the bluff.
In the deeply incised section of the Eastern Ditch, groundwater is understood to discharge to surface water in the
vicinity of MW-41, resulting in exceedances of the tetrachloroethene (PCE) maximum contaminant level (MCL) in
surface water.

The Gator Pond and Mill Creek deflect the transport of COPCs in groundwater. The Gator Pond receives discharge of
COPC impacted groundwater, particularly fluoride, in the northeastern portion of the pond with the remainder of the
pond recharging the surficial aquifer with surface water due to its excavation into the permeable subsurface sands. The
near constant head in the Gator Pond causes most of the groundwater flowing in its vicinity to migrate around it to the
east or the west due to groundwater mounding.

Mill Creek is lined with a low permeability clayey silt that acts as an aquitard to the communication between surface
water and groundwater. Impoundment of Mill Creek has resulted in the surface water elevation being consistently above
that of the water table upstream of the Lower Sunset Lake Dike. The surface water that seeps through the aquitard
may cause minimal groundwater mounding beneath Mill Creek (Upper and Lower Sunset Lakes), which locally deflects
groundwater migration to the east.

Below the Lower Sunset Lake Dike, Mill Creek is not impounded. The aquitard underlying Mill Creek would inhibit, if
not prevent, discharge of groundwater to Mill Creek if/when the groundwater elevation is higher than surface water and
vice versa. Because the canal was excavated, the surface water in the canal is in direct contact with the surficial aquifer.
Groundwater discharges to the canal when its elevation is higher than the surface water in the canal and vice versa.

The hydraulic gradient in the floodplain is much lower than the hydraulic gradient above the bluff. This inhibits the
overall rate of groundwater flow and may increase the deflection effect of COPC transport in the area north of Lower
Sunset Lake.

Impacted groundwater will remain within the property boundary as a result of:

¶ the slow groundwater flow velocity in the floodplain,

¶ the groundwater fate and transport properties of the COPCs, such as diffusion, adsorption, and advection,
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¶ the natural breakdown of CVOCs in the floodplain, and

¶ the distance to the closest property boundary.

4.2 Groundwater COPCs
The lateral extent of groundwater impacts for the COPCs exceeding their respective MCLs at CFFF, as delineated in
the RI, are illustrated in Figure 8 for reference in the following sections.

4.2.1 Chlorinated Volatile Organic Compounds

The RI fully delineated the extent of PCE in groundwater in the surficial aquifer and documented that there were no
residual sources of CVOCs identified in soil that could impact groundwater in the future. Additionally, PCE was
eliminated from use at the facility in 2020, so future releases are not expected.

As described in the RI, there are two PCE plumes in the upper zone of the surficial aquifer, referred to as the main and
southern plumes. The main plume is the only PCE plume in the surficial aquifer – lower zone. The main PCE plume in
the surficial aquifer – upper and lower zones is located within an area between WLII and the plant building and extends
to areas west, southwest, and south-southeast (lower zone only). The main PCE plume appears to have originated in
the Western Storage Area OU between WLII and the plant building. The highest concentrations of PCE have
consistently been detected in groundwater from well pair W-65 and W-66 (Figure 3) with detections ranging from 200
to 810 micrograms per liter (ug/L) since January 2019.

The western lobe of the main plume extends to an area beneath Upper Sunset Lake. The middle lobe of the main
plume in the surficial aquifer – lower zone is located closer to the developed area of the site and initially flows southwest
before turning south and extends to Upper Sunset Lake near the Upper Sunset Lake Dike. The eastern lobe of the
main plume extends from the area of the southwestern corner of the plant building to the south-southeast into the
floodplain.

The southern PCE plume in the surficial aquifer – upper zone is located from the southern extent of the developed area
at the bluff and extends to the southeast below the bluff, barely into the floodplain near monitoring well W-97. It is
believed that the PCE in the southern plume in the surficial aquifer - upper zone near the bluff may be part of the PCE
plume in the surficial aquifer – lower zone, rather than the result of a source in the southern area of the plant near the
bluff since PCE was not formerly used in the vicinity of these wells.

Chlorinated ethenes such as PCE can undergo biotic (biological) and abiotic (physical) transformations under both
aerobic and anaerobic conditions. Natural, biotic degradation of PCE to produce daughter products at CFFF follows
the reductive dechlorination pathway. This pathway is as follows:

(Source: Parsons Corporation, 2004)

Exceedances of the MCL of trichloroethene (TCE) exist within the PCE plume and is understood to represent reductive
dechlorination PCE rather than a plume from a different source. cis-1,2-Dichloroethylene (cDCE) concentrations have
been detected at CFFF, but there have been no exceedances of the MCL for this compound. Vinyl chloride (VC) has
been detected above the MCL in groundwater from two monitoring wells (W-95 and W-107) south of Upper and Lower
Sunset Lake. Neither PCE nor TCE were present in the groundwater from these wells indicating that reductive
dechlorination to cDCE and VC occurred naturally while the groundwater flowed beneath these surface water bodies.
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Currently, the VC plume is contained within the CFFF property boundary and, in the downgradient direction, is
approximately 2,100 ft from the southern CFFF property boundary.

4.2.2 Nitrate

The primary sources of the nitrate plume exceeding the MCL in the surficial aquifer is the Wastewater Treatment Area
and WL II. As shown on Figure 8, the aerial extent of the nitrate plume extends to areas to the southwest and southeast
from these source areas. Nitrate concentrations exceeding the MCL are in monitoring wells above the bluff. Detected
concentrations below the bluff are significantly lower than the MCL. Nitrate concentrations in groundwater from wells
south of Upper Sunset Lake and Lower Sunset Lake are one to two orders of magnitude below the MCL. The lateral
extent of nitrate MCL exceedances is contained within the CFFF property boundary and, in the downgradient direction,
is approximately 2,800 ft from the southern CFFF property boundary.

4.2.3 Fluoride

The fluoride plume exceeding the MCL in the surficial aquifer is primarily south of the plant building and in the vicinity
of the WWTP as shown on Figure 8. The greatest fluoride concentrations have been detected in the groundwater from
the surficial aquifer - upper zone wells located at the south end of the plant building (W-77 and W-78) and downgradient
in well pair W13R and W-123 (Figure 3). Concentrations of fluoride above the MCL are also detected south of the
WWTP, but at lesser concentrations.

The potential sources for fluoride are the WWTP and the plant area north of well W-77, including uranium hexafluoride
storage areas and operations and the hydrofluoric acid (HF) Spiking Stations 1 and 2 in the Chemical Storage Area
OU. The lateral extent of fluoride MCL exceedances is contained within the CFFF property boundary and, in the
downgradient direction, is approximately 2,900 ft from the southern CFFF property boundary.

4.2.4 Uranium

As shown on Figure 8, the uranium plume exceeding the MCL in the surficial aquifer is localized to two areas adjacent
to the plant building. The northern plume, located on the west side of the building near the southwest corner, includes
monitoring wells W-55 and W-56 and the southern plume, on the south side of the building, includes monitoring well
W-77. The greatest total uranium concentration in groundwater is currently detected in surficial aquifer - upper zone
well W-56. Both uranium groundwater plumes are localized near the plant building and are delineated by the existing
monitoring well network.

The potential sources for the northern and southern uranium plumes are historical 2008/2011 underground line
breaches, solvent extraction operations, and the plant area north of well W-77, which includes uranyl nitrate storage
and off-loading, uranium hexafluoride storage areas, and the HF Spiking Stations 1 and 2.

4.2.5 Technetium-99

As shown on Figure 8, the Tc-99 plume exceeding the MCL in the surficial aquifer is to the south of the WWTP lagoons
within the Wastewater Treatment Area and extends to the southwest into the Southern Storage Area. Only groundwater
from the surficial aquifer – lower zone monitoring wells W-6 and W-11 (Figure 3) have historically exceeded Tc-99’s
MCL.

The source of the Tc-99 plume is believed to be historic releases that occurred within the Wastewater Treatment Area
and Chemical Area OUs. As stated in the RI, current site operations do not have the potential to introduce significant
quantities of Tc-99 into the environment. The Tc-99 plume is contained within the CFFF property boundary and, in the
downgradient direction, is approximately 3,200 ft from the southern CFFF property boundary.
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5. Feasibility Study

As discussed in Section 1.0, an FS is currently being performed to assess appropriate cleanup options for the site. As
part of the FS, remedial action objectives (RAOs) and remedial goals (RGs) were established for the COPCs identified
in the RI. Table 1 summarizes the COPCs and their respective media. The RAOs were to mitigate potential risks based
on the current industrial use and the conservative future residential use of the site. A summary of the RGs for each
COPC based on the RAOs is provided in Table 2.

