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REPLY TO THE ATFENTION OF:
Mr. Johnny W. Reising SRF-5J.-
United States Department of Energy
Feed Materials Production Center
P.O. Box 398705
Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705

RE: Approval of OU 2 OSDF
Pre-Final Design

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) 2 pre-final design package

(90 percent) for the On-Site Disposal Facility (OSDF).

The pre-final design package includes design drawings, technical
specifications, design criteria, support plans, and the Remedial
Action work plan for the OSDF.

U.S. EPA's previous comments on the intermediate design have been
incorporated into the pre-final design, the design is technically
adequate, and meets the requirements of the OU 2 Record of
Decision.

Therefore, U.S. EPA approves the pre-final design package for the
OSDF pending incorporation of adequate responses to the attached

comments into the design documents. U.S. DOE can proceed to the
next step in the design process. However, this approval in no way
certifies the design for construction. In addition, U.S. EPA's

approval does not imply that the remedy, when constructed, will
meet the performance standards or be accepted.

U.S. DOE must submit a response to comment document within thirty
(30) days receipt of this letter. Upon U.S. EPA concurrence with
the responses the design will be finalized.
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Please contact me at (312) 886-0992 if you have any questions
regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

ames A. Saric

Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facilities Section

SFD Remedial Response Branch #2

Enclosure

cc: Tom Schneider, OEPA-SWDO
Jack Baublitz, U.S. DOE-HDQ
John Bradburne, FERMCO
Charles Little, FERMCO
Terry Hagen, FERMCO
Tom Walsh, FERMCO
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bce w/attachment:
Sharon McLellan, PRC

becc w/o attachment:
Roger Grimes, ORC
Cheryl Allen, OPA
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ENCLOSURE

TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE "OPERABLE UNIT 2 PRE-FINAL
DESIGN PACKAGE FOR THE ON-SITE DISPOSAL FACILITY"

GENERAL COMMENTS

Pre-Final Design Calculation Package

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: Not Applicable (NA) Page #: NA Line #: NA
Original General Comment #: 1 :

Comment: U.S. EPA's original general comment 2 on the
Intermediate Design Package (IDP) requests that the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE) provide additional information
regarding the flood protection berm on the west side of the
On-Site Disposal Facility (OSDF) and its proximity to the
2,000-year floodplain elevation.

DOE's response states that Drawing X-6 of the IDP plan
indicates that the 2,000-year floodplain does not extend
closer than 2,000 feet to the OSDF; therefore, there is no
need to limit the OSDF perimeter berm to elevation 596.0
mean sea level (msl). DOE also states that the 596.0 msl
elevation of the 2,000-year maximum probable flood (MPF) was
not a design criteria. The revised calculations of the IDP
demonstrate that runon and runoff from the MPF design storm
will be fully controlled by the OSDF surface water
management system, and runon and runoff will not encroach
upon the OSDF.

The statement that the MPF elevation of 596.0 msl is not a
design criteria is incorrect. Under parameters for design,
the IDF calculation package (see Section 13-1, Data
Verification, Sheets 2 and 3 of 45) states that rainfall for
the storm event used in the design method includes the

following:
Storm Event = = Rainfall (inches)
2-Year, 24-Hour 2.55
2.5-Year, 24-Hour ’ 4.7
2,000-Year, 24-Hour 13.0

Therefore, it appears that the MPF elevation is, in fact, a
design criteria. U.S. EPA also disagrees that the
calculations of the IDP demonstrate that runon and runoff
will be fully controlled by the OSDF surface water
management system and will not encroach upon the OSDF.

E-1
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To properly demonstrate that the MPF will not adversely
affect the OSDF, U.S. EPA recommends that DOE adhere to the
following procedures:

. Use a water surface profile model (such as HEC-2)
of the entire watershed, concentrating on the-
effects on Paddys Run Creek, the entire Fernald
Site, and surrounding areas within the watershed.

. The effects of the 25-, 100-, and 2,000-year
storms should be modeled.

. Predevelopment and postdevelopment of the entire
watershed should be considered.

These procedures will determine whether the MPF would
directly affect the OSDF.

