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Mr. Johnny W. Reising SRF-5J

United States Department of Energy
Feed Materials Production Center
P.O. Box 3398705

Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705

RE: OU 1 Pre-final
Design Packages I, II

Dear Mr. Reising:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has
completed its review of the United States Department of Energy's
(U.S. DOE) Operable Unit (OU) 1 Remedial Design (RD) Pre-final
Design Packages I and II. '

Overall, the pre-final design packages are complete and. consistent
with the OU 1 Record of Decision. The documents have also
addressed the majority of U.S. EPA's previous comments on the
preliminary design package. ‘

U.S. DOE presents an Alternative Remedial Action Subcontracting
Approach (ARASA) for OU 1. Although this approach appears
reasonable, U.S., EPA has several comments which require resolution.

Therefore, U.S. EPA disapproves the OU 1 pre-final design packages
pending incorporation of adequate responses to U.S. EPA's attached
comments. U.S. DOE must submit revised .design packages and a
response to comment document within thirty (30) days receipt of
this letter.
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Please contact me at (312) 886-0992 if you have any Questions
regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

James A. Saric

Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facilities Section

SFD Remedial Response Branch #2

Emclosure

cc: Tom Schneider, OEPA-SWDO
Jack Baublitz, U.S. DOE-HDQ
John Bradburne, FERMCO
Charles Little, FERMCO
" Terry Hagen, FERMCO
Michael Yates, FERMCO
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ENCLOSURE :
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON "OPERABLE UNIT 1
REMEDIAL DESIGN PRE-FINAL DESIGN PACKAGE I AND II"

GENERAL COMMENTS
Pre-Final Design Package I

Equipment Specifications

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 13652 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original General Comment #:1 '

Comment: Original General Comment # 12 on the 30 percent design
package requested specific information about the operating
condition of the shredder when material is dropped in the

“hopper. It is still not clear whether the shredder is to be
stopped or will be operating at full speed when material is
dropped in the hopper. This issue should be addressed in
the final design package.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 13652 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original General Comment #: 2

Comment: The response to Original General Comment #13 on the 30
.percent design package states that -the fire suppression
system has been deleted from specification section 13652.
However, the control systems for both the process and debris
shredders call for local indication of an activated fire
suppression system. This discrepancy should be corrected in
the final design package. )

Pre-Final Design Package II

Excavation Plan, Waste Excavation

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: NA Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original General Comment #:3

Comment: The waste excavation plan appears to be general in
nature and there is not enough specific information on the
~excavation methods or materials to be used to complete pit
excavation. Two examples of this are: 1) the lack of
information on the slope required to maintain an open trench
and 2) the lack of information on the slurry to be used for
hydraulic excavation. Section 5.2.3 also states that
approximately 3-feet of soil below the pit waste will be
excavated; however, there is no data to support this
assumption. The text needs to be modified to be less
general and to provide specific information on the
excavation process, including the management and control of
surface water during excavation.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original General Comment #:4

Comment: The air monltorlng program presented is too general and
confusing. It is not clear whether an air monitoring
program, other than the current site-wide monitoring
programs will be completed during OUl removal actions. No
information is presented on the results of design process
modeling and maximum release estimates for off-site exposure
and whether a supplemental air monitoring program for OUl
remedial actions is appropriate. There is also no
discussion on whether an air monitoring program will be
completed to provide data on the effectiveness of
engineering controls or to address public concerns. This
package is the pre-final design package for removal actions
at OUl. It is expected that a more complete monitoring
program be presented at this late stage in the remedial
design. If it is determined that a supplemental air
monitoring program is not necessary, then justification for
this conclu51on should be added to the text.

Materials Management Plan

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: NA Page #: NA A Line #: NA

Original General Comment #:5

Comment: The materials ‘management plan states that soils
generated before openlng of the on-site disposal fac111ty
(OSDF) will be managed in accordance with the requirements
of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) -
approved remedial action (RA) 17 work plan. It should be
noted that the RA 17 work plan, revision 3, was disapproved
by U.S. EPA in a letter to the U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE). on February 15, 1996. No response to the U.S. EPA"
comments provided in that letter have been received, and
major issues regarding management of remediation-generated.
soils need to be resolved. The materials management plan
should be revised to incorporate OU-specific material
management details including soil screening methods to
determine soils disposition.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Pre-Final Design Package I

Plant Facilities Design Criteria Document, Design Criteria

‘Document

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #:2.1.5.1 Page #: 2-11 : Lines#:19 to 36

Original Specific Comment #:1

Comment: This section discusses the types of wastes to be placed
in the OSDF. The text states that soils incompatable with
the clay liners or the underlying native clays will not be
allowed to be placed in the OSDF. The text further states
that efforts will be made to segregate, for treatment, the
soil that qualifies as RCRA characteristic waste; however,
the text does not propose how waste will be screened for
RCRA characteristic waste or how it will be determined if
the waste is incompatable with the underlying liners and
native clays. The text needs to be revised to reference the
appropriate work plan or document that discusses these
issues. If no reference is available, the text should be
modified to include this information.