Based on the COPCs present at the site, a list of applicable remedial technologies was developed as a preliminary
screening step in the evaluation process. The candidate technologies were then screened based on specific criteria
including applicability and appropriateness to the site, technical feasibility and implementability, and relative cost. The
remedial technologies that passed the screening process were retained for further evaluation and development into
remedial alternatives. The resulting remedial alternatives developed for the FS are as follows:

¶ Remedial Alternative 1 - No Action

¶ Remedial Alternative 2 - Excavation, ZVI, ERD+ZVI, Fluoride Sequestration

¶ Remedial Alternative 3 - Excavation, Permeable Reactive Barrier of liquid activated carbon (PRB), Fluoride
Sequestration

¶ Remedial Alternative 4 - Excavation, ZVI, ERD+ZVI, Groundwater Extraction

¶ Remedial Alternative 5 - Excavation, PRB, Groundwater Extraction

A summary of the Remedial Alternatives and their respective target COPCs is provided in Table 3. Additional details of
the remedial technology screening and remedial alternatives development processes will be included in the FS Report.
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6. Pilot Studies

As previously stated, select remedial technologies require confirmation of effectiveness prior to inclusion in the final list
of remedial alternatives. Therefore, pilot testing was deemed necessary to assess the effectiveness of the remedial
technologies prior to submittal of the FS Report and to possibly eliminate an ineffective technology from consideration
for the ROD. The following sections detail the proposed pilot study activities for ERD+ZVI treatment of CVOCs and ZVI
treatment for Tc-99 and Uranium. The locations of the pilot study areas at the site are illustrated in Figure 9.

6.1 CVOC
Enhanced reductive dechlorination (ERD) involves modifying the chemical, physical, and biological conditions of an
aquifer to stimulate microbial degradation of contaminants under anaerobic conditions. This process can prove more
difficult when compared to other remedial technologies as it can be affected by several site-specific variables.
Therefore, a pilot study is necessary to assess if the aquifer conditions can be successfully altered on a pilot-scale and
demonstrate the effectiveness of the remediation technology prior to submittal of the FS Report. Since ERD and ZVI
have been proven successful in treating CVOCs as remedial technologies, a bench-scale treatability test is not
necessary prior to pilot test implementation. The following sections detail the proposed pilot study objectives,
requirements, and design for the treatment of CVOCs in groundwater.

6.1.1 Description of Remedial Technology

In-situ enhanced anaerobic bioremediation is a remedial technology that involves the development of subsurface
geochemical conditions that allow indigenous microorganisms to biodegrade target constituents. For CVOCs, this
typically involves the addition of an electron donor (e.g., carbon source) within the subsurface to stimulate anaerobic
microorganisms to biodegrade contaminants via reductive dechlorination.

During ERD, carbon is used as an energy source by the anaerobic microbes in the subsurface, while chlorinated
hydrocarbons act as respiratory substrates (electron acceptors) during metabolism. Chlorine atoms are sequentially
removed from the chlorinated compounds and replaced with hydrogen atoms. As described in Section 4.2.1, PCE at
the site is being degraded under anaerobic conditions via reductive dechlorination, resulting in the sequential
dechlorination to TCE, cDCE, and VC. Incomplete conversion of the parent compounds can occur, resulting in an
accumulation of the daughter products (cDCE and/or VC). Under favorable geochemical conditions, PCE can be
degraded completely to the innocuous end-product, ethene.

In-situ chemical reduction (ISCR) enhanced bioremediation can be combined with ERD to accelerate the degradation
of CVOCs. ISCR utilizes technologies such as ZVI to chemically reduce CVOCs by providing electrons that break the
chemical bonds in chlorinated compounds, resulting in their reduction to less harmful products. ZVI is a reagent that
promotes the destruction of a variety of organic and inorganic pollutants. It can destroy certain compounds by direct
chemical reaction and can also promote anaerobic biological degradation by creating a reducing environment that
favors anaerobic bacteria.

ERD combined with ZVI (ERD+ZVI) would involve the injection of reagents through direct push or permanent injection
points at a targeted depth interval. There are several remedial amendment vendors that offer varying reagents for ERD.
The vendors and their specific reagents included in this work plan are for example purposes only and are subject to
change prior to implementation. An example of such reagents is Ferox Plus Emulsified Zero Valent Iron (eZVI) provided
by Hepure Technologies, LLC. (Hepure), which consists of nano/micro scale ZVI, surfactant, food grade vegetable oil
(carbon source), and water. Additional details for eZVI are provided in the safety data sheet (SDS) which is included as
Appendix A. Similar to ERD alone, multiple injection events are typically necessary to reach RAOs. Subsequent
groundwater monitoring would be performed to assess whether adequate distribution is obtained, proper geochemical
conditions are developed, and that biological reductive dechlorination is occurring.

6.1.2 Objectives

The objectives of the CVOC pilot study are to assess if aquifer conditions can be successfully modified to demonstrate
the effectiveness of in-situ bioremediation in reducing CVOC concentrations at the site as well as provide design data
necessary for full-scale implementation.
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6.1.3 Permit Requirements

SCDES approval is required for the installation of all monitoring wells. A monitoring well application will be completed,
submitted, and approved prior to construction of any monitoring well at the site. AECOM will use the information
included in this work plan to complete the required well permit application through the appropriate SCDES channels. A
copy of the monitoring well application form is included as Appendix B.

SCDES requires an underground injection control (UIC) permit to inject any fluid into the subsurface through a well or
boring. Since direct push technology (DPT) borings satisfy the classification requirements for a Class V.A. well as
defined by the SCDES, a UIC permit will be required prior to initiating the pilot test activities. AECOM will use the
information included in this Work Plan to complete the required UIC permit application through the appropriate SCDES
channels. A copy of the UIC permit application form is included as Appendix C.

6.1.4 Well Installation

The CVOC pilot test will target monitoring wells W-120 and W-121, located west of the main plant building (Figure 9).
These wells were selected based on their location, depths, and elevated PCE concentrations. Although the highest
PCE concentrations have been detected in wells W-65 and W-66 (200 to 810 ug/L), their proximity to the middle ditch
and plant infrastructure makes them less accessible than wells W-120 and W-121 which exhibit the second highest
PCE concentrations (5.66 to 340 ug/L).  Monitoring well W-120 is installed in the lower zone of the surficial aquifer with
a screen depth interval of 29 to 34 ft bgs and W-121 is installed in the upper zone of the surficial aquifer with a screen
depth interval of 12 to 22 ft bgs. To assess injection performance and gather data for the design of a larger-scale
injection, six performance monitoring well pairs (PMW-1A/B through PMW-6A/B) will be installed up-, cross-, and down-
gradient of the injection grid. The proposed locations for the performance monitoring well pairs are shown in Figure 10.

The performance monitoring wells will be constructed at previously specified locations in accordance with the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 SESDGUID-101-R2 Design and Installation of Monitoring
Wells protocol (EPA, 2018) and SC Well Standards R.61-71 (SCDES, 2016).

Each performance monitoring well pair will consist of one well installed within the upper zone of the surficial aquifer,
designated by the letter “A”, and one well installed within the lower zone of the surficial aquifer, designated by the letter
“B”. The “A” wells wills be installed to target a total depth of 22 ft bgs and the “B” wells will be installed to target a total
depth of approximately 34 ft bgs. In the case that the Black Creek confining unit is encountered prior to reaching the
34-foot target depth, the well will be installed at the depth at which the confining unit was encountered. The “A” wells
will be constructed with 10-foot screens to match W-121 and assess injection performance in the upper zone of the
surficial aquifer. The “B” wells will be constructed with 5-foot screens to match W-120 and assess injection performance
in and the lower zone of the surficial aquifer. Construction details for the pilot study wells are summarized in Table 4.
For each performance monitoring well pair, both wells will be installed equidistant from the target treatment area as
shown in Figure 10.

Each monitoring well will be constructed using two-inch diameter, flush threaded, Schedule 40 PVC casing, and 0.010-
inch slotted screen installed through the rotosonic casing or hollow-stem auger (HSA) annulus. Filter sand will be placed
in the annular space surrounding the well screen to a depth of approximately two feet above the top of the well screen.
A bentonite clay seal with a minimum thickness of two feet will be placed above the filter pack and hydrated. As the
filter sand and bentonite clay are added, the rotosonic casing or HSA will be pulled from the borehole to ensure the
annulus is completely filled. Depths to sand and bentonite will be monitored with a weighted tape measure as the
installation progresses. The monitoring wells will be grouted using bentonite-cement (up to 5% bentonite) or high solids
bentonite (minimum 20% solids). The grout will be pumped from above the bentonite seal to land surface via a tremie
pipe as the rotosonic casing or HSA core barrel is pulled.

Surface completions for the monitoring wells will be above-grade and consist of a 4-inch square protective casing with
a lockable lid, constructed of either steel or aluminum and set approximately 2.5 feet above land surface. Each
protective casing will be set into a 2-foot by 2-foot square by 6-inch-thick concrete pad. Typical construction details for
the performance monitoring wells are included as Appendix D and will be submitted with the monitoring well permit
application.

Per SC Well Standards R.61-71 (SCDES, 2016), monitoring wells will be properly labeled with an identification plate
immediately upon well completion. The identification plate will be constructed of a durable, weatherproof, rustproof,
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material. The identification plate will be permanently secured to the well casing or enclosure floor around the casing
where it is readily visible. The identification plate will be permanently marked to show:

¶ Company name and certification number of the driller who installed the well; 
¶ Date that the well was completed; 
¶ Total depth (feet) of the well; 
¶ Casing depth (feet); 
¶ Screened interval; and
¶ Designator and/or identification number.

The performance monitoring wells will be developed by AECOM personnel to remove sediment generated during well
installation and to allow the sand filter packs to settle and compact around the screens. Well development will be
conducted no sooner than 24 hours after grouting has been completed. The monitoring wells will be developed by
alternatively surging and then pumping with an electric submersible pump. Groundwater indicator parameters (e.g., pH,
temperature, specific conductivity, dissolved oxygen [DO], oxidation reduction potential [ORP], and turbidity) will be
measured periodically during development using a water quality meter and recorded on Monitoring Well Development
Logs. Development of monitoring wells will continue until parameters have stabilized to within approximately 10% (0.2
standard units [SU] for pH) and the turbidity is reduced to <10 nephelometric turbidity units (NTUs) unless a higher
NTU is specifically approved by the AECOM project manager on a well-by-well basis. Total well depth will also be
measured and recorded during development.