Groundwater Detection Monitoring Program

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

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

Original General Comment #: 2

Comment: The overall groundwater monitoring approach for the
‘glacial till aquifer is technically acceptable and provides
the best compromise between regulatory groundwater
monitoring requirements and the hydrogeologic constraints.
The overall groundwater monitoring approach for the Great
Miami Aquifer (GMA) may be acceptable but requires
additional justification. There are several specific areas
that require clarification and additional information.
These items are discussed more fully in the specific
comments 15 through 20.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

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

Original General Comment #: 3

Comment #: The text states that intrawell trending will be
conducted on concentration data collected from the till and
Great Miami aquifers (GMA). The text further states that
upgradient and downgradient concentration data will be
compared after aquifer restoration activities are complete.
DOE should (1) justify why upgradient and downgradient
comparisons cannot be made before completing aquifer
restoration activities; (2) describe how the baseline for
each well will be established if intrawell trending is to be
conducted; and (3) provide timeframes when intrawell
trending will change to up to down gradient comparisons.
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DOE should discuss each of these issues for both the till
aquifer and GMA.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6.0 Page #: 6-1 : Line #: NA

Original General Comment #: 4

Comment #: The text presents a very general discussion of
sampling that focuses on groundwater sampling and does not
address monitoring or sampling leachate. DOE should expand

the discussion to address specific sampling procedures for
leachate.

Borrow Area Management and Restoration Plan

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

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

Original General Comment #: S

Comment: The introduction to the Borrow Area Management and
Restoration (BAMR) Plan states that management and
restoration activities will be conducted to obtain on-site
borrow soils for construction, filling, and closure of the
OSDF. Section 4.6 of the BAMR Plan contains one paragraph
that briefly describes the restoration activities planned
for the borrow area; however, this is the only text that
discusses restoration activities. The BAMR Plan should be
revised to include additional detail regarding borrow area
restoration activities.

Construction Quality Assurance Plan

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 5.4, 8.10, 8.12 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original General Comment #: 6

Comment : The Construction Quality Assurance Plan has been: revised
and is acceptable. However, the document still implies that
only the construction quality control (CQC) consultant will
certify that the installation is acceptable. The OSDF
subcontractor has a contract to construct the OSDF and has a
contractual responsibility to build the facilities according
to the plans and specifications. It is common practice in
the construction industry to have the constructor certify
that the project has been completed in accordance with the
contract documents. U.S. EPA still believes that such
certification should be required of the OSDF subcontractor
as well as the CQC consultant.
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Impacted Materials Placement Plan

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

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

Original General Comment #: 7

Comment: The impacted materials placement plan describes
procedures to be used for materials acceptance, placement,
compaction, and quality assurance (QA) and quality control
(QC) activities during the operation of the on-site disposal
facility. The only aspect of material acceptance and
placement that is not clearly described is the length of
material that will be accepted from the dismantling
operations at Operable Unit (OU) 3. The plan should specify
the maximum length for material acceptance and that this
maximum length is necessary to ensure that soil placed
around the material is properly compacted.

Postclosure Care and Inspection Plan

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

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

Original General Comment #: 8

Comment : The postclosure care and inspection plan (PCCIP) is not
complete. Various sections (such as Section 5.3) are left
out for future development, and the date for completing
these sections is not provided. The PCCIP should be
completed and, if certain sections are to be completed
later, the date for completing such sections should be
specified.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Design Criteria Package

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 1.5.1 Page #: 1-9 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: The text lists various standard building codes used to
support the design of the OSDF. However, the text does not
include a separate subsection in Section 1.5 to cite all
appropriate standard building codes used in the design of
the OSDF. The text should be revised to include a
subsection in Section 1.5 that lists all appropriate
building codes used in the design of the OSDF.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 2.4.9 Page #: 2-39 Line #: NA

Original Specific.Comment #: 2

Comment #: The text states that immersion procedures for
representative geomembrane specimens should be conducted in
accordance with U.S. EPA Method 9090. The text should be
revised to cite the reference and include it as a reference
in Section 2.4.10.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 2.5.3 Page #: 2-51 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 3

Comment #: The text states that liquid in the leak detection
system of an OSDF cell should flow by gravity through a
double-walled HDPA pipe, which penetrates through the liner
system to a leak detection system manhole located on the
west side of the OSDF. The text should be revised to
‘discuss the seal for the liner system around the double-
walled HDPA pipe. .

