
4711 

TRANSMITTAL OF RESPONSES TO USEPA AND 
OEPA COMMENTS ON THE PROJECT SPECIFIC 
PLAN FOR SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE SOIL 
SAMPLING INVESTIGATION, JUNE 1993 

08/31/93 

DOE-FN/EPA 
14 
RESPONSES 
OU5 

-. . 



Department of Energy 
Fernald Environmental Management Project 

P.O. Box 398705 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705 

(513) 738-6357 

James A .  Saric, Remedial Project 
Environmental Protection Agency 

V - 5HRE-8J 
1st Jackson Street  
:igo I1 1 i noi s 60604 

AUG ' 3 -  I 1993 

DOE-2863-93 

Director 

.;raham E. Mi tchel 1 , Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

i u t h  Main Street  
m y  Ohio 45402 

Mr., Saric and Mr. Mitchell: 

JIITTAL OF RESPONSES TO UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE PROJECT SPECIFIC PLAN FOR 

X E  AND SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLING INVESTIGATIONy JUNE 1993 

.ences: 1) Letter, J .  A. Saric t o  J. R. Craig, "Disapproval of OU 5 
Additional Soil Sampling Work Plan - FEMP," dated July 22 ,  
1993 

2)  Letter, G .  E .  Mitchell t o  J .  R. Craig, "Comments on the 
Operable Unit 5 PSP," dated July 26, 1993 

:sed for your review are the subject responses. 
;ed once final resolution of these comments i s  achieved. 
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RESPONSES TO U.S. EPA COMMENTS ON THE PROJECT SPECIFIC PLAN 
FOR SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLING INVESTIGATION 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: 
Section #: 3.1.2 Pg. #: 6 Line #: 
Original Comment # 1 

Code: 

Comment: Many survey readings shown in Figure 3-3 indicate relatively high levels of uranium 
contamination along the fence line and railroad spur east ofthe solid waste landfill. DOE 
should investigate this area to characterize the soil contamination. 

Response: The area with elevated walk-over survey readings in Figure 3-3 was sampled during the 
CIS investigation as a follow up  to that survey. The areas of high readings are all 
included in removal actions or other operable units. The area between the railroad spur 
and the east fence of the Waste Storage Area is covered by Removal Action 17. which 
deals with waste plies. that is being conducted by CRU3. North of the  CRU3 area is'the 
Sanitary Landtill which is pan of OU 2.  The area west of the railroad tracks is part of 
OU 1 .  The only OU 5 area that still required investigation to follow up the CIS data is 
the scar area included in this PSP. 

k t ion :  Expand the text to reference the coverage by the other operable units. 

.:omrnenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: 
;ection #: 3.1.2 Pg. #: 1 1  Line #: Code: 
3riginal Comment # 2 

-7 ..*omment: 

Response: 

-1 c t io n : 

Soil borings 11091 through I1095 are supposed to detine soil contamination around Plant 
8. However. borings 11091 through I1094 are all located north of Plant 8; boring 11095 
is the only boring located south of Plant 8. Additional borings should be located east. south. 
and west of Plant 8 to determine the extent of contamination in the Plant 8 vicinity. 

The text says the borings "will be sampled to investigate possible contamination in and 
around Plant 8" because, as is also stated in the text, there are very few inorganic and 
organic samples from the area. Possible sources of chemical contamination associated with 
Plant 8 are above-ground storage tanks and sumps, most of which are located to the north. 
The significant contamination in the Plant 8 area is radiological, as determined in the 
Production and Additional Suspect Area Sampling Program. The sampling in this PSP will 
indicate if there are organic or inorganic components that must be dealt with along with the 
known radiological contamination. I f  necessary, additional borings will be installed and 
sampled during the FS to further refine contaminant area and volume. 

No change to the PSP is required. 
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Commenting Organization: U .S. EP.4 
Section #: 3.1.3 Pp. #: 11-13 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment # 3 

Cummentor: 

Comment: The text states that Figure 3-6 shows previous investigation borings containing organic 
contamination. The text does not reference the previous investigations, and the data 
presented in Figure 3-6 does not correlate with the data presented in Appendix B (page B-5). 
These omissions and discrepancies should be addressed. 