6.1.5 Baseline Groundwater Sampling

Groundwater samples will be collected from the existing monitoring wells (W-120 and W-121) and the 12 newly installed
performance monitoring wells (PMW-1A through PMW-6B) to establish baseline conditions prior to the pilot test
implementation. The performance monitoring wells will be sampled no sooner than 24 hours following development.
Prior to sampling, water levels will be measured in the wells using an electric water level indicator and recorded on a
Groundwater Sample Collection Record.

The wells will be purged and sampled by low-flow, low-volume procedures using either a peristaltic pump or a variable
speed submersible pump and dedicated polyethylene or Teflon™ tubing. Low-flow purging will be completed with the
tubing or pump intake installed at the approximate monitoring well screen-interval midpoint in accordance with EPA
Region 4 LSASDPROC-301-R6 Groundwater Sampling (EPA, 2023a). Water quality parameters will be measured
approximately every five minutes using a water quality meter equipped with a flow-through cell. The water quality
parameters will include temperature, pH, specific conductivity, DO, ORP, and turbidity. Field water quality meters will
be calibrated prior to delivery to the site and in accordance with the manufacturers’ recommendations. Additional
calibrations will be performed as warranted (e.g., if the instrument is behaving erratically). Calibration details will be
recorded on calibration log forms.

Purging will proceed until pH is within 0.1 SU, specific conductivity varies no more than 5%, and the turbidity is <10
NTUs or stable within 10% and only if specifically approved by the AECOM project manager on a well-by-well basis.
Once parameter stabilization is achieved, groundwater samples will be collected in accordance with EPA Region 4
LSASDPROC-301-R6 Groundwater Sampling (EPA, 2023a) using the disposable polyethylene or Teflon™ tubing. All
in-field measurements will be recorded on groundwater sampling logs.

To provide quantitative data on the precision and accuracy of the sampling and analysis program, quality assurance
(QA) and quality control (QC) samples consisting of duplicate, matrix spike (MS)/matrix spike duplicate (MSD),
equipment blank, and trip blank samples will be collected during environmental sampling. Field QA/QC samples will be
collected, handled, preserved, documented, packaged, and shipped using the same procedures as for other samples
of the same media. In summary, the QA/QC samples will be collected as specified below:

¶ Duplicate – one duplicate sample per 20 samples
¶ MS/MSD – one MS and one MSD sample per 20 samples
¶ Equipment Blank – one equipment blank from sampling equipment requiring field decontamination for each 20

samples
¶ Trip Blank – one trip blank for each cooler containing samples that require CVOC analysis

Each environmental sample, including field samples and QA/QC samples will be assigned a unique identification based
on the sample media/type. This naming convention will facilitate proper linking of sample data (field and laboratory) to
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the electronic database and to map locations. Where practical, performance monitoring will coincide with routine, semi-
annual groundwater monitoring. If these campaigns align, groundwater samples from the monitoring well network will
retain their standard sample nomenclature. Pilot study samples will have unique suffixes where baseline samples will
be designated as PSBL and post-injection samples will have the unique suffix PS and associated timeframe (e.g., 14
days will be PS14D and one month will be PS1M). Sample nomenclature is listed below:

¶ Groundwater samples from monitoring wells will be identified as the well identification (e.g., W-120-PSBL or W-
120-PS3M).

¶ Groundwater samples from performance monitoring wells will be identified as the well identification (e.g., PMW-
1A-PSBL or PMW-1A-PS6M).

¶ Duplicate and MS/MSD samples will be identified with the sample identification (ID) followed by the codes “DUP”,
“MS”, or “MSD” (e.g., W-120-DUP-PSBL, W-120-MS-PS9M, W-120-MSD-PS9M).

¶ Equipment blanks and trip blanks will be identified with “EB” or “TB”-{sequence number}-{yyyymmdd date} (e.g.,
EB-01-PSBL-20250419, TB-01-PS1M-20251017).

Groundwater samples will be analyzed by GEL Laboratories LLC (GEL) in Charleston, SC, unless specified otherwise
by Westinghouse, according to the analytes and methods listed below:

¶ Select CVOCs by EPA Method 8260B; and
¶ Total organic carbon (TOC) by SW-846 Test Method 9060A.

A Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) summarizing the CVOC pilot study baseline sampling is provided in Appendix E.

From the time of collection through transportation and delivery to the laboratory, sample handling will follow proper
chain-of-custody (COC) procedures. Sample containers will be surrounded by bubble wrap or equivalent packing
material and placed in coolers with ice upon collection. Once samples are collected and placed on ice, a COC form(s)
will be filled out completely, including information specific to the project and each sample. Each COC will be cooler-
specific. Personnel packing the cooler will verify that the samples listed on the COC match the samples in the cooler,
then sign and date the completed COC. A copy of the COC will be retained in the files, and the original completed COC
will be enclosed in a sealable plastic bag and placed inside the cooler for shipment.

Sample handling, packaging, and shipping activities will follow the procedures outlined in the EPA Region 4 FSBPROC-
209-R6 Packing, Marking, Labeling, and Shipping of Environmental and Waste Samples (EPA, 2024). Samples will be
delivered to a commercial carrier to be shipped overnight to GEL or via the site’s regularly scheduled GEL courier.  The
laboratory will be alerted if shipments are scheduled for weekend delivery, to ensure that personnel are available to
receive the samples.

Data will be collected and recorded in a variety of ways including standardized field forms, electronically recorded field
measurements, and laboratory-generated data. Information about locations, field measurements, samples, laboratory
tests, and data results will be maintained in the project database. Access will be restricted to project personnel, and the
ability to view and/or add or change data will be granted to only those individuals identified to perform those tasks.
Original data documents and electronic files will be archived in the appropriate hardcopy and computerized project filing
system.

Numerical analyses, instrument readings and recordings, measurements, and tests will be documented and subjected
to internal review. Field records will be legible and sufficiently complete to permit reconstruction of data gathering
activities by a qualified individual other than the originator, if necessary. Field generated data sheets and other field
documents will be collected and reviewed daily for accuracy and completeness by the AECOM field project manager
or his/her designee.

6.1.6 ERD+ZVI Injection Design

The following sections detail the ERD+ZVI injection design for the CVOC pilot test.

6.1.6.1 Target Treatment Area
The target treatment area measures approximately 100 ft (north to south) by 100 ft (east to west) and is focused on the
vicinity of monitoring wells W-120 and W-121. The CVOC pilot test will target a depth interval of approximately 9 to 34
ft bgs. The resulting target treatment volume is estimated to be 250,000 cubic feet (cf). The target treatment area is
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illustrated in Figure 10. Based on the target treatment volume of 250,000 cf and assuming an effective porosity of 20%,
the effective pore volume of the treatment zone is approximately 374,000 gallons (gals).

6.1.6.2 Estimated Injection Volumes
Approximately 20,000 pounds (lbs), or 1,460 gals, of eZVI provided by Hepure will be mixed with approximately 14,000
gals of freshwater to create a total amendment volume of 15,460 gals. The amendment will be injected into the
subsurface across 25 injection point locations (618 gals per point) at five depth intervals per point. Note: the product
and vendor are subject to change prior to implementation. Vendors and products listed in this work plan are provided
for example purposes, only. If another product is selected a revised pilot test work plan will be submitted. The proposed
injection point locations are illustrated in Figure 10. A summary of the CVOC pilot test injection volumes is included in
Table 5.

6.1.6.3 Implementation
Prior to conducting any intrusive subsurface activities, a private utility locator with ground penetrating radar (GPR)
capabilities will also be mobilized to the site to identify any subsurface utilities and other unknown anomalies within the
target treatment area. A private locating event utilizing GPR was performed in November 2024 within the target
treatment area to identify subsurface utilities and revealed the presence of one underground electric utility within the
target treatment area. Additionally, one overhead electric utility was observed within the area. The approximate
locations of the two electric utilities are illustrated in Figure 10. The locations of the utilities are not anticipated to affect
the proposed injection point locations.

Caution tape, snow/silt fencing, traffic cones, traffic barrels, or a combination of which, with appropriate signage will be
utilized to establish an exclusion zone around the target treatment area. The exclusion zone will prevent unauthorized
pedestrian and/or vehicle traffic from entering the work area. Additionally, the exclusion zone will be set up in a manner
that will not block any vehicle traffic routes or access to the plant facilities. Note that 10 injection points (two northern-
most rows of injection points) are located within the controlled access area.

Fresh water will be sourced locally from a fire hydrant located on Bluff Road approximately 1.4 miles from the target
treatment area. A water truck or towable water trailer will be utilized to transfer water from the Bluff Road hydrant to an
on-site storage tank. Prior to amendment application, a pre-application injection test using only fresh water will be
performed to assess how much volume the formation will accept at the specified depth intervals as well as injection
flow rate and pressure information. The pre-application test should consist of a freshwater volume that is 15 to 20
percent (%) greater than the single-point design volume. For the CVOC pilot test, the freshwater volume for the pre-
application test should be between approximately 711 to 742 gals for a single injection point.