Site Improvement Plan, Construction Specifications

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 01011 Page #: 1 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 2 '

Comment: The submittal listing tables following Page 1 has ‘a
column designating samples as "MM." "The "MM" column should
be added to Page 1 as Item No. 12: 1. "MM" indicates that
samples are required.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 02270 Page #: 1 of 4 Line #: 5
Original Specific Comment #: 3 Subsection 1.4 (A)

Comment: "Sections 207 and 770" should be added after Ohio
Department of Transportation (ODOT) to make this line read
as follows: "be in compliance with the provisions of ODOT
Sections 207 and 770."

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 02733 Page #: 1 of 23 , Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 4 :

Comment: Section 1.1.(A) refers to a "unit capable of raw
unscreened stormwater." The word "pumping" should be
inserted so that the line reads "unit capable of pumping raw
unscreened stormwater."



= 274

‘e

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 02900 Page #: 1 of 7 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 5

Comment: In Section 1.4(A) at the end of the paragraph, a
reference to "Section 659" of the ODOT provisions should be

made.

- Site Improvement Plan, Description of Site Preparation Activities

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 1 Page #: 1 Line #: 29

Original Specific Comment #: 6

Comment: This section describes the major site. improvements to be
completed and includes the capacity of the storm water '
management pond and storm water spillway. The capacity of
the existing drainage ditch in terms of handling the water
from a 100-year, 24-hour storm event is not mentioned. The
capacity of the existing drainage ditch should be stated.

Equipment Specifications, Debris and Process Shredder

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA _ Commentor: Saric

Section #: 13652 - Page #: 10 of 30 Line #: 13

Original Specific Comment #: 7

Comment: This sentence appears to be incomplete. This sentence
should be corrected in the final design package.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 13652 Page #: 12 of 30 Line #: 16 - 19

Original Specific Comment #: 8

Comment: The specification for the process shredder refers to
Table 1 of Article 2.4 for the materials to be used for the
acceptance test. However, Table 1 addresses only the debris
shredder. The reference or table should be corrected in the
final design package.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 13652 Page #: 20 of 30 : Line #: 19
Original Specific Comment #: 9
Comment: The specification states that the feed hopper design
process rate is 70 cubic yards per hour. This rate should
be reviewed to ensure that it is compatible with the
shredder rate of 850 tons of soil over a 16-hour period.
Any necessary changes should be included in the final design

package.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 13652 Page #: 29 of 30 Line #: 32

Original Specific Comment #: 10

Comment: The specification states that Fernald Environmental
Management Corporation (FERMCO) will perform the acceptance
testing in the presence of the seller. It is recommended
that the seller perform the testing in the presence of
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FERMCO so as to place the responsibility for completing an
acceptable test on the seller.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 13652 Page #: 30 of 30 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 11

Comment : The specification states that FERMCO will make any
needed changes following the acceptance testing. It is
recommended that FERMCO have the seller make any necessary
changes so as to ensure that the responsibility for
implementing an acceptable machine rests with the seller.
Any necessary changes in the design based on the acceptance
testing should be included in the final design package.

Equipment Specifications, Indirect Dryer

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 11182 Page #: 8 of 53 : Line #: 37

Original Specific Comment #: 12

Comment: The specification states that the indirect dryer seller
should submit the terms and conditions of its warranty. It
would be appropriate for FERMCO to establish the warranty
conditions so that all bidders could submit a price for the
same warranty. Any changes should be made in the final
design package. :

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA - Commentor: Saric

Section #: 11182 Page #: 53 of S3 L1ne #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 13

Comment : A paragraph should be added saylng that the seller is
responsible for making any revisions needed to pass the
acceptance test. This paragraph should be included in the
final design package. '

Pre-Final Design Package II

Excavation Plan, Waste Excavation

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA - Commentor: Saric

Section #:3 Page #:3-3 Lines #: 29 to 30

Original Specific Comment #: 14

Comment : This section discusses the pit excavation sequence. The
text states that the exterior stockpile will be used for.
stockpiling "wetter wastes that drain over time"; however,
there is no information on how this drainage will be
managed. The text should be revised to address this issue.
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