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September 30, 20 ll 

SUBJECT: Air Force Plant 68 Report by Environmental Remediation and Financial Services 

 
Buffalo River Projects Coordinator 
Buffal.o Niagara Riverkeeper 

 
Buffalo, NY 142 13 

Dear : 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback regarding Environmental Remediation 
and Financial Services (ERFS) review of Air Force Planr 68 (AFP-68) and associated parcels and 
properties of the former Lake Ontario Ordnance Works (LOOW) Site. This work was funded by 
a Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) provided by the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation. The original scope of the TAG was to evaluate the physical and 
temporal boundaries of AFP-68 but ERFS expanded their scope to other areas and features 
within the LOOW. As a result, ERFS' review did not take full advantage of all the studies and 
publications germane to AFP-68 and other uses of the former LOOW. In addition, we 
understand that the Corps' two separate authorities, the Defense Environmental Restoration 
Program for Fonnerly Used Defense Sites (DERP-FUDS) and the Formerly Utilized Sites 
Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP), to address some of the parcels of the former LOOW can 
be initially confusing. The Corps would like to provide clarification on some of these matters. 

Potential Department of Defense-related contamination within the AFP-68 soils and other 
envil·onmental media 

Specifically regarding the AFP-68 property, the Document Review Listing provided with 
the report (dated October 2010 and August 201 1) did not include the LOOW Phase Il Remedial 
Investigation (USACE 2002) nor the LOOW Summary of Human Health and Screening Level 
Ecological Risk Assessments (2009), both of which may be accessed from our website 
http://v. W\\ .lrb. usacl!.anm .mi 1/derpfudsl loow/inde.:-...hlm. Within the AFP-68 property, there 
were several areas of concern (AOCs) subject to environmental sampling and analysis as part of 
the LOOW Phase 11 Remedial Investigation, which was performed under the auspices of DERP
FUDS. The subsequent risk assessments that were performed under DERP-FUDS on this 
portion of the LOOW grouped the various AFP-68 AOCs into three exposure units (EUs), #1, 2, 
and 5. As explained in the Summary Risk Assessment Report, of these three AFP-68 exposure 
units, only the first one (EU 1) was found to contain contamination that could pose an 
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unacceptable risk for some hypothetical worker exposures. This exposure unit is located on 
Chemical Waste Management (CWM) property. The other two AFP-68 exposure units (EU 2 
and EU 5) were not found tO contain contamination that could have an adverse impact on human 
health or the environment. The AFP-68 EU 2 is also on CWM property, but the AFP-68 EU 5 is 
on property owned by the Somerset Group. 

Issues relating to potential radioactivity contamination of the former LOOW 

The U.S. Atomic Energy Commission perfonned extensive surveys and remediation of 
the LOOW in the 1950s and around 1970 to control exposure from uranium processing residues 
and other radioactive materials at the LOOW. Ln the mid 1970s, the U.S. Depattrnent of Energy 
(DOE) included the NFSS in FUSRAP. This program was created in 1974 to identify. 
investigate and clean up or control sites that were part of the Nation's early atomic energy and 
weapons program. Activities at the sites that are eligible for FUSRAP were conducted by the 
Manhattan Engineer District (MED) or the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC), both 
predecessors of the DOE. DOE remediated 23 parcels (vicinity properties) ofthe LOOW under 
FUSRAP and released them for unrestricted use. The Niagara Falls Storage Site (NFSS) and 
three remaining vicinity properties are being addressed by the Corps. 

The Corps and DOE will be pleased to provide access to the reports mentioned in this 
comment on the ERFS report. Please contact  at the Corps 

  or  at DOE 
 for assistance in obtaining any of these reports. 

Uranium (and other radionuclides) in soil and surface water drainages 

The ERFS report indicates that there is a perceived potential for uranium to have entered 
the ditches and creeks draining the former LOOW. The fo llowing sections discuss the avai lable 
investigations and data that demonstrate that uranium contamination of soils has not migrated off 
the former LOOW or was remediated to protective levels. 