An SC certified drilling contractor (e.g., Geo Lab Drilling [Geo Lab]) will be subcontracted to perform the injection
activities. The eZVI will be delivered to the site in granular form in 50-lb bags and an appropriately sized forklift will be
utilized to unload and handle the delivered material. Geo Lab will utilize a custom injection system to prepare, batch,
mix, and inject 15,460 gals of the eZVI amendment into 25 injection point locations.

Injections will begin at the proposed locations along the outside of the treatment area and progress in the direction of
monitoring wells W-120 and W-121 (center of the target treatment area). An appropriate distance will be maintained
between consecutive injection locations to avoid localized overloading of the formation and to minimize mounding of
the groundwater table. A geoprobe rig utilizing DPT will be mobilized to the Site to administer the amendment injections.
At each location, the geoprobe rig will advance injection rods to five separate injection depths utilizing a “top-down”
approach. The injection rods will be advanced to depths of 11.5, 16.5, 21.5, 26.5 and 31.5 ft bgs to target 5-foot intervals
at each injection depth. Approximately, 123.7 gals of the eZVI amendment will be injected into each targeted depth
interval. Injection volumes, flowrates, and pressures will be monitored throughout the duration of the pilot test (Section
6.1.8). As a standard operating procedure, injection pressures are to be maintained within 0 to 30 psi, and not to exceed
50 psi at any time, to minimize the potential for hydraulic fracturing and/or daylighting of the amendment to the surface
through the injection rod annulus.

Once the required amendment volume has been injected into each targeted depth interval, fresh water will be used to
flush through the pump, flowmeter, hoses, and injection rods to ensure all amendment has been displaced into the
formation. Geo Lab will provide enough equipment to leave injection tooling in-place to allow complete subsurface
depressurization prior to removal. Upon completion of each injection point, the DPT bore-hole will be abandoned with
bentonite and six inches, at minimum, of Portland grout cement at the surface. Any disturbed areas will be restored to
match pre-existing conditions. Disturbed vegetative cover will be seeded and strawed upon completion of the work.



Pilot Study Work Plan

AECOM 16

6.1.7 Performance Monitoring

During injection, in-field parameters will be recorded by the drilling subcontractor to evaluate performance. Injection
pressures, flow rates, and volumes at each location will be recorded at a frequency of once per hour, at minimum. The
injection monitoring data will be recorded and documented in daily injection reports which will be submitted to the
AECOM designated engineer(s) for review prior to beginning injections the following day. Depth to water measurements
will be recorded by AECOM field staff from monitoring wells W-120, W-121, and PMW-1 through PMW-6. The frequency
of the depth to water measurements will initially be each day prior to beginning injection, once per hour during injection,
and after injection is completed which may be adjusted depending on in-field observations after the first full day of
injection. Groundwater field parameters including conductivity, pH, temperature, DO, turbidity, and ORP will be field
measured with a water quality meter at the select monitoring wells each day prior to beginning injection and after the
injection is completed.

After the injection has been completed, several groundwater sampling events will be performed to evaluate the
ERD+ZVI performance overtime. The groundwater sampling will be performed using the same procedures as the
baseline sampling (Section 6.1.6) and will occur at a frequency of every three months following injection completion.
After the 12-month sampling event, results from the routine, semi-annual groundwater sampling at the site may be
relied upon for further evaluation of the ERD+ZVI performance. A Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) summarizing the
CVOC pilot study post-injection sampling is provided in Appendix E.

6.2 Tc-99
Due to the rarity of Tc-99 impacts to groundwater, there is limited information available regarding in-situ remediation.
Another concern is to remain below the dose criteria for radionuclides during future site decommissioning activities.
Therefore, further evaluation and testing consisting of both a bench-scale treatability test and field-scale pilot test are
recommended to prove the proposed remedial technology is successful prior to submittal of the FS Report. Currently,
two remedial technologies are being considered for the in-situ treatment of Tc-99 in groundwater: ZVI and PRB. During
the FS remedial alternative evaluation process, ZVI received a better evaluation score when compared to PRB.
However, the two technologies will be re-evaluated after the results of the bench-scale treatability test. Therefore, the
following sections detail the proposed pilot study objectives, requirements, and design if ZVI were to be selected as the
choice remedial technology. If PRB is selected as the choice remedial technology, a revised pilot test work plan will be
submitted.

6.2.1 Description of Remedial Technology

ZVI has been proven successful in the removal of Tc-99 from aqueous solutions (Korte, N, 2001). ZVI acts as a reducing
agent, chemically converting the radionuclide from a soluble oxidation state (Tc-99 +VII) to a less soluble oxidation
state (Tc-99 +IV) through a redox reaction which results in Tc-99 precipitating onto the ZVI particles or being
incorporated into newly formed iron oxide minerals (Boglaienko, D., et al., 2019). This process is often referred to as
reductive immobilization. Under reducing conditions with little oxygen present, Tc-99 exists as Tc-99 +IV, which has low
environmental mobility and poor aqueous solubility (Emerson, H., et al., 2020). Additionally, the incorporation of Tc-99
+IV in iron oxidation products may decrease the likelihood of long-term release of Tc-99 as compared to other Tc-99
precipitates due to the reduced likelihood of re-oxidation (Emerson, H., et al., 2020).

ZVI is available in multiple forms which are engineered to meet a range of specific site requirements. For example, ZVI
can be injected into an impacted groundwater source area or installed as a permeable barrier wall downgradient across
the flow path of the plume. When injected, the technology relies on the same passive distribution technique and
dispersive mechanisms which typically require a high density of injection points.

6.2.2 Objectives

The objectives of the Tc-99 pilot study are to evaluate the effectiveness of ZVI as a remedial technology in treating Tc-
99 impacted groundwater at the site and to provide design data for full-scale implementation, if necessary.

6.2.3 Bench-Scale Treatability Test

During the FS screening process, in-situ treatment of Tc-99 was deemed a more feasible remedial technology at
achieving groundwater MCLs when compared to an ex-situ technology such as groundwater extraction based on the
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implementability, cost, and duration. However, the in-soluble Tc-99 remaining in the saturated soil may create
complications during future decommissioning based on the 25 millirem per year (mrem/yr) dose criteria in 10 CFR Part
20.1402 required by the NRC. Because of these concerns, the bench-scale treatability test for Tc-99 includes testing
to both verify the effectiveness of the proposed remedial technologies in treating Tc-99 in groundwater and assessing
if the Tc-99 concentrations in pre- and post-bench scale testing could potentially result in decommissioning issues.

Currently, three different ZVI products are being considered for the in-situ treatment of Tc-99 in groundwater. These
three products differ in particle size, chemical make-up, and are generated by differing manufacturing methods.
Additionally, one PRB product consisting of colloidal liquid activated carbon is being considered at the bench-scale.
The bench-scale treatability test will evaluate which of the three ZVI products is the most effective and then which is
the most effective remedial technology when comparing the best performing ZVI product and PRB. Additionally, a
leachability test will be conducted utilizing the EPA Leaching Environmental Assessment Framework (LEAF) methods
to evaluate the desorption rate of the stabilized Tc-99 post-treatment. The bench-scale treatability test, leachability test,
and subsequent pilot study will be performed in a stepwise approach according to the following scenarios:

¶ Soil and groundwater samples will be collected from the area historically exhibiting the highest Tc-99
concentrations (monitoring well W-6 area). A drill rig utilizing rotary sonic technology will be mobilized to the site
to collect approximately 20 lbs of soil sample from a location immediately adjacent to W-6 at depth matching the
W-6 screen interval (23 to 28 ft bgs). Additionally, approximately 10 gals of groundwater sample will be collected
from monitoring well W-6. The samples will then be sent to a select lab to perform further testing including analysis
of Tc-99 and uranium to establish baseline conditions prior to treatment.

¶ The pre-treatment (baseline) Tc-99 and uranium concentrations in soil will be compared to the derived
concentration guidance level (DCGL, Leidos, 2023) sum of fractions (SOF). An SOF is used to assess the
cumulative potential dose of radiation exposure of the uranium isotopes and Tc-99 by adding the fractions of
individual uranium isotopes and Tc-99 divided by their respective screening levels. A DCGL SOF greater than one
(>1) indicates that the calculated dose limit for CFFF would be exceeded and a DCGL SOF less than one (<1)
indicates that the dose limit has not been exceeded. If the baseline soil concentrations exceed the calculated dose
limit (DCGL SOF >1), then ex-situ treatment (e.g., groundwater extraction) would be considered in place of in-situ
treatment and no further testing would be required.

¶ If baseline Tc-99 and uranium concentrations in soil do not exceed the calculated does limit (DCGL SOF <1), then
the bench-scale treatability test would be performed to determine if the in-situ treatment reduces Tc-99
groundwater concentrations below the MCL while not increasing Tc-99 and uranium soil concentrations above the
calculated dose limit post-treatment.

¶ If Tc-99 and uranium concentrations in soil exceed the calculated does limit post-treatment, then ex-situ treatment
would be considered in place of in-situ treatment and no further testing would be required.

¶ If Tc-99 and uranium concentrations in soil remain below the calculated dose limit post-treatment, then the
leachability test would be performed using the better performing remedial technology (e.g., ZVI or PRB) to assess
the potential desorption rate of the insoluble Tc-99.

¶ If the leachability test ascertains that the stabilized Tc-99 will eventually desorb into groundwater at a rate that
would result in concentrations that could exceed the MCL in the future, then ex-situ treatment would be considered
in place of in-situ treatment and no further testing would be required.

