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AUG 121997

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

P.0. Box 398705

Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705

RE: Area 1, Phase 1
Certification Report

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) Area 1, Phase 1 certification report.

The purpose of the certification report is to provide data to
support conclusions that Area 1, Phase ‘1 has been remediated to
obtain final remediation levels.

The certification report does not clearly illustrate the Area 1,
Phase 1 boundaries, and the certification unit changes that have
occurred in Area 1, Phase 1 as the report was developed. Also, the
report has numerous data reporting errors in the summary tables
presented in Appendix A. U.S. EPA has attached it comments on the
certification report.

Therefore, U.S. EPA disapproves the Area 1, Phase 1 certification
report. U.S. DOE must submit responses to comments and a revised
document within thirty (30) days receipt of this letter.
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Please contact me at‘(312) 886-0992 #f 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
Bill Murphie, U.S. DOE-HDQ
John Bradburne, FERMCO
Terry Hagen, FERMCO
. Tom Walsh, FERMCO
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. " TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS-ON =~ = %=
"AREA 1 PHASE I CERTIFICATION REPORT"
FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT

RS

GENERAL COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: Not Applicable (NA) Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original General Comment #: 1

Comment: The certification report concludes that analytical
results for most of the tested certification units (CU) are

" within the limits specified as final remediation levels

(FRL). The only exception to this conclusion involves
discrepancies between the results of the thorium-232
analyses by alpha spectrometry and those by gamma
spectrometry, which are discussed in more detail in Original
Specific Comment 2. Analytical results for eight CUs are
greater than the FRL by gamma spectrometry but less than the
FRL by alpha spectrometry. Acceptance of these results as
being within the FRLs should be deferred until this alpha
and gamma spectrometry methodological issue is resolved in
the letter report discussed on Line 4 of Page 4-3.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 5 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original General Comment #: 2

Comment: The report provides certification data for 78 separate
CUs. The report should contain one figure showing all of
Area 1 and the CU layout. Moreover, the report should
contain figures showing CU configuration changes over the
course of the Area 1 Phase 1 (A1PI) project and figures
illustrating changes in CU data point locations.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: Appendix A Page #: All Line #: Total Uranium

Original General Comment #: 3

Comment: The total uranium data provided in the tables have been
rounded to tenths for all data sets in Appendix A. For
example, the summary table for CU P17-22 states that the
concentration of total uranium detected in sample P17-22C2-
R-1-D is 5.8 micrograms per gram (ug/g). This value was
rounded up; the actual value is 5.75 ug/g. The data
provided in the tables for the other primary area-specific
constituents of concern (ASCOC) have not been rounded. The
data sets should be consistently presented. Therefore, the
data tables should be revised to include all unrounded
values.
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S Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA ~ . Commentor: -~ Saric
Section #: Appendix A-C Page #: All_ Line #: All
Original General Comment #: 4 s

Comment: The tables appear to have numerous errors, including
missing data, incorrect values (0.01 to 0.3 concentration
variations from the correct values), and unsupported data.
The missing data include a value for total uranium in sample
O20HS-1-R-13 (see Original Specific Comment 20). Incorrect
data entries were noted in Appendix A in the data tables for
the primary ASCOCs (see Original Specific Comment 21). The
unsupported data include the data summaries for cesium-137
and thorium-230 (see Original Specific Comment 18). The
data tables should be checked and revised to report all data
accurately.

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

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

Original General Comment #: 5

Comment : Appendix F contains on-site disposal cell sediment basin
certification results. However, .no data summary tables,
figures, or other supporting documentation is provided for
these results. Supporting documentation such as data
summary tables or figures should be provided.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

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

Section #: 3 : Page .#: Table 3-1 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: The text states that "the volumes for the Al1lPI sediment
traps do not include soil in the berms." It is important to
document the source of the soil used to construct the berms
in order to reduce the potential for recontamination of the
area. A figure should be provided to show the locations of
the berms, and the text should be revised to identify the
source of the soil used to construct the berms.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.1.2 Page #: 4-3 Line #: 14