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 2.8.3 Page #: 2-90 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 4

Comment: The original specific comment 3 on the IDP requests
that DOE provide additional information on the discharge of
storm water runoff from the OSDF watershed and on
restricting the discharge rate to the predevelopment rate.
DOE's response indicates concurrence with the comment but
does not address how the restricted discharge rate will be
implemented. The certified for construction (CFC) design
package should address how the restricted discharge rate
will be implemented, and the text should be revised to
indicate that the CFC design package will incorporate this

information.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 3.2.7 Page #: 3-15 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 5

Comment #: The text identifies administrative requirements for
the design package regarding the preparation of project
deliverables, and a list of cost estimates that should be
prepared for implementation. U.S. EPA recommends that the
text be revised to include a cost estimate for Borrow Area

Restoration.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: Appendix B Page #: 3-3 Line #: 24

Original Specific Comment #: 6

Comment: The text briefly addresses the design life of the
liquid waste transfer system and its ability to accommodate
maximum and minimum flow rates expected during and after the

E-5
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OSDF is capped. The postclosure plan, which is included in
the PDP, provides additional information regarding the
design life of the system. The text should be revised to
include a reference to the postclosure plan.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: Appendix B Page #: 8-1 Line #: Table 8.0

Original Specific Comment #: 7

Comment: Table 8.0 in Appendix B does not provide correct project
milestones dates. The table should be removed or revised to
provide correct project milestone dates. The correct dates
are included in the August 1995 draft remedial design work
plan for OU2 and subsequent, U.S. EPA- approved revisions of
the milestone dates.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: Appendix F Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 8 - ’

Comment: Appendix F contains a table that provides the volumes of
impacted material and a schedule for OSDF disposal. DOE
indicated in responses to comments on the OSDF preliminary
design package that Appendix F would be removed from the DCP
and a meeting would be scheduled with U.S. EPA to present a
‘revised concept of material flow. Appendix F should be
modified by replacing the table with text describing DOE's
refined material flow concept and intentions for presenting
the concept to U.S. EPA.

OSDF Drawings

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Drawing: Sheet No. G-12 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 9

Comment: Section D/G-12 on this sheet shows anti-seep collars and
cut-off trenches. However, it is not clear what these items
are and what purpose they may serve. Additional details
should be shown to clarify the section.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Drawing: Sheet No. G-17 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 10

Comment: A circled area is indicated as "Liner system at
perimeter berm and impacted run-off catchment area," with a
detail number 18/G-22. The circled area is not an impacted
area; the reference and the detail number should be removed.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Drawing: Sheet No. G-22 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original Specific-Comment #: 11

Comment: The detail number 18/G-17 shown on this sheet is not
correct. The sheet should be revised to indicate that the
correct number is 18/G-28.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Drawing: Sheet No. S-1 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 12

Comment: Section B/S-1 refers to Note 6 for floor support and
Note 9 for manhole embedment fill. However, the notes are
not referenced correctly. The sheet should be reviewed and
revised to indicate correct references. Note 13 is
referenced with the section; however, it should be removed
because it does not exist on this sheet.

This sheet includes a sectional plan designated as 112/S-1;
the reference is not correct and should be designated as
112/M-4.

Section A/S-1 incorrectly shows concrete reinforcing as "#4@
12 OC" each way. It should be shown as "#4 @ 18 OC" each
way, as is used for similar reinforcing specifications.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Drawing: Sheet No. S-1 and S-2 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 13

Comment : These sheets show plans for leachate collection system
(LCS) and leachate detection system (LDS) manholes, as well
as the permanent lift station. Electric service panels are
also shown on these plans; however, no dimensions or details
are presented. It is not clear how the panels are to be
constructed or how they are connected or attached to the
concrete slab. Proper details of the panels should be
presented on these sheets or reference to appropriate
drawings should be made.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Drawing: Sheet No. S-3 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 14

Comment : Section A/S-3 presents the detail of the cover slab and
reinforcing, which consists of #6 and 18" OC each way in a
single layer at the mid-depth of slab. Because the concrete
slab is thick (ranging from 6 inches to 1 foot), one layer
of reinforcing is not adequate according to the American
Concrete Institute (ACI) code. Design of this cover slab
should be revised as necessary.
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Groundwater Detection Monitoring Program

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.3.2.1 Page #: 4-7 Line #: 25-29

Original Specific Comment #: 15

Comment: The text states that leachate samples will be collected
from the leachate collection system every month during the
first year and then quarterly thereafter until closure.
However, 40 CFR 264.303 requires that the liquid level in
the leachate collection system be recorded weekly. DOE
should state that it will comply with the inspection
schedule required, in addition to analyzing leachate samples
according to the proposed schedule.