¶ If the leachability test ascertains that the desorption rate is low enough that Tc-99 concentrations in groundwater
will remain below the MCL, then in-situ treatment would remain a viable option, and the site would consider
proceeding to the pilot study phase.

A decision tree illustrating the stepwise approach is provided in the diagram below:
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In summary, results from the saturated soil tests will evaluate the current amount of Tc-99 in soil below the groundwater
table within the impacted Tc-99 groundwater plume and how treatment will affect that amount. Results from the bench-
scale treatability test will determine which remedial technology is the most effective in treating Tc-99 in groundwater
and at what dosing rates. Results from the leachability test will assist in evaluating the long-term effectiveness and
permanence of the Tc-99 treatment. Additional details are provided in the standard operating procedures (SOP) for the
bench-scale treatability test which is included as Appendix F.

6.2.4 Permit Requirements

If the site proceeds to the pilot study phase, a UIC permit will be required prior to initiating the Tc-99 pilot test activities.
In such case, AECOM will use the information included in this Work Plan to complete the required UIC permit application
through the appropriate SCDES channels. A copy of the UIC permit application form is included as Appendix C.
Additionally, an electronic draft of the completed UIC permit application will be provided to Westinghouse for review
prior to submittal to SCDES.

6.2.5 Well Installation

Historically, Tc-99 concentrations exceeding the groundwater MCL have been localized to monitoring wells W-6 and W-
11. Because W-6 and W-11, along with the co-located wells W-22 and W-32, are within the target treatment areas,
these wells can be utilized in combination with the current groundwater monitoring program to evaluate performance
of the Tc-99 pilot test. Therefore, additional well installations will not be required to support the pilot study.

6.2.6 Baseline Groundwater Sampling

Results from the historical groundwater monitoring will be used to establish baseline conditions prior to the Tc-99 pilot
test implementation. Specific results include parameters such as pH, ORP, DO, and Tc-99 concentrations from select
monitoring wells including W-6, WW-11, W-22, and W-32.

6.2.7 ZVI Injection Design

The following sections describe the design of the Tc-99 pilot test if sulfidated micro-scale ZVI (S-MZVI), provided by
Regenesis, were to be selected as the choice product for the ZVI remedial technology. If another product is selected or
in-situ treatment methods are not viable (pending the results of the bench-scale treatability test), a revised pilot test
work plan will be submitted. The SDS for S-MZVI is included in Appendix A.

6.2.7.1 Target Treatment Area
The target treatment area for Tc-99 consists of two areas within the MCL exceedance plume as shown in Figure 11.
There will be two injection areas, one within the upgradient portion of the plume to target the monitoring well W-6 area,
and one within the downgradient portion of the plume to target the W-11 area. Each injection area measures
approximately 4,000 square feet (sf) and a target depth interval of 11 to 31 ft bgs. The injection areas will each consist
of 40 injection point locations (four rows of ten) with 10-foot spacing.

6.2.7.2 Estimated Injection Volumes
For each target treatment area, approximately 10,000 lbs, or 662 gals, of S-MZVI will be mixed with 31,959 gals of
freshwater to create an amendment volume of 32,621 gals (20,000 lbs of ZVI and 65,242 gals of amendment, total for
both target areas). The amendment will be injected into the subsurface across the 40 injection point locations at each
target treatment area (816 gals per point). The proposed injection point locations are illustrated in Figure 11. A summary
of the Tc-99 pilot test injection volumes is included in Table 6.

6.2.7.3 Implementation
As described in Section 6.1.6.3, a private locate will be performed with GPR prior to conducting any subsurface
activities. Based on historical computer-aided design (CAD) drawings and photos provided by Westinghouse and
previous GPR events, there are several underground utilities including storm sewer, power, and wastewater discharge
lines that extend through the target treatment areas at depths less than five ft bgs. Approximate locations of the known
underground utilities, which were generated from a combination of on-site locating and CAD drawings provided by
Westinghouse, are illustrated in Figure 11.

Exclusion zones will be established in the same manner as described in Section 6.1.6.3 to prevent unauthorized
pedestrian and/or vehicle traffic from entering the work area.
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Fresh water will be obtained in the same manner as described in Section 6.1.6.3. A pre-application test will also be
performed for the Tc-99 pilot test which will consist of approximately 938 to 979 gals for a single injection point.

Regenesis will be subcontracted to perform the injection activities. The S-MZVI will be delivered to the site in 500-lb
poly drums. An appropriately sized forklift will be used to unload and handle the delivered material. The S-MZVI will be
delivered as a concentrated slurry, or colloidal suspension, of 40% ZVI by weight in glycerol. A mechanical paddle mixer
will be used to mix the slurry and adequately disturb any settled material to ensure even distribution prior to any dilution
mixing. The S-MZVI slurry will be mixed with freshwater on-site in a conical or flat-bottomed mixing tank in a specific
order prior to injection into the subsurface. The specific order is as follows:

1) The required batch volume of freshwater will be added to the mixing tank;
2) The mixing mechanism (recirculation pump or paddle mixer) will be engaged prior to adding the S-MZVI slurry;
3) The required batch volume of the S-MZVI slurry will be transferred from the drums or tote to the mixing tank

via drum pump or double-diaphragm pump;
4) The S-MZVI and freshwater will be mixed vigorously initially prior to injection; and
5) Continue to gently mix the batch volume of amendment while it is being injected to prevent settling.

Two mixing tanks will be available so the next batch can be mixed during injection of the previously mixed batch to
eliminate downtime and promote continuous injection throughout the pilot test.

Due to the limited success in locating the wastewater discharge utilities in the northern injection area, a vacuum-truck
operated by Westinghouse personnel will be utilized to remove the overburden via soft-excavation techniques to a
depth of five ft bgs for any injection points located near anticipated underground utilities, otherwise known as
“potholing”. Potholing will not be required in the southern injection area since the underground power utilities were
easily identified during previous GPR locating events. Soil removed during the potholing will be containerized and
handled by Westinghouse personnel. Planned injection point locations that overlap with located utilities will be shifted
accordingly.

Injections will begin at the proposed locations in the W-6/W-22 area and progress north to south (downgradient). The
injections will be administered in the same manner as described in Section 6.1.6.3. For the Tc-99 pilot test, the injection
rods will be advanced to depths of 13.5, 18.5, 23.5, 28.5 ft bgs to target 5-foot intervals at each injection depth.
Approximately, 204 gals of the mixed S-MZVI amendment will be injected into each targeted depth interval following
the same standard operating procedures as described in Section 6.1.6.3. Injection flowrates and pressures will be
monitored throughout the duration of the pilot test (Section 6.2.8).

A freshwater flush will be performed after each injection depth interval as described in Section 6.1.6.3. Upon
completion, each injection point will be abandoned, and the disturbed area will be restored as described in Section
6.1.6.3.

6.2.8 Performance Monitoring

During injection, in-field parameters will be recorded in the same manner as described in Section 6.1.7 to evaluate
performance. Depth to water measurements will be recorded from select monitoring wells including W-6, W-11, W-22,
and W-32 at the same frequencies as described in Section 6.1.7. Groundwater field parameters will also be measured
in the same manner as described in Section 6.1.7.

After the injection has been completed, groundwater sampling will be performed at the select monitoring wells including
W-6, W-11, W-22, and W-32 and results of which will be utilized to evaluate performance over a minimum time period
of one year, post-injection. The groundwater sampling, packing, marking, labeling, and shipping will be performed using
the same procedures as described in Section 6.1.5. GEL will analyze the samples for Tc-99 via DOE EML HASL-300
(Tc-02-RC Modified).

The groundwater sampling will occur at a frequency of 14 days, one month, three months, and six months following
injection completion. The post-injection sample frequency is dependent upon the bench-scale treatability and
leachability test results and, therefore, may be subject to change as results are received. Post-injection monitoring
events may be supplemented with the routine groundwater monitoring events performed at the site if they happen to
occur within the schedule timeframe. A SAP summarizing the Tc-99 pilot study post-injection sampling is provided in
Appendix E.
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6.3 Uranium
Unlike Tc-99, there is sufficient information regarding in-situ remediation of uranium to evaluate if the proposed remedial
technologies would be successful if implemented at the site. Therefore, a pilot study for uranium is not required prior to
submittal of the FS Report. However, since the remedial technology that would be selected for treatment of Tc-99 would
be the same as for Uranium, Westinghouse requested to proactively perform the uranium pilot study concurrently with
the Tc-99 pilot study. The following sections detail the proposed pilot study objectives, requirements, and design for
uranium.

6.3.1 Description of Remedial Technology

Like Tc-99, ZVI remediates uranium in groundwater by acting as a reducing agent, chemically converting the
radionuclide from a soluble oxidation state to a less soluble, relatively immobile oxidation state. In the case of uranium,
ZVI converts toxic hexavalent uranium (U +VI) into tetravalent uranium (U +IV) through reductive immobilization.
Reductive immobilization of U +VI can be achieved by reducing media such as mixed ferrous/ferric hydroxides, goethite,
lepidocrocite, mackinawite, amorphous iron sulfide, hydrogen sulfide, sulfide minerals, sulfate-reducing bacteria, and
bare ZVI particles. Of these materials, ZVI aggregates have been widely tested for reductive immobilization of redox
sensitive metals, metalloids and radionuclides (Zhao, X., et al., 2020).

