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Mr. Johnny W. Reising ' SRF-5J
United States Department of Energy
Feed Materials Production Center

_P.O. Box 398705 . .. _ . L

Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705

RE: RAWP for Area 1,
Phase 1 Soils

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) revised Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) for the Area 1,
Phase 1 soils.

As a result of several meetings and conference calls to resolve
major issues concerning soil certification in achieving final
remediation levels, this document has been dramatically changed
since U.S. DOE's original July 17, 1996, submittal and U.S. EPA's

October 9, 1996, comments.

Presently, all parties are not in agreement on several issues. Two
major concerns include certification procedures and the use of
real-time radiological monitoring. A statistical approach for
comparing actual laboratory data to "real-time” data has not been
agreed upon.

Therefore, U.S. EPA disapproves the RAWP for Area 1, Phase 1 soils
pending incorporation of adequate responses to the attached
comments.

Representatives of U.S. EPA, U.S. DOE, and the Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency are meeting on February 11, 1997, to discuss
these soil issues. At that time a path forward for submittal of
soil certification reports, the future of this particular RAWP, and
resolution of other outstanding issues before the submittal of the
next soil remediation work plan will be discussed.

These soil certification issues are essential for U.S. DOE to
successfully demonstrate soil cleanup is achieved at the site.

U.S. EPA is committed to resolving these issues as soon as
"possible. "' S N SR e - L
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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

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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TECHENICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE
"REMEDIAL ACTION WORK PLAN
FOR THE SOIL REMEDIATION PROJECT
AREA 1, PHASE 1"

GENERAL COMMENT

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6 and Appendix C Page #: NA

-Original General Comment #:1 - -~ -~~~ - —— -~~~ -~ e

Comment: These sections discuss demonstration of comparability
between "real-time" and laboratory methods. Although the
remedial action work plan (RAWP) discusses the limitations
and environmental sensitivities of the in situ methods, it
does not discuss how the data comparison will be done. A
discussion of the statistical approach for the comparability
study should be provided in the RAWP.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.1.5.4 Page #: 4-5 and 4-6 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: This section should specify the method that will be
used to observe and record visible particulate emissions.
Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) 3745-17-03(B) (4) states that
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Method 22
from 40 CFR 60, Appendix A, must be used to determine
compliance with the regulatory limits cited in this section.

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

Section #: 4.1.5.4 Page #: 4-6 Line #: 1 to 9

Original Specific Comment #: 2

Comment: This section cites three OAC regulatory limits for
fugitive dust emissions. However, the bullets within this
section include only two of the limits and omit the limit
specified in OAC 3745-17-07(B) (4). This limit, which
specifies that emission of visible particulates from paved
roadways or parking areas should not last for more than
6 minutes during any 60-minute observation period, should be
added to the bullets.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.1.5.4 - Page #: 4-6 Line #: 11
Original Specific Comment #: 3

L:\270REPA\R0S04 N\OUS\AREA 1PH1.WPD E-1
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Comment: The text states that "an FDF administrative level of 6
minutes will be established to achieve compliance" with
fugitive dust emission limits in OAC 3745-17-07(B) (4), (5),
and (6). The term "administrative level" is not clear and
should be further defined. Specifically, the Department of
Energy (DOE) should indicate whether exceeding the
administrative level will result in implementation of the
fugitive dust emission abatement measures described in
Section 4.1.5.3.

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

Section #: 4.1.5.5 Page #: 4-6 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 4 ’

Comment: This section states that sitewide environmental
monitoring conducted as part of the Integrated Environmental
Monitoring Plan (IEMP) will be used to evaluate the
effectiveness of fugitive dust emission controls for Area 1,
Phase 1. This section also implies that some of the current
sitewide air monitoring locations may be changed to better
evaluate ongoing remedial activities. DOE should revise
this section to more clearly describe the interaction
between Area 1, Phase 1, excavation activities and the
sitewide environmental monitoring program. Specifically,
this section should describe the methods that will be used
to identify off-site locations potentially affected by
Area 1, Phase 1, fugitive dust emissions. The section
should also describe how this information will be used to
determine whether current sitewide air monitoring locations
should be changed or more monitoring locations should be

added.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.4 Page #: 4-17 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 5

Comment: This section on the proposed schedule expresses events
in July and August 1996 in the future tense and does not
discuss later events, although the page bears dates of
December 2, 1996, in the footer and December 4, 1996, in the
header. DOE should update this section to.reflect the
current schedule.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: NA Page #: 5-10 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 6

Comment: Table 5-2 lists benzo(k)fluoranthene as belng detected
above the final remediation level (FRL). However, Table 5-1
indicates that none of the samples had a

—- benzo (k) fluoranthene concentration. exceeding.the FRL. .In -
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addition, benzo(k)fluoranthene would be the 31st chemical
exceeding its FRL, but the accompanying text (Page 5-5,

Line 5, and elsewhere) indicates that only 30 chemicals
exceeded their FRLs. These discrepancies should be
resolved. Benzo(k)fluoranthene is difficult to distinguish,
both chemically and biologically, from its isomer

benzo (b) fluoranthene, which has an FRL. Therefore, it would
be reasonable to designate both isomers as sitewide
constituents of concern (COC) in order to avoid overlooking
a contaminant because of a potential analytical error.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6.3 Page #: 6-9 Line #: 25

Original Specific Comment #: 7 »

Comment: The text notes that statistics for assessing data
comparability will be agreed upon at a later date. This
issue is discussed further in Original General Comment 1 and
Original Specific Comment 13. The text should be revised to
incorporate a response to these comments.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 7.3 Page #: 7-4 Line #: 2 to 5