Response: The previous investigations are the Production and Additional Suspect Area (PASA) Work 
Plan, DCR 33 to the RI/FS Work Plan (October 1989) and DCR 63 (March 1991) which 
included additional investigations based on the results from the sampling done under the 
PASA Work Plan. These documents are cited in Section 2.0 "Previous Investigations" in 
the PSP. Data from eight borings depicted in Figure 3-6 are presented in Appendix B, 
Page B-5 in the section that presents Plant 6 Area. Two of the  borings, 1148 and 1612, are 
not labelled correctly in Figure 3-6 and should be designated as "organic contamination in 
soils exists (> 1.5 feet)" 

Clarify the text to indicate that the graphite furnace and oil burner area were sampled under 
the PASA Work Plan and subsequent additions to that plan. Revise Figure 3-6 to properly 
identify borings 1148 and 1612 as specified above. 

Action: 

Commenting Organization: U .S. EPA 
Section #: 3.1.3 Pg. #: 13 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment # 4 

Commentor: 

Comment: The text states that boring 1 1  109 will be sampled to investigate the lateral extent, of 
contamination downgradient of the garage area. In terms of soil contamination, the use of 
the term "clowngradient" is unclear. This statement should be clarified. 

Response: The term downgradient here refers to the perched water. table gradient. 

Action: The text will be clarified. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Cummentor: 
Section #: 3.1.4 Pg. #: 13 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment # 5 

Comment: The text states that the graphite furnace and oil burner area are identified in Figure 3-8. The 
graphite furnace and oil burner area are not identified in Figure, 3-8. This discrepancy 
should be resolved. 

Response: DOE agrees. 

Action: The tigure will be corrected to show the location of the graphite furnace and oil burner. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA i Cummentor: 
Section #: 3.1.4 Pg. #:.20 Line #: 
Original Comment # 6 

Comment: The text indicates that boring 11090 will be located in the same area as boring 1566. 
However. Figures 3-8 and 3-9 indicate that boring 11090 will be in approximately the same 
location as boring 1565. This discrepancy should be resolved. 

Response: The text is correct; the numbers assigned to the wells in Figure 3-8 are reversed. 

Action: The labels on Wells 1566 and 1565 will he changed to show the correct location of the 
wells. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: 
Section #: 3.1.5 Pg. #: 20 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment # 7 

Comment: The text indicates that if split spoon recovery is poor. the boring location will be moved but 
will remain within a 2-foot radius o t  the original boring. I t  is unclear why the boring 
location would be moved. especially i f  the original boring has reached a depth greater than 
9 feet. Because at depths greater than 3 feet, 6-inch samples are collected every 3 feet, the 
additional recovery needed for a sample could be obtained from the next 6 inches instead 
of redrilling the boring. DOE should consider this alternative approach. 

Response: The sampling program is based on samples of soils at six-inch depth increments. The 
Glacial Overburden is more homogeneous laterally than vertically within the local area of 
the borehole; therefore. it is important to design the sampling program to minimize the 
impact of changes in grain size on the sampling results. The analytical program requires a 
large volume of sample material. and it is important to compare six-inch intervals to six-inch 
intervals rather than six-inch intervals to 12- or  18-inch intervals. 

At the time the plan was being wrirten. the DOE was considering the use of large diameter 
split spoons that could collect surticient material for the analysis in one boring. If this 
approach did not prove to be practicd. there had to be an alternative sampling approach in 
the PSP so the tield work could proceed. The text says that if additional material is required 
to obtain enough material for analysis, it should be gathered from additional borings within 
a two-foot circle. 

Action: No change to the PSP is required. 