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

Section #: 4.3.2.1 Page #: 4-7 Line #: 31-34

Original Specific Comment #: 16

Comment: The text states that the leak detection system will be
monitored monthly for the first year and that samples will
be analyzed when enough liquid is present. However, 40 CFR
264.303 requires that the liquid level in the leak detection
system be recorded weekly for the active life of the
landfill. In addition, 40 CFR 264.304 requires analysis of
leachate at specific times that may be more frequent than
monthly. Furthermore, 40 CFR 264.304 requires the analysis
of more than target parameters. DOE should revise the plan
to comply with this regulation.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.4.1 Page #: 4-8 Line #: 12

Original Specific Comment #: 17

Comment: The text states that the trend analysis baseline of the
volume of leachate will be used to begin a qualitative trend
analysis for the volume of leachate. Both 40 CFR 264.301
and 264.304 require that a quantitative assessment be made
in determining the rate of leachate generation and
accumulation in the leak detection system. DOE should also
incorporate this quantitative analysis into its Correlation
of Monitoring Data section. 40 CFR 264.97(h) also requires
that the owner or operator conduct a gquantitative
statistical analysis and not a qualitative analysis. DOE
should present a statistical analysis that complies with 40
CFR 264.97(h). DOE should also incorporate this
quantitative analysis into the section on Correlation of
Monitoring Data.

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

Section #: 4.5 - Page #: 4-8 Line #: 41

Original Specific -Comment #: 18 )

Comment: The text presents a response approach if both the cap
and the primary liner have failed. The approach described
does not comply with 40 CFR 304, which requires a specific
response action plan, specifies when the response action
plan is to be implemented, specifies reporting requirements,
and requires more complete analysis than proposed by DOE in
this section. DOE should revise this section to comply with
40 CFR 264.304. The response plan also does not comply with
the requirements of 40 CFR 264.98. DOE should fully discuss
the response actions to be taken if the groundwater
monitoring wells indicate a potential release.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.6 Page #: 4-9 Line #: 16

Original Specific Comment #: 19 .

Comment: The text state that DOE will submit groundwater
monitoring and leachate and leak detection reports to U.S.
EPA on an annual basis. DOE:- should submit groundwater
monitoring and leachate collection and leak detection
reports to U.S. EPA on a quarterly basis, and include a
trend analysis report in the integrated monitoring report
(IEMP), which is issued annually.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Table 5.5 Page #: 5-9 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 20

Comment: Table 5-5 lists the background values for the five
indicator parameters. The list should also include
technetium-99. DOE should also describe how these
background values were derived and should indicate their
specific relationship to the on-site disposal facility.
Background values for the target analytes should be
developed from locations immediately upgradient of the
disposal unit. In addition, proposed background values for
total organic halogens are extremely high for uncontaminated
groundwater, indicating organic contamination. DOE should
discuss why the values are so high. Specific guidance for
perched groundwater should also be included in the table.

Borrow Area Management and Restoration Plan

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 1.5 Page #: 1-2 Line #: 26 and 27

Original Specific Comment #: 21

Comment: The text states that the pre-final design package (PDP)
"provides project drawings that shall specifications be met
during construction and...." The text lacks clarity and
should be revised.

JL
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.3 Page #: 4-1 Line #: 28 and 29
Original Specific .Comment #: 22 ) '

Comment: DOE has indicated that detailed material requirements
for haul roads are presented in Section 02230 of the
specifications and, where appropriate, the BAMR Plan has
referenced the contract specifications. The revised text
does not include a reference to the contract specifications.
The text should be revised to specify where the contract
specifications for haul roads can be found.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 5.1 Page #: 5-1 Line #: 5 to 10

Original Specific Comment #: 23

Comment: The text refers to two major developmental stages for
the borrow area. The text should be revised to include a
figure depicting the areas, swales, topography, and surface
water flow during the specific construction stages.