Original Specific Comment #: 2

Comment: The text indicates that the results for thorium-232
analyses of the certification samples by gamma spectrometry
generally exceed the alpha spectrometry results for the same
radionuclide in the same samples. This difference in
analytical results can affect the decision as to whether
certain CUs exceed the FRL for thorium-232. The proposed
.use of soil-specific radiological standards as calibration
standards or check standards will be useful in addressing
this problem. However, one useful principle is not
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discussed in the text, namely not makifng unnecessary =
assumptions. In this context, the_ analytical method
involving fewer calculations ar¥ underlying assumptions with
regard to the raw counting data and the final (reported)
activity result would be the better method unless compelling
reasons exist to accept the additional complications of the
alternate method. This principle should be considered in
resolving the methodological discrepancy.

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

Section #: 5.3.4 Page #: 5-4 Line #: 33

Original Specific Comment #: 3

Comment: The text states that "the 0-6 inch interval across the
entire P17-32 CU was excavated." However, Figure 5-8 does
not support this statement. According to the pre-excavation
and postexcavation elevations presented in the figure,
several data points indicate that less than 6 inches of soil
was removed, which is not acceptable. The text should be
revised to address this issue.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 5.3.5 Page #: 5-5 Line #: 19

Original Specific Comment #: 4

Comment: The text discusses an original certification sample
collected in CU 020 that exceeded the "2 x FRL" criterion

for radium-228 (indicating a "hot spot"). This sample was
collected from the northernmost border of the Fernald
Environmental Management Project (FEMP). The extent of

radium-228 contamination has not been defined to the north
of this location. The text should be revised to present
plans to properly delineate the extent of radium-228
contamination to the north of CU 020.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 5.3.5 Page #: 5-5 Line #: 14

Original Specific Comment #: S

Comment: . The text describes the intervals used for collection of
samples for radium-228 analyses. It is critical to
precisely determine the depths of the contamination present
in this CU in order to ensure that adequate corrective
action has been taken. The soil placed in the sample jars
should have been representative of the soil contamination at
a particular depth. The sampling depth may have been
interpreted imprecisely if total recovery did not occur
during sampling. The text should be revised to provide
recovery or other data supporting the sampling interval
designations.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA ‘Commentor: -~ Saric

Section #: 5.3.5 Page #: 5-5 Line #: 30

Original Specific Comment #: 6 6

Comment: The text states that confirmatory samples were
collected from the area of the CU 020 hot spot, and the
total uranium analytical results are provided. It is
important to determine whether the contamination in this
area was adequately evaluated and delineated. 1Illustration
of the total uranium results on a figure would assist in
this determination. Therefore, the analytical results
should be illustrated in a figure. - -

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 5 Page #: Tables 5-6 and 5-7 Line #: NA -

Original Specific Comment #: 7

Comment: The tables provide post-corrective action radium-226
concentrations and their corresponding depth intervals for
CUs Q18-40A and Q18-40B. Many of these concentrations
increase with depth at the sampling locations. The data
appear to indicate another source aside from air dispersion
that contributed to the radium-226 contamination in this
area. The text should be revised to address this issue.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

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

Original Specific Comment #: 8

Comment : The text below the table states that the location where
the original certification sample with a total uranium
concentration of 205.4 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) was
collected is identified as sample point 1. This designation
does not. correspond with the designation of the hot spot
sampling location depicted in Figure 5-9. The text or
figure should be revised to resolve this apparent

discrepancy.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 5 Page #: Table 5-9 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 9

Comment: The table summarizes the depth increments analyzed for
each of the sampling locations in CU 020. Apparently only a
portion of the sampling locations were extended to include
18 inches of sampling interval. The text should be revised
to provide the rationale for the sampling strategy used.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

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

Original Specific Comment #: 10

Comment: The text provides sample numbers designated as
"original" 1 through 12 and "new" 1 through 7. This sample
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1nterpretatlon The sample numbers should be revised to 1
through 19. This sample numbeﬂ&ng scheme should also be
used in Figure 5-14.

!