Commenting organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: 
Section #: 3.1.5 Pg. #: 20 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment # 8 

Comment: The text states that horings will he advanced until they reach groundwater or a total depth 
of 20 feet. It is unclear why 20 feet was selected as the termination point of these borings. 
DOE should provide justification for terminating borings at 20 feet. 
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' 1 UResponse:  The 20-foot limit has been a stand;lrd procedure since the writing of the Production and 
Additional Suspect Area Work Plan. The 20-foot limit is placed on the drilling of auger 
holes to minimize the risk of drilling through the bottom of the glacial overburden and 
creating an immediate pathway between the perched groundwater and the Great Miami 
Aquifer. Augers do not provide any protection against the downward migration of 
contamination. Additionally, it has  been shown by hundreds of borings that the perched 
water table is within 20 feet of the surface in the glacial overburden. even though the 
sediments may not yield water fast enough to indicate the water table has been encountered 
during drilling. 

c 

Action: The PSP will be revised to retlect the above response. 

Commenting Organization: .U .S. €PA 
Section #: 3,.2 Pg. #: 22 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment # 9 

Commentor: 

Comment: The text states that radiological data are available for the areas bordering the former 
production area. However, the text does not state the source of this data. whether the data 
has been vaiidated. and whether the data is o t  an analytical level that can be used to support 
the risk assessment. This information should be included in the text to allow assessment of 
whether the data is of sufficient quality to support the risk assessment. 

Response: The reterenced radiological data were generated from the March 1988 RI Surface Soil 
Sampling Plan. The data are of appropriate data quality (ASL E) to support RIFS 
assessments. Surface soil samples were collected at 0 to 2-inch and 0 to 6-inch intervals 
during RI/FS task 3.4.2 (RI/FS Surface Soils Sampling Plan). This data has been validated 
and will be used in the baseline risk assessment of OU 5. 

Action: The text will be modified to state the source of the data and that it is,RI/FS quality data 
(ASL E) that is validated, and will he used for the baseline risk assessment. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Cummentor: 
Section #: 3.6 Pg. #: 30 Line d :  Code: 
Original Comment # 10 

Comment: The text states that the boring interval with the highest radiological activity or organics field 
screening results will be sampled. The text does not address the case where the highest 
radiological activity and highest organics screening results are not common to the same 
interval. The text should identify the boring interval to be sampled when the highest 
radiological activity and highest organics screening results are not common to the same 
interval. 

Response: The PSP text does not require that the highest screening value for radiological be the same 
as the highest sample for organics. If  the highs occur at different depths, two samples will 
be collected: the full radiological and organics analytical program would apply to both 
samples. 

Action: No change to the PSP is required. 

Fila G:\WPSI\COMSOLUS RVG 08/19/93 4 

, 2 .  1 



Commenting Organization: E.S. EPA 
Section #: 6.1 Pg. #: 34 Line t:  ' Code: 
Original Comment # 1 1  

Comment: 

Response: 

', c t io n : 

The method used to determine the number of equipment rinsate samples is unclear. .The 
number of equipment rinsate samples is usually one rinsate sample for every 20 samples 
collected. and equipment is to be decontaminated between samples. The text states that 
equipment rinsate samples will be collected at a rate of one for each 20 washings.The text 
as it is currently written indicates that equipment may not be decontaminated between 
samples and that equipment rinsate samples may not be collected as frequently as necessary. 
The text should be modified to clarify these issues. 

Sampling equipment is decontaminated after every use. There is no suggestion in the PSP 
that the equipment is not to be cleaned between uses. The text emphasizes that each time 
a sampling instrument is cleaned. this cleaning will be included in the count of 20 washings. 
This is to assure that the rinsate sampling truly evaluates the cleaning process under all 
sampling programs. If five instruments are washed in one batch. this would be counted as 
five equipment washings toward the 20. The count of20 washings is not tied to the number 
samples sent to the laboratorv versus the number of lithologic sampies collected but not sent 
to a laboratory. This approach assures that the washing procedure is monitored accurately 
and continuously. 

Clarify the text to show that sampling equipment is decontaminated between each use, and 
that rinsate samples are collected at a frequency of 1 in 20 samples collected (and equipment 
washings) regardless of the use of the sample. 

:ommenting Organization: U .S. EPA 
;ection #: 6.1 Pg. #: 34 Line #: Code: 
kiginal Comment # 12 

Commentor: 

Jomrnent: 

{esponse: 

.4ctiOn : 

The text states that two types of quality control (QC) sampies will be collected: equipment 
rinsate samples and trip blanks. The text should be moditied to state that three types of QC 
samples will be collected. and duplicate samples should be added to the list. Also, the 
duplicate sample collection method described does not correspond with the standard 
detinition of a duplicate sample. Duplicate samples should be aliquots of the same sample, 
not samples collected from the saine depth in adjacent borings. This discrepancy should be 
addressed. 