Surface Water Management And Erosion Control Plan (SWMEC)

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 1.1 Page #: 1-1 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 24

Comment: Some inconsistencies in Section 1.1 conflict with
discussions in Section 2.2, Page 2-2. The second paragraph
of Page 1-1 states that "the SWMEC plan addresses surface
water management and erosion control practices throughout
the construction, impacted material placement, and closure
of the OSDF." The SWMEC plan does not address surface water
management and erosion control practices during or beyond
the 30-year postclosure period prescribed in the final
Record of Decision (ROD) for remedial actions at OU 2.
Those activities are to be addressed in a plan to be
developed later." However, Page 2-2 identifies ARARs that
should be addressed by the subcontractor. ARAR No. 6 refers
to regulation No. OAC 3745-27-14(A) (1), (2) and states that
following completion of final closure activities,
postclosure care activities shall be conducted at the
sanitary landfill facility for a minimum of 30 years.
Postclosure care activities shall include but are not
limited to the following:

. Continuing operation and maintenance of the surface
water management system

. Maintaining the integrity and effectiveness of the cap
- system, including making repairs to the cap system as
necessary to correct the effects of erosion and prevent
runon and runoff from eroding or otherwise damaging the
cap system ‘

E-10
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The statement that the SWMEC plan does not address practices
during or beyond the 30-year postclosure period, and that
such practices will be addressed in a plan developed later,
is not specific enough to address this issue. A more
specific timeframe should be discussed and implemented for
the final design SWMEC plan.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 5.0 Page #: 5.1 Line ‘#: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 25

Comment : Subsection 5.6 of the IDP was titled "BERMS." This

subsection was removed from the PDP. The berms are needed
to divert runoff away from the OSDF and to contain flood
waters in the channel. The text should be revised to
clarify why the berm subsection was removed.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 5.5.1 Page #: 5.4 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 26 :

Comment: This section discusses the use and application of check
dams. A reference is made to a detail illustrating a
constructed check dam that is provided on page 133 of the
1996 Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR) "Rainwater
and Land Development;" the text also indicates that the
subcontractor shall install the check dam in accordance with
ODNR. This detail should be incorporated into the final
design package.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6.0 Page #: 6-1 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 27 >

Comment : Subsection 6.2 of the IDP was titled "STRAW BALE
BARRIERS." This subsection was removed from the PDP. The

straw bales are an important erosion control feature and are
needed to intercept sediment, to decrease the velocity of
sheet flow, and to reduce sedimentation around drainage
inlets and catch basins. The text should be revised to
explain why the subsection was removed.

Post-Closure Care and Inspection Plan

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 3.1 Page #: 3-1 Line #: 36
Original Specific Comment #: 28 ‘

Comment: The text in this section discusses site history and the
volume of impacted material destined for disposal in the
OSDF. The text states that an estimated 2.5 million cubic
yards (1.9 cubic meters) of bank/unbulked, impacted material
will be disposed of in the OSDF. The volume of 1.9 cubic
meters is incorrect. The text should be revised to reflect
the correct volume of material of 1.9 million cubic meters.

E-11
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6.4 Page #: 6-6 Line #: 26

Original Specific-Comment #: 29 '

Comment: The text in this section presents an overview of the
leachate management system. The text states that "the
locations of the LCS, LDS, and LTS (leachate transmission
system) pipes, manholes, and gravity lines are shown in the
as-built construction drawings. The text should be revised
to state that the pipes, manholes, and gravity lines "will
be" instead of "are" shown in the as-built construction

drawings.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: Table 6-1 Page #: 6-7 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 30

Comment: In Table 6-1, Note -2, the text states that the leachate
collection and leak detection system shall be inspected
after the occurrence of major earthquakes. U.S. EPA
recommends that an inspection be completed after each
earthquake in the OSDF area. The text should be revised

accordingly.
Systems Plan

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

Section #: 1.3 Page #: 1-4 Line #: 4

Original Specific Comment #: 31

Comment: U.S. EPA's original specific comment #60 on the IDP
requests that DOE provide additional information regarding
maintenance of the leachate management system (LMS). DOE's
response is that the LMS will be maintained; however, no
indication is made regarding who be responsible for LMS
maintenance. The text should be revised to clarify who will
be responsible for maintenance of the LMS.