Commenting Organlzatlon U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 5 Page #: Table 5-11 Line #: NA

Original Spec1f1c Comment #: 11

Comment: The table states that sample NAR-4-8C- (X) corresponds
with the 15- to 21-inch sampling interval and that sample
NAR-4-8C2-(X) corresponds with the 38- to 42-inch sampling
interval. 1In Figure 5-15, however, the opposite is shown.
Either the table or flgure should be revised for accuracy.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 5 Page #: Table 5-11 Line, #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 12

Comment : The table does not include a line for sample
NAR-4-15C- (X) and its corresponding depth interval. The
table should be revised to include this information.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 5 Page #: Figure 5-7 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 13

Comment : This figure identifies the random sampling points in

CU P17-32. However, sampling location 17 is not shown in
the figure. The figure should be revised to include sampling
location 17.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 5 Page #: Figure 5-8 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 14

Comment : The figure provides the pre-excavation and

postexcavation elevations for CU P17-32. - However, the
elevation information shown for the central, eastern border
of the CU does not include a postexcavation elevation. The
figure should be revised to include the postexcavation
elevation for this location.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA ‘ Commentor: Saric
Section #: 5 Page #: Figure 5-9 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 15

Comment : The figure shows the sampling locations in.CU 020

selected to support hot spot removal. However, the figure
does not include sampling location 2. The figure should be
revised to show this sampling location. In addition, the

figure should include a reference to the original hot spot
sample number.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #:5 Page #: Figures 5-10, 5-%1, 5-12, and 5-13 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 16
Comment : The figures provide the total uranium concentrations
- for separate sampling depth intervals and the hot spot
excavation depths for CU 020. The figures are currently
somewhat unclear. To clarify the figures, they should be
revised to show all the sampling locations and their
corresponding numbers.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: Appendix A Page #: Data Tables Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 17

Comment : The data tables in Appendix A present the

concentrations of contaminants of concern detected at the
site. However, no units of measure are listed in the
tables. The tables should be revised to include the units
of measure for each of the concentrations listed.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: Appendix A Page #: Data Tables Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 18
Comment : The data tables in Appendix A include data summaries

for samples analyzed for cesium-137 and thorium-230.
Appendixes B and C do not provide such summaries for CU N19.
The document should include supporting data for all the
tables in Appendix A.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: Appendix A Page #: 020 Primary Rad Map Line#: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 19

Comment: The figure labels the new and original data points
sequentially from 1 through 19. These labels do not
correlate with Figure 5-14, where the data points are
labeled as original sampling points 1 through 12 and new
sampling points 1 through 7. The figures should label the
data points identically.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: Appendix A Page #:Data Table CUO20 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 20

Comment : The data table for CU 020 summarizes the total uranium

data. This table omits a value for total uranium in sample
O20HS-1-R-13. The table should be revised to include this
information. .
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S Commenting Organization: 'U.S. EPA™™ - Commentor: - -Saric
Section #: Appendix A Page #: Data_ Tables Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 21 L

Comment : These data tables are not entirely consistent with the

data summaries in Appendix B. For example, the table for CU

- P17-22 indicates that radium-226 was measured at 2.66
picocuries per gram (pCi/g) and radium-228 was measured at
2.61 pCi/g in sample P17-22C2-R-2. However, the data
summaries indicate that the concentrations of radium-226 and
radium-228 in sample P17-22C2-R-2 were 1.33 and 1.31 pCi/g,

" respectively. The data tables in Appendix A and data
summaries in Appendix B should be compared, and all such
inconsistencies should be resolved.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: Appendix A Page #: Q19-30 Primary Rad Map Line #:NA

Original Specific Comment #: 22

Comment: Sampling location 5 is not depicted in the figure. The
figure should be revised to show this data point.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: Appendix A Page #: A1lP1ST-1 Metals Map Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 23

Comment : The figure contains an unlabeled data point. The figure
should be revised to label this data point.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: Appendix A Page #: NAR-1 Metals Map Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 24

Comment: The figure contains a data point with two location
numbers, 14 and 16. The figure should be revised to display
only the single, discrete label for this point.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: Appendix A Page #: NAR-1 PCBs Map : Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 25

Comment: The figure contains a data point with two location
numbers, 14 and 16. The figure should be revised to display
only the single, discrete label for this point. ‘