AEC and its successor agencies. the Energy Research and Development Administration 
and DOE, also recognized the potential for migration of contaminated solid waste and 
groundwater. Those studies are available from DOE and the Corps. These reports present data 
that support the conclusion that significant uranium contamination in soils did not migrate offsite 
except for the Central Drainage Ditch lo about 500 meters past Lutts Road. The ditch upstream 
of this point was remediated to protective levels (see NFSS Vicinity Properties. New York: 
Review of Radiological Conditions at Six Vicinity Properties and Two Drainage Ditches, 
October 20 l 0, DOE). The portion of the ditch downstream to the confluence with Founnile 
Creek contained detectable contamination but the levels did not require remediation. ERFS may 
also wish to review other documents listed in the bibliography of the reference above, 
specifically the document by Aerospace for DOE dated November 1982 and the Certification 
Docket for the Remedial Action Performed at the NFSS Vicinity Properties in Lewiston, NY, 
from 1983 through 1986, DOE Oak Ridge Field Office NY.l7-14 or the comprehensive 
assessment reports for each of the vicinity properties. These reference documents may be 
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viewed or downloaded from the DOE-LM website by searching under Sites, Niagara Falls 
Storage Site Vicinity Properties, http:l/'''''"·lm.doe co\ /, or questions may be directed by phone 
or email to or  
DOE-LM FUSRAP Program Manager  

ln addition, the Corps recently sampled the Southwest Drainage Ditch on the Lewiston
Porter School District campus. The results of that sampling and analysis do not indicate any 
migration of radiation through this ditch from the NFSS or of Department ofDefense (DOD)
related contamination from tbe LOOW. Those reports (published May 2011) are available from 
the NFSS and LOOW websites http://\\ w'" Jrb.usace.arm) .milt fusrap/nfss/mdex.htm and 
http .//v. \\ w .lrb.usace.annv.mi 1/derpfuds/loo\\ / indcx.htm#Documents 

Finally, the Corps continues the annual sampling that was begun by the DOE in the mid-
1980's, of ditches leading off the NFSS. The DOE began this sampling following the 
consolidation of radioactive wastes into the interim Waste Containment Structure. The Corps' 
last four annual environmental surveillance reports which summarize the results of these 
sampling events are avai lable on-line at 
http://wv.w.lrb.usace anny.mil/fusrap/nfss/mde ..... htm#EmSun . The Corps' environmental 
surveillance indicates that no radioactivity is currently mibrrating from the NFSS to the 
sw-rounding properties via surface water drainages. 

Groundwater cbaracterization 

Groundwater sampling commenced with the assessment work on the NFSS and vicinity 
properties conducted by DOE in the 1980s and 1990s prior to transfer of responsibility to the 
Corps. DOE collected grab samples from auger holes and analyzed them for gross alpha and 
gross beta. The results can be reviewed or downloaded from the LM - DOE Niagara Falls 
Storage Vicinity Properties FUSRAP web page http://w.,vw.lm.doe.gov/. 

One report that ERFS does focus on in its August 2011 presentation is the N FSS 
(FUSRAP) 2011 Remediallnvestigation (Rl) Report Addendum. The NFSS was also broken 
into EUs to facilitate the investigation and characterization of risks. Within the NFSS, EU l 
(northwest corner within the NFSS) and EU 4 (northern central portion within the NFSS) were 
subject to further groundwater sampling and analysis under the RI Addendum (USACE 20 II). 
The NFSS exposure wuts are physically distinct from the LOOW exposure units. 