6.3.2 Objectives

It is understood that potential sources for uranium impacts to groundwater at the site exist in inaccessible areas
underneath the plant building. However, these potential sources will be addressed during site decommissioning in
accordance with the site’s NRC license. Therefore, the objectives of the uranium pilot study are to further evaluate the
effectiveness of ZVI as a remedial technology in mitigating potential risks outside of the inaccessible areas based on
the current industrial use and the conservative future residential use of the site. Additionally, the pilot study should
provide design data necessary for a potential full-scale uranium remediation to address groundwater impacts, if
necessary.

Since historical groundwater monitoring has demonstrated that the uranium exceedances in monitoring wells W-55 and
W-56 are highly isolated to the uppermost portion of the surficial aquifer, the pilot test will focus on reducing uranium
groundwater concentrations in these wells.

6.3.3 Permit Requirements

Similar to the CVOC and Tc-99 pilot tests, a UIC permit will be required prior to initiating the uranium pilot test activities.
AECOM will use the information included in this Work Plan to complete the required UIC permit application through the
appropriate SCDES channels. A copy of the UIC permit application form is included as Appendix C. An electronic draft
of the completed UIC permit application will be provided to Westinghouse for review prior to submittal to SCDES.

6.3.4 Well Installation

Due to the abundance of monitoring wells located in the vicinity of the uranium pilot study focus area, these wells can
be used in combination with the current groundwater monitoring program to evaluate performance of the uranium pilot
test. Therefore, additional well installations are not required to support the pilot study.

6.3.5 Baseline Groundwater Sampling

Results from the historical groundwater monitoring will be used to establish baseline conditions prior to the uranium
pilot test implementation. Specific parameter results include pH, ORP, DO, and total uranium concentrations from select
monitoring wells including W-37, W-54, W-55, W-56, W-57, W-72, and W-73.

6.3.6 ZVI Injection Design

The following sections detail the injection design of the uranium pilot test utilizing S-MZVI provided by Regenesis.

6.3.6.1 Target Treatment Area
The target treatment area measures approximately 4,000 sf and is focused on monitoring wells W-55 and W-56. The
uranium pilot test will target a depth interval of approximately nine to 15 feet bgs. The injection area will consist of 40
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injection point locations with 10-foot spacing. The target treatment area and injection point locations are illustrated in
Figure 12.

6.3.6.2 Estimated Injection Volumes
Approximately 3,000 lbs, or 199 gals, of S-MZVI will be mixed with 9,588 gals of freshwater to create a total amendment
volume of 9,787 gals. The amendment will be injected into the subsurface across 40 injection point locations (245 gals
per point) at two depth intervals per point. The proposed injection point locations are illustrated in Figure 12. A summary
of the uranium pilot test injection volumes is included in Table 7.

6.3.6.3 Implementation
As described in Section 6.1.6.3, a private locate will be performed with GPR prior to conducting any subsurface
activities. Private locating events utilizing GPR have been performed in the past with limited success in locating
underground utilities related to plant processes within the target treatment area. Specifically, the contaminated waste
line, the sanitary sewer line, and process sewer line. This may be due to the depths bgs at which these process lines
were installed. Based on historical CAD drawings provided by Westinghouse, in respect to the target treatment area,
the contaminated waste line and sanitary sewer line are 8-inch diameter pipes that ranges from approximately 4.3 to
6.1 and 8.1 to 10.6 feet bgs, respectively, and the process sewer line is a 4-inch diameter pipe that ranges from
approximately 9.3 to 11.3 feet bgs. A cross-section view illustrating the underground process utilities and their respective
approximate depths is provided as Appendix G. Approximate locations of the known underground utilities, which were
generated from a combination of on-site locating and CAD drawings provided by Westinghouse, are illustrated in Figure
12.

Exclusion zones will be established in the same manner as described in Section 6.1.6.3 to prevent unauthorized
pedestrian and/or vehicle traffic from entering the work area.

Due to the limited success in locating the process utilities, two overburden excavations will be performed to pinpoint
exact locations by providing direct line of sight to each process utility. This process is commonly referred to as
“daylighting”. One excavation will be performed near the northern extent of the target treatment area and the other will
be performed near the southern extent to project a straight line above ground connecting the two daylighted locations
for each process utility.

For the southern excavation, a section of concrete, perpendicular to the process utilities and measuring approximately
one foot wide by 16 ft (at minimum), will be saw-cut and removed to expose the subsurface overburden. A vacuum-
truck operated by Westinghouse personnel will then be utilized to remove the overburden via soft-excavation
techniques to a depth ranging from approximately 4.3 to 11.3 feet bgs. These methods will be repeated for the northern
excavation, however, concrete saw-cutting and removal is not anticipated as the northern area is covered by gravel
and/or vegetation. Additional caution tape/fencing and signage will be utilized to create barriers around the open
excavation.

Once each utility has been daylighted at both ends, semi-permanent rebar stakes will be installed to mark each end
and will be utilized for connection of nylon string for the straight-line projections. Each projected straight line will be
marked with paint on the ground surface so the nylon strings can be removed during the pilot test to allow access for
injection equipment and personnel. However, the rebar stakes will remain in-place for the duration of the pilot test
should the straight-line projections need to be re-marked. Utility manholes within and surrounding the target treatment
area will also be used to confirm utility locations and depths. Soil removed during the overburden excavations will be
containerized and handled by Westinghouse personnel.

After the semi-permanent stakes have been installed and the straight-line projections are completed, the excavations
will be backfilled and compacted in 6-inch lifts with rock screenings to six inches below the natural grade. In the northern
excavation, the remaining six inches will be filled with a compacted base course. In the southern excavation, the
remaining six inches will be filled with a compacted base course and the removed section of concrete will be patched
with 3,500 pounds per square inch (psi) concrete with fiber mesh to match the surrounding surfaces. Depending on the
thickness of the surrounding concrete, rebar dowels may be installed prior to pouring the concrete patch to improve
stability. Locations of the proposed overburden excavations are illustrated in Figure 12.

Fresh water will be obtained in the same manner as described in Section 6.1.6.3. A pre-application test will also be
performed for the uranium pilot test which will consist of approximately 281 to 294 gals for a single injection point.
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Regenesis will be subcontracted to perform the injection activities following the same methods as described in Section
6.2.7.3.

Injections will begin at the proposed locations furthest from the plant and progress in direction of the plant (e.g., west
to east). The injections will be administered in the same manner as described in Section 6.1.6.3. For the uranium pilot
test, the injection rods will be advanced to a depth of 10.5 feet bgs to target a depth interval of 9 to 12 feet bgs and
then to a second depth of 13.5 feet bgs to target a depth interval of 12 to 15 feet bgs. Proposed depths and spacing of
the DPT injection points are illustrated in the cross-section provided as Appendix G. Approximately, 122.5 gals of the
mixed S-MZVI amendment will be injected into each targeted depth interval following the same rule-of-thumb as
described in Section 6.1.6.3. Injection volumes, flowrates, and pressures will be monitored throughout the duration of
the pilot test (Section 6.3.8).

A freshwater flush will be performed after each injection depth interval as described in Section 6.1.6.3. Upon
completion, each injection point will be abandoned, and the disturbed area will be restored as described in Section
6.1.6.3.

6.3.7 Performance Monitoring

During injection, in-field parameters will be recorded in the same manner as described in Section 6.1.7 to evaluate
performance. Depth to water measurements will be recorded from monitoring wells W-37, W-54, W-55, W-56, W-57,
W-72, and W-73 at the same frequencies as described in Section 6.1.7. Groundwater field parameters will also be
measured in the same manner as described in Section 6.1.7.

After the injection has been completed, results of the routine groundwater sampling events from the select monitoring
wells including W-37, W-54, W-55, W-56, W-57, W-72, and W-73 will be utilized to evaluate performance over a
minimum time period of one year, post-injection. Specific parameters to be monitored include pH, ORP, DO, and total
uranium concentrations. The groundwater sampling will be performed using the same procedures as described in
Section 6.1.5. GEL will analyze the samples for isotopic uranium by EPA Method 200.8/200.2. A SAP summarizing the
uranium pilot study post-injection sampling is provided in Appendix E.
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7. Decontamination and Investigation Derived Waste

Drilling equipment and reusable equipment will be cleaned between borings/samples. Equipment cleaning will be
performed in accordance with the EPA Region 4 LSASDPROC-205-R4 Field Equipment Cleaning and Decontamination
(EPA, 2020). Drilling equipment will be decontaminated with a pressure washer using potable water between target
treatment areas. For groundwater sampling, single-use, factory-cleaned sampling equipment will generally be used
when possible. Hand auger buckets and water level meters will be washed with a detergent (e.g., Liqui-Nox®) solution
and rinsed with de-ionized (DI) water between boreholes and monitoring wells, respectively. Probes used for field
measurements will be rinsed with DI water between each sample location. Flow-thru cells will be rinsed with DI water
between sampling locations and washed with the detergent solution and DI water at the end of the day.

Investigation derived waste (IDW) generated during the well installation and pilot test implementation will be managed
in accordance with CFFF procedures and the EPA Region 4 LSASDPROC-202-R5 Management of Investigation
Derived Waste (EPA, 2023b). Materials which may become IDW include personal protective equipment (PPE),
disposable equipment, soil cuttings from drilling or hand auguring, drilling fluids, groundwater obtained through well
development or well purging, and cleaning/decontamination fluids.

Groundwater well sampling and development IDW was authorized for on-site treatment at CFFF in a Letter of
Authorization (LOA 005504) issued by SCDES on October 27, 2020 (SCDES, 2020). Liquids generated from these
activities will be collected in 275-gal totes labeled as Groundwater IDW.  When the tote is full, it will be transferred to
Uranium Recovery and Recycling Services for introduction into the wastewater treatment process.