Original Specific Comment #: 8

Comment: The text in this section states that "subsequent RAWPs
covering the remaining 6 remediation areas will, as
applicable, statistically demonstrate that compliance with
the FRL or relevant benchmark toxicity values (BTV) has been
achieved or exceeded in each certified area to the standards
and confidence levels agreed to by regulatory agencies and
presented in this RAWP." This statement should be deleted.
Although the standards and confidence levels presented in
the RAWP may apply to other RAWPs, it should be made clear
that compliance will be evaluated on an area by area basis
and, if necessary, will be adjusted for each subsequent

RAWP. .
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 7.7.1 Page #: 7-13 Line #: 33

Original Specific Comment #: 9

Comment: The text notes that archived samples will be held until
no longer needed or until the holding time has expired.
This is not a problem for the radionuclides and metals that
are the prevalent COCs and that have holding times of
6 months. However, the standard holding time for a soil
sample to be analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOC)
is 14 days until analysis, and that for a soil sample to be

-- analyzed for semivolatile organic. compounds (SVOC)_is 14
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days until extraction. No VOCs are relevant to this
project, but they will be relevant in other areas of the
facility. 1In addition, the SVOC Aroclor 1260 is a COC for
this project. Excessive holding times tend to result in
loss of the analytes, but the degree of loss cannot be
predicted; it must be experimentally determined on a case-
by-case basis, which is not practical. Therefore, the usual
data validation practice is to reject all results for
samples held more than twice the standard holding times and
to qualify for all results associated with lesser

- exceedances as estimates. These actions will be necessary
for all certification analyses with excessive holding times.
To avoid resampling, DOE should analyze all relevant
archived samples for VOCs within 14 days of collection; the
results need not be processed and reported unless needed.
Similarly, DOE should extract all relevant archived samples
for SVOC analysis within 14 days of collection; the extracts
can be held for up to 40 days for analysis.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 7.9 Page #: 7-16 ‘ Lines #: 1 to 23

Original Specific Comment #: 10

Comment: This section discusses the four scenarios in which a CU
would fail the certification process. In scenario 1, the CU
fails because of high variability after archived samples
have been analyzed. 1In this instance, the unit should not
be re-evaluated or subdivided as suggested in the text;
rather, the unit should be remediated as a whole unit. The
justification for this approach is based on the statistical
confidence of the mean. If the sample population has high
variability, it is difficult to ever have confidence that
the mean concentration is less than the FRL. Scenario 1
should be revised to include remediation of the entire CU.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: NA Page #: 7-20 and 7-21 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 11

Comment: Table 7-3 was compared to Figures 7-1 through 7-4,
which purport to give the same information, but numerous
ambiguities and discrepancies were found involving various
portions of the site. One example involves the primary COC
in Area P18. Table 7-3 lists Area P18 as a homogenous zone
(in the fourth entry), its subdivision P18-11 as a Class I
certification unit (CU) (in the third entry), and its
subdivisions P18-20 and P18-40 as a Class II CU (in the next
to last entry). This ambiguity is compounded by Figure 7-1,
which shows the northern half of P18-10 and all of P18-30 as '
portions of _a homogenous zone, the southern half of P18-10
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(presumably subdivisions P18-11 and P18-12) as a Class I CU,
and P18-20 and P18-40 as a Class II CU. DOE should revise
Table 7-3 and Figures 7-1 through 7-4 to clarify which
portions of the site will be certified, which contaminants
they will be certified for, and the CU classes to be
assigned to them.

In addition, an inappropriate scale involving multiples of
350 feet for an area subdivided into multiples of 200 feet
is used in Figures 7-1 through 7-3, and the scale in Figure

- 7-4, which-involves-multiples of -5 feet, is erroneous.  The .
scales in all four figures should be corrected.

Appendix C, Document SL-025

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6.0 Page #: 4 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 12

Comment: This section discusses decision errors for both the
standard procedure (laboratory analysis) and the innovative
procedure (use of the in situ gamma unit). However, the
basic question (as discussed in Section 6.3, Page 6-7, of
the RAWP) is whether the innovative procedure will produce
the same remedial decision as the standard procedure. The
implicit assumption is that the standard procedure will
produce correct decisions: neither false negatives nor false
positives will be generated. A comparison of the standard
procedure's results to "true" results can be made but may be
outside the scope of this project. If this comparison is
outside the scope of the project, DOE should rewrite this
section, Section 2.0, and any other applicable portions of
Appendix C to make them consistent with the RAWP (especially
Page 6-7, Line 2 through 8).

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 7.0 Page #: 5 . Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 13 :

Comment: As noted in Section 6.3, Page 6-9, of the RAWP, the
statistics needed to make a decision regarding the
comparability study have not yet been defined. However, the
statistics should appear in this section. The questions
that the statistics should answer are as follows:

1. Given that a CU is less than all relevant FRLs
according to the standard procedure but not too much
less, will the innovative procedure determine that the
CU is less than the FRLs?

L:\270REPA\R0504 \OUS\AREA IPH|.WPD E-5
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2. Given that a CU exceeds one or more FRLs but not by
much, will the innovative procedure determine that the
CU exceeds the FRL or FRLs?

These decisions have a binomial distribution. At best, the
design in Table B-1 will give a probability of 0.125 that
the innovative procedure did not err in the first case.
This probability is not adequate for a decision
comparability study. DOE should add a considerably greater
number of test areas.” If necessary, the planned submittal

- -~ date of March 1997. for the comparability study .report should .

be changed to ensure that an adequate report is submitted.
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