One section of the NFSS Rl Addendum Report also presents an evaluation of the 
connectivity of sand lenses at NFSS. This had been previously evaluated in the 2007 
Groundwater Flow and Transport Repot1 (which may be accessed at 
hup://\\ \\\'.-.lrb.usace.amn .millfusrap/nfss/index.htm#Documents). The 2011 Rl Addendum 
Report provided an expanded evaluation of this issue and concluded, ''Results of the additional 
sand lens evaluation verified the conclusions of the initial geostatistical analysis; that is. the sand 
lenses are isolated and discontinuous, with an average sand Lens thickness of approximately 5 ft. 
and length of 15ft. across the NFSS.'' 
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Underground utilities across the former LOOW 

Another report that is relevant to the scope of ERFS review is the LOOW Phase Ill Rl 
Report (USACE 2008). also known as the Underground Utilities RJ. Although the fact sheet for 
this report is included on the Document Review Listing, we suggest that a fuller understanding of 
the underground utilities' impact on contaminant fate and transport within and beyond the 
boundaries of the fom1er LOOW would have been obtained by reading through the summary and 
conclusions of the report itself. An excerpt from some ofthese summarized conclusions is 
provided below. 

• ··samples associated with the water lines (potable and cooling water) and 30-in. outfall 
line were the least impacted. 

• Several lines. including the former LOOW acid waste sewer, sanitary sewer, and storm 
water lines were previously sealed to prevent migration within the lines. 

• Jn addition, the LOOW trinitrotoluene (TNT) waste lines and the main trunk lines for the 
AFP-68 acid and chemical waste sewer lines underwent an interim remedial action 
conducted under the direction of the Corps and have been either cleaned and sealed in 
place or removed, leaving the secondary lines sealed at the confluence with the main line. 

• These sections of secondary lines (and in some instances. the main trunk li ne) are in 
effect acting more as ranks rather than open conveyance for migration of potenrial 
constituents. 

• Although some AFP-68 wastewater lines (mainly in the southeastern portion) were 
underlain with porous bedding material which was found to carry some contamination. 
the main portion of the wasterwater line is underlaid with non-porous bedding material, 
i.e., native clay, thereby effectively sealing this potential migration pathway." 

The NFSS R1 Addendum Report (USACE 20 I I, Section I 0.5) fwther explains the 
potential of the underground util ity lines for acting as preferential pathways for migration of 
radioactivity from the NFSS by explaining, "Another important observation for off-site 
contaminant transport via pipelines is that no porous bedding material (e.g., sand or gravel) was 
observed around pipelines leaving the NFSS. Porous bedding material would enhance the 
likelihood that pipelines would act as preferential pathways for contaminant migration. During 
pipeline construction, pipeline trenches were most often backfilled with native material. In some 
cases, pipelines were encased in concrete bedding material. The sanitary sewer line extending 
north from the NFSS is described as a 30-inch diameter pipe encased in concrete and located 10 
to 12 ft below ground surface. The acid waste Line extending north from the NFSS is described 
as a 36-inch diameter pipe encased in concrete and located 9 to I 0 ft below ground surface. 
Since water levels in the upper-water-bearing zone fluctuate seasonally between 2 and 10ft 
below ground surface, and the depths of the acid waste and sanitary sewer lines leaving the 
NFSS range from approximately 9 to 12 ft below ground surface, there is a potential for the line 
to be exposed to groundwater more than just seasonally. Thus, the threat of contaminant 
transport via pipelines/bedding material is legitimate. However, since both of these Lines are 
encased in concrete, this threat is greatly reduced." 
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Conclusions 

a) The ERFS report does not take into account DOE remedial actions of the ditches. The 
DOE remediated the Central Drainage Ditch to protective levels. 

b) The ERFS report does not indicate a review of the extensive studies of site hydrology 
and monitoring, which demonstrate that groundwater contamination has not migrated offsite 
except as found by the Corps in limited extent along the wesrern and northern property boundary 
ofthe NFSS (USACE 20 11 NFSS Rl Addendum). 

I would like to again thank the Buffalo Niagara Riverkeeper (or the opportunity to 
provide further clarification on theAFP-68 review results submitted by ERFS. The references 
and bibliography for tbe infom1ation within thi s letter are enclosed. We hope that this 
information is useful and assists in clarifying the matters addressed herein. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

am Manager 
Niagara Falls Storage Site and 
Lake Omario Ordnance Works Site 
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