Solid IDW will be containerized in Department of Transportation approved 55-gal drums or roll-off containers and
temporarily staged at a central location pending selection of final disposal method(s). Each drum will contain IDW from
one location. IDW from multiple locations will not be mixed in drums. Generated IDW is anticipated to be characterized
using previous analytical results and handled/disposed under existing waste profiles for the site. If required, composite
samples may be collected to characterize the IDW. IDW composite samples will be collected in general accordance
with EPA Region 4 LSASDPROC-300-R5 Soil Sampling (EPA, 2023c). CFFF personnel will coordinate the profiling and
disposal of the IDW materials.
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8. Reporting

Following completion of the pilot test injections, AECOM will submit an Injection Completion Report which will detail the
baseline groundwater monitoring results, the bench-scale treatability test results, the final injection designs, and the
injection implementations. Following completion of the post-injection performance monitoring, AECOM will submit a
Pilot Study Completion Report which will detail the results and findings of the CVOC, Tc-99, and uranium pilot studies.
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Table 1
Constituents of Potential Concern by Media

Pilot Study Work Plan
Westinghouse Columbia Fuel Fabrication Facility

Hopkins, South Carolina

CVOCs Nitrate Fluoride Uranium Tc-99

Groundwater FS FS FS FS FS

Surface Water FS NE FS NE NE

Soil/Sediment NE NE NE FS FS

Notes:
COPC - Constituents of potential concern
CVOCs - Chlorinated volatile organic compounds
Tc-99 - Technetium-99
FS - To be evaluated in Feasibility Study
NE - No exceedances in Remedial Investigation

Media

Primary COPC



Table 2
Remedial Goals for Site-Specific COPCs

Pilot Study Work Plan
Westinghouse Columbia Fuel Fabrication Facility

Hopkins, South Carolina

Long-term
Goal

Short-term
Goal

Long-term
Goal

Short-term
Goal2

Long-term
Goal2

µg/L µg/L Location Date µg/L µg/L µg/L Location Date pCi/g pCi/g µg/L Location Date

PCE 5 370 W-65 Q2-2024 53 5 16 SW-17 7/18/2019 NA NA NA NA NA

TCE 5 50 W-65 Q2-2024 220 5 1 SW-17 7/18/2019 NA NA NA NA NA

Vinyl Chloride 2 3.2 W-107 Q2-2024 930 2 <1.0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Nitrate 10,000 330,000 W-18R Q2-2024 NA 10,000 7,300 SW-23 7/16/2019 NA NA NA NA NA

Fluoride 4,000 9,800 W-78 Q2-2024 4,000 4,000 5,100 SW-GATORPOND 2/28/2024 NA NA NA NA NA

Total Uranium 30 302 W-56 Q2-2024 NA 30 2.38 SW-LOWERSUNSETLAKE 5/29/2024 NA NA NA NA NA

Tc-99 900 pCi/L 2,840 pCi/L W-6 Q2-2024 NA 900 pCi/L 44.7 SW-GATORPOND 2/28/2024 89,400 42.8 312 SED-65 1/3/2024

Uranium 233/234 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 3,310 209.7 435 SED-44 12/1/2020

Uranium 235/236 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 39 36.9 24.3 SED-44 12/1/2020

Uranium 238 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 179 111.3 98.7 SED-44 12/1/2020

Notes:
1 - Maximum detections reflect the most recent set of data, where applicable.
2 - Soil/Sediment goals are based upon the updated Derived Concentration Guidance Levels (DCGLs) from NUREG-1575.
COPC - Constituents of potential concern µg/L - Micrograms per Liter
PCE - Tetrachloroethene pCi/L - Pico curies per Liter
TCE - Trichloroethene pCi/g - Pico curies per gram
Tc-99 - Technetium-99 NA - Not applicable

COPC

Groundwater Surface Water Soil/Sediment

Maximum Detection1 Maximum Detection1 Maximum Detection1



Table 3
Summary of Remedial Alternatives

Pilot Study Work Plan
Westinghouse Columbia Fuel Fabrication Facility

Hopkins, South Carolina

Remedial
Technology

Targeted COPC
Remedial

Technology
Targeted COPC

Remedial
Technology

Targeted COPC
Remedial

Technology
Targeted COPC

Remedial
Technology

Targeted COPC

Excavation
(Hydraulic Dredging)

Uranium (sediment)
Tc-99 (sediment)

Excavation
(Hydraulic Dredging)

Uranium (sediment)
Tc-99 (sediment)

Excavation
(Hydraulic Dredging)

Uranium (sediment)
Tc-99 (sediment)

Excavation
(Hydraulic Dredging)

Uranium (sediment)
Tc-99 (sediment)

ZVI
(injection)

Uranium
(groundwater)

Tc-99 (groundwater)

ZVI
(injection)

Uranium
(groundwater)

Tc-99 (groundwater)

ERD+ZVI
(injection)

CVOCs
Nitrate

ERD+ZVI
(injection)

CVOCs
Nitrate

Fluoride
Sequestration

(injection)
Fluoride

Fluoride
Sequestration

(injection)
Fluoride

Groundwater
Extraction

Fluoride
Groundwater

Extraction
Fluoride

Notes:

COPC - Constituents of potential concern

Tc-99 - Technetium-99

CVOCs - Chlorinated Volatile Organic Compounds

ZVI - Zero Valent Iron

ERD - Enhanced Reductive Dechlorination

PRB - Permeable Reactive Barrier

Uranium
(groundwater)

Tc-99 (groundwater)
CVOCs
Nitrate

Remedial Alternative 1 Remedial Alternative 2 Remedial Alternative 3 Remedial Alternative 4 Remedial Alternative 5

No Action None
PRB

(liquid activated
carbon injection)

PRB
(liquid activated
carbon injection)

Uranium
(groundwater)

Tc-99 (groundwater)
CVOCs
Nitrate



Table 4
Pilot Study Well Construction Summary

Pilot Study Work Plan
Westinghouse Columbia Fuel Fabrication Facility

Hopkins, South Carolina

Well Number Northing Easting Date Installed

Ground
Surface

Elevation
(ft msl)

Top of Casing
Elevation

(ft msl)

Casing
Stickup

(ft)

Well
Diameter

(in)
Casing Type

Total Depth
(ft bgs)

Screen
Length

(ft)

Screen
Interval
(ft bgs)

Classification

W-6 744963.2941 2024109.6154 5/15/1980 136.96 136.46 -0.50 2.0 PVC 27.80 5 23-28 Surficial - Lower Zone

W-11 744743.0468 2023914.5566 5/14/1980 138.45 140.76 2.31 2.0 PVC 24.97 3 22-25 Surficial - Upper Zone

W-22 744960.9243 2024116.3963 7/12/1980 137.08 136.51 -0.57 2.0 PVC 15.10 5 10-15 Surficial - Upper Zone

W-32 744742.1011 2023919.8088 7/15/1980 138.33 140.34 2.01 2.0 PVC 21.89 5 17-22 Surficial - Upper Zone

W-37 745407.3901 2024230.7318 2/11/1992 136.58 139.04 2.46 2.0 PVC 20.41 5 15.5-20.5 Surficial - Upper Zone

W-54 745442.5511 2024229.9796 9/19/2018 136.79 136.52 -0.27 2.0 PVC 15.82 5 11-16 Surficial - Upper Zone

W-55 745397.6509 2024214.0049 9/20/2018 136.90 136.63 -0.27 2.0 PVC 15.24 5 10-15 Surficial - Upper Zone

W-56 745351.3097 2024203.7460 9/20/2018 136.83 136.68 -0.15 2.0 PVC 15.13 5 10-15 Surficial - Upper Zone

W-57 745307.4270 2024190.7853 9/20/2018 136.90 136.73 -0.17 2.0 PVC 15.12 5 10-15 Surficial - Upper Zone

W-73 745339.3056 2024166.2500 6/30/2019 136.85 136.45 -0.40 2.0 PVC 16.00 10 6-16 Surficial - Upper Zone

W-74 745325.1257 2024067.1720 9/17/2019 136.64 139.93 3.29 2.0 PVC 30.60 5 25.5-30.5 Surficial - Lower Zone

W-120 745967.1436 2024014.3529 7/29/2021 139.26 142.34 3.08 2.0 PVC 33.80 5 29-34 Surficial - Lower Zone

W-121 745966.7263 2024008.0883 7/29/2021 139.12 142.24 3.11 2.0 PVC 22.12 10 12-22 Surficial - Upper Zone

PMW-1A -- -- -- -- -- 2.50 2.0 PVC 22.00 10 12-22 Surficial - Upper Zone

PMW-1B -- -- -- -- -- 2.50 2.0 PVC 34.00 5 29-34 Surficial - Lower Zone

PMW-2A -- -- -- -- -- 2.50 2.0 PVC 22.00 10 12-22 Surficial - Upper Zone

PMW-2B -- -- -- -- -- 2.50 2.0 PVC 34.00 5 29-34 Surficial - Lower Zone

PMW-3A -- -- -- -- -- 2.50 2.0 PVC 22.00 10 12-22 Surficial - Upper Zone

PMW-3B -- -- -- -- -- 2.50 2.0 PVC 34.00 5 29-34 Surficial - Lower Zone

PMW-4A -- -- -- -- -- 2.50 2.0 PVC 22.00 10 12-22 Surficial - Upper Zone

PMW-4B -- -- -- -- -- 2.50 2.0 PVC 34.00 5 29-34 Surficial - Lower Zone

PMW-5A -- -- -- -- -- 2.50 2.0 PVC 22.00 10 12-22 Surficial - Upper Zone

PMW-5B -- -- -- -- -- 2.50 2.0 PVC 34.00 5 29-34 Surficial - Lower Zone

PMW-6A -- -- -- -- -- 2.50 2.0 PVC 22.00 10 12-22 Surficial - Upper Zone

PMW-6B -- -- -- -- -- 2.50 2.0 PVC 34.00 5 29-34 Surficial - Lower Zone

Notes:
ft = feet ft msl = feet above mean sea level

in = inches ft bgs = feet below ground surface

Top of casing and ground surface elevations surveyed by AECOM during November 2018,  November 2019, April 2021 and August 2021.