DOE recognizes that these are not "standard" duplicates. However, it is also clear that in 
order to collect a standard duplicate, a very large mixing container is required given the 
volume ofthe soils required for the extensive analytical program. The large volume coupled 
with the difficulty of mixing and blending the clay-rich soils found at the FEMP, unless they 
are dried and crushed, made the collection of standard duplicates appear to be unreliable. 
As a compromise, it was decided to collect adjacent samples for comparison. While not 
standard duplicates. they will be from the same horizon and will not have been extensively 
agitated and blended which could cause the loss volatile organics. 

No change to the PSP is required. 
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RESPONSES TO OHIO EPA COMMENTS ON THE PROJECT SPECIFIC PLAN 
FOR SURFACE A N D  SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLING INVESTIGATION 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: 
Section #: 3.0 Pg. #: 2 Line #: Code: 
Comment # 1 

Comment: It is standard practice to not collect VOC samples from soils < O S  feet, since such 
compounds quickly volatilize from these soils. DOE should reconsider its sampling plan 
with regard to collecting VOC samples from below the 0.5 feet mark at shallow soil 
sampling locations. Shallow borings and deep borings should only be sampled for VOCs 
at intervals below the 0.0 to 0.5 interval. 

Response: Soil sampling programs conducted under the RI at the FEMP, beginning with the 
Production and Additional Suspect Area Sampling Program in 1989, have included 
surface soil sampling for VOC constituents. The SCQ, which is approved b y  the EPA, 
states that VOC samples can be collected at a depth of three inches (Appendix K.5.1). 

Sampling will determine whether surface contamination exists. Soils collected over a 
vertical distance of six inches. even in dry summer conditions. contain some moisture in 
which VOC constituents will be dissolved if  they are present. DOE acknowledges that 
it is possible to lose some VOC constituents from this depth to the atmosphere; however, 
the purpose of the majority of the samples is for assessment of risk to humans by 
exposures to surface soils through direct contact and inhalation of particulates or vapors. 
It appears equally valid that if the surface soil is not sampled for VOCs, the result could 
present a false negative because the contamination may not penetrate to the sample depth 
collected. Without detinitive data showing that volatiles are not present in surface soils, 
DOE feels that VOC analyses of soils 0.0 to 0.5-foot depths are necessary. 

Action: No change to the PSP is required 

Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA 
Section #: 3.1.1 Pg. #: 3 Line #: Code: 
Comment # 2 

Cum mentor : 

Comment: The section does not address the numerous piles of soil and debris which exist within the 
northwest quadrant between the production area and the waste pits. DOE should 
incorporate a sampling program to evaluate the nature and extent of contamination within 
these soil piles. It is probable a signiticant portion of the soil piles may have been 
deposited after the 1987 CIS survey. 

Response: These materials are construction wastes placed in the area following screening by the 
Waste Management Program. They were deposited after the CIS was completed. The 
soil piles are included in the area of CRU3 and are included in Removal Action 17. 

Action: No change to the PSP is required. 
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qmenting Organization: Ohio EPA ? '  Cornmentor: 
::ion t: Figure 3-2 Pg. #: 51 Line #: Code: 
nmens # 3 .I 

.) 

:imeru: 

3onse: 

The tigure is illegible and shorilld be revised to be useful to the reader. 

DOE agrees that the figure isdifticult to read. I t  is a copy of the tigure from the CIS 
report which was originally in"c'u1or. The purpose of the figure is to show the extent of 
the area surveyed by the CIS rather than any data on the survey results. Data are 
presented in Figure 3-3. 

: .. I 

.':I 
.on: . No change to the PSP is required. 