Horizontal coordinates are referenced to the State Plane Coordinate System and  the North American Datum of 1983 (NAD 83).

Vertical locations are referenced to the North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88).

Proposed Performance Monitoring Wells

Existing Monitoring Wells



Table 5
CVOC Pilot Test Design Summary

Pilot Study Work Plan
Westinghouse Columbia Fuel Fabrication Facility

Hopkins, South Carolina

     Target Monitoring Wells W-120 W-121
     Screen Interval (ft bgs) 29-34 12-22

     PCE 340 82
     TCE 17 2.4

     pH (S.U.) 5.91 5.21
     ORP (mV) 176 263
     DO (mg/L) 0.53 2.42

     Temperature (oC) 20.6 18.7
     Specific Conductivity (uS/cm) 145.3 66.2

     Chloride 5400 NA
     Total Iron 64 NA
     Nitrate 3900 NA
     Sulfate 4000 NA
     Manganese 160 NA
     Methane 110 NA

     Target Treatment Area (sf)
     Top Target Treatment Depth (ft bgs)
     Bottom Target Treatment Depth (ft bgs)
     Targeted Treatment Thickness (ft)
     Estimated Effective Porosity
     Average Aquifer Hydraulic Conductivity (ft/day)
     Total Number of Injection Points
     Injection Point Grid
     Injection Point Spacing (ft)
     Injection Depth Interval (ft)
     Number of Depth Intervals per Injection Point
     Injection Point Depths (ft bgs)

     Injection Method
     Product
     Product Amount (lbs)
     Product Volume (gals)
     Make-up Water Volume (gals)
     Pre-Application Test - 15% (gals fresh water)
     Pre-Application Test - 20% (gals fresh water)
     Total Amendment Volume (gals)
     Amendment ZVI by Weight
     Amendment Volume per Point (gals)
     Amendment Volume per Depth Interval (gals)
     Estimated Days to Complete

Notes:
COPC = constituent of potential concern lbs = pounds

ug/L = micrograms per liter gals = gallons

PCE = tetrachloroethylene uS/cm = microsiemens per centimeter

TCE = trichloroethylene NA = not analyzed

S.U. = standard units sf = square feet

ORP = oxidation reduction potential in millivolts (mV) ft bgs = feet below ground surface

DO = dissolved oxygen in milligrams per liter (mg/L) DPT = direct-push technology
oC = degrees Celsius eZVI = Ferox Plus Zero-Valent Iron

Injection Design Summary
Monitoring Well Information

9
34

COPC Concentration (ug/L)

Aquifer Geochemistry

Natural Attenuation Parameters (ug/L) *

DPT (top-down approach)

5x5
20
5
5

Injection Information

4.08 (W-120) - 10.63 (W-121)

11.5, 16.5, 21.5, 26.5, 31.5

Treatment Zone Information
10,000

25
20%

9

1,460

618
124

15%

711
742

15,460

25

eZVI
20,000

14,000



Table 6
Tc-99 Pilot Test Design Summary

Pilot Study Work Plan
Westinghouse Columbia Fuel Fabrication Facility

Hopkins, South Carolina

     Target Monitoring Wells W-6 W-22 W-11 W-32
     Screen Interval (ft bgs) 23-28 10-15 22-25 17-22

     Tc-99 2,500 31.1 1,230 231

     pH (S.U.) 5.53 5.9 5.62 6.94
     ORP (mV) 206 152 156 147
     DO (mg/L) 0.3 0.3 1.58 0.73

     Temperature (oC) 19.6 19.4 21.2 20.4
     Specific Conductivity (uS/cm) 585.0 2421.0 154.0 1062.0

     Chloride 24,000 7,100 8,400 7,400
     Total Iron 330 140 <50 <50
     Nitrate 295,000 83,500 27,000 130,000
     Sulfate 47,000 170,000 4,200 32,000
     Manganese 250 960 49 290
     Methane <10 74 <10 <10

     Location
     Target Treatment Area (sf)
     Top Target Treatment Depth (ft bgs)
     Bottom Target Treatment Depth (ft bgs)
     Target Treatment Thickness (ft)
     Effective Porosity
     Average Aquifer Hydraulic Conductivity (ft/day)
     Total Injection Points
     Injection Point Grid
     Injection Point Spacing (ft)
     Injection Depth Interval (ft)
     Number of Depth Intervals per Injection Point
     Injection Point Depths (ft bgs)

     Injection Method
     Product
     Product Amount (lbs)
     Product Volume (gals)
     Make-up Water Volume (gals)
     Pre-Application Test - 15% (gals fresh water)
     Pre-Application Test - 20% (gals fresh water)
     Total Amendment Volume (gals)
     Amendment ZVI by Weight
     Amendment Volume per Point (gals)
     Amendment Volume per Depth Interval (gals)
     Estimated Days to Complete

Notes:
COPC = constituent of potential concern uS/cm = microsiemens per centimeter
pCi/L = picocuries per liter sf = square feet
ug/L = micrograms per liter ft bgs = feet below ground surface
S.U. = standard units DPT = direct-push technology
ORP = oxidation reduction potential in millivolts (mV) S-MZVI = sulfidated micro-scale zero-valent iron
DO = dissolved oxygen in milligrams per liter (mg/L) lbs = pounds
oC = degrees Celsius gals = gallons

32,621
4%
816
163
12

979

10
5
4

13.5, 18.5, 23.5, 28.5

DPT (top-down approach)
S-MZVI

816
163
12

4,000
Southern Treatment Area

4,000

31
20

20%
0.06 (W-11)

DPT (top-down approach)
S-MZVI
10,000

662
31,959

32,621

31
20

20%
0.51 (W-6)

11

40
4x10

4%

10,000
662

31,959

Injection Information

10
5
4

13.5, 18.5, 23.5, 28.5

40
4x10

938
979

938

11

Monitoring Well Information

COPC Concentration (pCi/L)

Aquifer Geochemistry

Natural Attenuation Parameters (ug/L) *

Treatment Zone Information
Northern Treatment Area

Injection Design Summary



Table 7
Uranium Pilot Test Design Summary

Pilot Study Work Plan
Westinghouse Columbia Fuel Fabrication Facility

Hopkins, South Carolina

     Target Monitoring Wells W-55 W-56
     Screen Interval (ft bgs) 10-15 10-15

     Total Uranium 121 143

     pH (S.U.) 6.05 5.97
     ORP (mV) 196 195
     DO (mg/L) 5.49 3.32

     Temperature (oC) 19.3 19.4
     Specific Conductivity (uS/cm) 122.0 132.0

     Chloride 5,300 7,800
     Total Iron 71 75
     Nitrate 1,500 2,500
     Sulfate 28,000 18,000
     Manganese <5 <5
     Methane <10 <10

     Target Treatment Area (sf)
     Top Target Treatment Depth (ft bgs)
     Bottom Target Treatment Depth (ft bgs)
     Target Treatment Thickness (ft)
     Estimated Effective Porosity
     Average Aquifer Hydraulic Conductivity (ft/day)
     Total Number of Injection Points
     Injection Point Grid
     Injection Point Spacing (ft)
     Injection Depth Interval (ft)
     Number of Depth Intervals per Injection Point
     Injection Point Depths (ft bgs)

     Injection Method
     Product
     Product Amount (lbs)
     Product Volume (gals)
     Make-up Water Volume (gals)
     Pre-Application Test - 15% (gals fresh water)
     Pre-Application Test - 20% (gals fresh water)
     Total Amendment Volume (gals)
     Amendment ZVI by Weight
     Amendment Volume per Point (gals)
     Amendment Volume per Depth Interval (gals)
     Estimated Days to Complete

Notes:
COPC = constituent of potential concern sf = square feet
ug/L = micrograms per liter ft bgs = feet below ground surface
S.U. = standard units DPT = direct-push technology
ORP = oxidation reduction potential in millivolts (mV) lbs = pounds
DO = dissolved oxygen in milligrams per liter (mg/L) gals = gallons
S-MZVI = sulfidated micro-scale zero-valent iron uS/cm = microsiemens per centimeter
* - Slug test data taken from nearest wells (W-35 and W-39) oC = degrees Celsius

9,787
4%
245
122

4

9

S-MZVI
3,000
199

9,588

15
6

20%
9.04*

40
4x10 (modified)

281
294

10
3
2

10.5 and 13.5
Injection Information

DPT (top-down approach)

4,000

Injection Design Summary
Monitoring Well Information

COPC Concentration (ug/L)

Aquifer Geochemistry

Natural Attenuation Parameters (ug/L) *

Treatment Zone Information
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