. .. 
imexing Organization: Ohio EPA :j Commentor: 
ion&' 3.1.1 Pg. kf-1 6 Line #: 7 2 Code: 

.':imea '# 4 1 

imme  This section fails to include a justitication for the proposed sampling locations and 
depths. which do  not lie withdrhe ground scar area (i.e.. SD-01. SS-04. SS-06. SS-03). 
DCif 2% .;uici provide justiticatihn tor these locations. Additionally, DOE should consider 
the use ot field screening merfiods tor the location o t  these samples. 

In ovt-rview, the soils sample !locations proposed in the PSP were suggested to provide 
data tu supplement existing RUFS radiological data and to assure that adequate HSL data 
are available for baseline risk assessment. Relatively high uranium concentrations were 
noted in the vicinity of shall& boring location PA-SD-01. Samples collected to a depth 

. of tive feet will confirm existing information (some of the existing data is WEMCO 
data?. provide a depth protile in an area previously found to be contaminated, and, 
prm7ide HSL data for an areahuginally characterized as to HSL contamination. These 
locxions are at the western brbrder of the Production Area. Data from these areas will 
heip define the horizontal extent of HSLlradiological contamination. 

:9 

,Of&& 
~ 

. 

; 

:or:. 'Ete -,I will be revised to indude inore justrtication for the proposed sampling locations. 
'I 

i 
-riming Orcanization: Ohio €PA 
!t ie#: 3.1.2 Pg. #: 6 Line #: q 3 Code: 
. n @ r n  # 5 

Commentor: M. Proftitt 

I 

'I 

mmem: 1' ''.-::.e borings would yield information beneticial to the- TiWVadose zone investigation, 
:. .: '-.ey should be continuedipast the water table. This data should then be incorporated 
ii: .: ,ill/Vadose zone report. 

:I 

! spgxase: 
. '  

-' . -!v information that would he gained from the suggested approach are lithologic 
' -  ..- Liven the tight schedule and need to get the laboratory results for chemical 
a ; , . .~:  s back for the RI report. it is not considered worth the delay to get the additional 
littioivgx &ita in the tield. This is especially true for the former production area where 
there alrea:? is a very high density of borings. Lithologic logs generated by this soil 
sampling wiii he used to increase understanding of the geology of the glacial overburden. .- 

- . .  



t t 4 7 1 1  
Commenting organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: 
Section #: Table 3-2,; Pg. #:'9 Line I :  Code: 
Comment # 6 

Comment: The units for PCBs should be reviewed. The concentration at location 1183 is highly 
elevaied. Additionally, other tables in the document report PCBs in pg/kg. 

Response: DOE agrees. The correct units for PCBs in Table 3-2 are pg/kg. 

Action: Table 3-2 will be corrected to retlect PCB concentration units as pg/kg. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: 
Section #: 3.1 Pg. #: 1 1  Line # Code: 
Comment # 7 

Comment: DOE fails to provide a justitication for only Hydropunch sampling for VOCs. DOE 
should consider sampling for additional constituents while conducting the sampling. This 
will allow for the most efticient collection of samples and answer questions concerning 
groundwater contamination that may be raised by soil data. 

Response: The primary focus of the PSP for surface and subsurface soils is collection of soils data 
for characterization and risk assessment purposes. Groundwater contamination has been 
investigated as described in the "Snapshot Monitoring-Well Sampling and Surface Water 
and Sediment Sampling': PSP which has  been provided to Ohio EPA. The proposal to 
Hydropunch in select areas is an adjunct to these programs and was designed to maximize 
data collection efforts without compromising the RI time schedule. 

. 

Analytes for the Hydropunch samples were chosen based on contaminants previously 
detected in the groundwater. contaminant mobility and practical consideration of sample 
volume and collection time requirements. VOCs were selected as the analytes for the 
Hydropunch samples because solvents were used at several on-site buildings/facilities. 
VOCs are known site contaminants. and they are relatively mobile chemicals. 
Additionally, because of the small sample volume requirements. VOC samples are easily 
and quickly collected. Thus. VOC samples can be collected using Hydropunch 
techniques without causing serious delays to the overall sampling program. 

Action: No change to the PSP is required. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 3.1.2 Pg. #: 11 Line #: 1 1 Code: 
Comment # 8 

Commentor: M. ProWitt 

Comment: Section 3.1.2, page 6, 7 2 indicates that groundwater in this vicinity is contaminated with 
inorganic and organic constituents. As a result, the hydropunch samples should be 
analyzed for these contaminants. not just VOC's. 

1 .  
' .. . .  i ' ,  

. '  . .  
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% b a a v  -- . ,  
i r#HE did  consider sampling3or other constituents: however. they are covered in the 

PSP which h a s  bem provided to the Ohio EPA. Hydropunch sampling was 
for this area only because the thickness of the sandy silt under the area would 

$ 1  Hydropunch to be driven sufticiently deep to have a high probability that a 
! t m e  could be collected. Again. the tirst consideration for this plan is to collect the 
~ m s ~ s s a r y  soil data in time for inclusion in the RI. Samples collected in the groundwater 

ing specified in the Snapshot PSP are designed to characterize the groundwater 
I laamamination. 

4 W 5  change to the PSP is required. 

Q r ' m t i o n :  Ohio €PA 
-2 Pg. #: 1 1  Line #: 1 3  Code: 

Commentor: M. Proffitt 

:bq 2 of this section, it is stated that there is no existing inorganic or organic data for 
I 1 tSsarea .  Ohio €PA, therefore, recommends sampling the groundwater for the full HSL 
!.ah no t  just VOC's. 

I j bEE did consider sampling tor orher constituents: however, they are covered in the 
: i  :kapshot PSP which was sent to the Ohio EPA on lune 9. 1993. Hydropunch sampling 
5 1  ms specified for this area only  because the thickness of the sandy silt under the area 
. +  &mld allow the Hydropunch to be driven deep enough to have a high probability that 
i ' g a z q ~ l e  could be collected. Again. the tirst consideration for this PSP was to collect the 
;.izzzzssary soil data in time for inclusion in the R1. 

!At?; change IO the PSP is required. 

xim: Ohio EPA Commentor: M. Proffitt 
JrljZiA Pg. #: Line #: Code: 
10 

; I ~ ~ x v  will the stratigraphy tor the hydropunched zones be characterized? If sole 
:i daracterizarion stops at the water table, then the groundwater samples (via hydropunch) 

.jtmfd4 be obtained from unknown strata. 

! d  BE commentor is correct. There will be no attempt to characterize the zone where the 
I 9ydropcnch is used. other than to identify the lithology where the water table is reached. 

'w count data will be available to indicate if there is a major change in the resistance 
rn pene:rxion which could indicate that the bottom of the water bearing zone was 

Again. the primary objective is to collect analytical data from soil 
Srratigraphic characterization of this area by previous boring programs is 

I : ~ ~ u r , w ~ . j .  
1 . zmpies. 
J ,-axasidered sufficient for RUFS purposes. 

c Sh 'chac:Qe t 3  the PSP is required. 

'Oh-I CL 08119193 4 
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: Ad. Proftitt . 

Section #: 3.1.3 Pg. #: 13 Line #: 8 3 Code: 
Comment # 1 1  

Comment: This paragraph states that perched groundwater has been signiticantly contaminated with 
Uranium in this area. If additional characterization of groundwater contamination' is 
necessary, Ohio EPA recommends coupling hydropunch sampling with the boring 
program. 

Response: Sampling for groundwater characterization has been covered under the Snapshot PSP. 
Also, since a significant amount of data exists on the nature of uranium contamination 
at the FEMP, it was not necessary from the point of view of the RI to collect additional 
water samples beyond those specified. 

Action: N o  change to the PSP is required. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: 
Section #: 3.1.3 Pg. #: 13 Line #: 7 3 Code: 
Comment # 12 

Comment: The OU5 Work Plan Addendum for the production area additional sampling proposed the 
installation of monitoring wells and sampling near the garage. Has this data been 
encompassed into this sampling plan. DOE should consider the use of hydropunch 
sampling in this area. Previous data reported in the OU5 WPA suggest significant 
groundwater contamination other than uranium in this area. 

Response: All pertinent data available were reviewed in preparation for the writing of this PSP. 
The groundwater characterization in the Snapshot PSP in conjunction with historic data 
will be sufticient for purposes of the RI/FS. Sampling with the Hydropunch was 
considered, but not selected for this area based on previous experience in the area. 
Drilling in the area indicates that the subsurface is predominantly glacial till composed 
of silt and clay. Sampling ot' perched groundwater in this area has proved to be difficult 
in conventional piezometers due to slow recharge. 

Action: NO change to the PSP is required. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: M.  Proftitt 
Section #: 3.1.4 Pg. #: 13 Line #: 7 2 Code: 
Comment # 13 

Comment: What additional groundwater investigation is planned if soil contamination is contlrrned 
at depth? 

Response: No additional RUFS groundwater investigation is planned. The Snapshot PSP and the 
Additional Wells PSP are designed to provide data to till the remaining RI/FS data needs 
for groundwater characterization. Additional groundwater sampling may be warranted 
in the future as part of the remedial design/remedial action for the area. 
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Action: No change 10 the PSP is required. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: 
Section #: Figure 3-9 Pg. #: 19 Line #: Code: 
Comment # 14 

Comment: Why has DOE not proposed collecting' hydropunch samples at deep borings in this 
quadrant'? DOE should consider the use of hydropunch sampling in this area. DOE'S 
proposal to collect Hydropunch in other areas is a good example of obtaining the most 
information possible from a given sampling event. 

Response: The northeast quadrant has the highest percentage of "dry" borings of any quadrant in 
the former Production Area. Sampling with the Hydropunch was considered, but not 
selected for this area based on previous experience in the area. Drilling in the area 
indicates that the subsurface is predominantly glacial till composed of silt and clay. 
Sampling of perched groundwater in this area has proved to be difficult in conventional 
piezometers due to slow recharge. 

Act ion : No change to the PSP is required. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: 
Section #: 3.1.5 Pg. #: 20 Line #: 1 4  Code: 
Comment # 15 

Comment: If additional borings are need to ohtain sufticient sample volume, the soil should be 
homogenized prior to collecting specitic analyte volumes. The exception to this is VOCs 
of course. 

Response: DOE agrees; and this is part of the sampling procedure in SCQ Appendix K.5.1. 

Action: No change t o  the PSP is required. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: 
Section #: 7.1.2 Pg. #: 36 Line #: Code: 
Comment # 16 

Comment: Appendix K of the SCQ does not specifically address contact waste. DOE should 
provide a more detailed discussion of contact waste handling and disposition or provide 
a more specitic reference to the SCQ. 

Response: DOE agrees that there is not a section in the SCQ directly pertainiag to investigation 
derived wastes. although some sampling procedures in Appendix K do mention waste 
handling. The reference was made in error. Investigation-derived wastes are disposed 
of in accordance with DOE procedures and Federal regulations. Contact waste, such as 
PPE, wipes. rags, etc., will be handled in either of two ways. If work is performed in 
a radiological control area, contact wastes will be placed in a bag labelled "contaminated 
waste" and secured for future off-site disposal as contaminated waste. If work is 
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performed outside the raciioiogical control areas. contact wastes will be placed in a bag 
labelled "clean" and disposed of as clean trash. 

Action: Remove the last sentence from Section 7.1.3 of the PSP referencing the SCQ. Modify 
the PSP to addr,ess how contact wastes are to be handled. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA Commentor: 
Section #: Appendix B Pg. #: B-2 Line #: Code: 
Comment # 17 

Comment: Revise table to show cyanide as 1/8 for number above background. If this is not a 
correct revision, then cyanide should be removed from the table. 

Response: The reviewer is correct. 

Action: The table will he corrected. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA 
Section #: Appendix B Pg. #: 8-3 Line #: Code: 
Comment #' 18 

Co mmento r : 

Comment: DOE should provide the reasoning behind the use of the 50% exceedance criteria 
described in footnote (2). 

Response: Concentrations exceeding site-specific background levels by approximately 50% or more 
are specified in footnote ( 1 ) .  Inorganic constituents occur naturally in soils. 
Concentrations can vary greatly and can be closely related to varying soil types. The 
50% measure o f  signiticance was selected to provide a conservative preliminary 
assessment of the avaiiahle soils tliltLt. 

Action: No change to the PSP is required. 
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