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United States Department of Energy
Feed Materials Production Center
P.O. Box 398705

Cincinnati, Ohioc 45239-8705

RE: Area 2, Phase 1
WAC PSP

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) Project Specific Plan (PSP) for Area 2, Phase 1
delineation of areas exceeding the Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC)
for the On-Site Disposal Facility (OSDF).

This PSP discusses the plan for delineating the extent of soil
contamination within Area 2, Phase 1, which exceeds the WAC for the
OSDF .

Attached are U.S. EPA's comments on the PSP. U.S. EPA will more
thoroughly review and comment on all Area ‘2, Phase 1 activities
when the integrated remedial design plan in submitted for the area.
Please contact me at (312) 886-0992 if you have any questions
regarding this matter. _

‘Sincerely, -

James A. Saric <;::)
Remedial Project Manager i (:)

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
"PROJECT SPECIFIC PLAN [PSP]:
DELINEATION OF AREAS EXCEEDING WAC, AREA 2, PHASE I"

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT
GENERAL COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA : Commentor: Saric
Section #: 1.1 Page #: 1 Line #: 41-42
Original General Comment #: 1 .

Comment: Southern Waste Unit (SWU) -4 and SWU-5 have perched water
contamination, but the current scope of work addresses only
soil contamination. The perched water contamination should
be addressed either in a separate PSP or in the Integrated
Remedial Design Package for Area 2, Phase I.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 1.2 Page #: 2 Line #:4-11

Original General Comment #: 2 A

Comment: According to the text, previously collected soil sample
data indicates that five areas in the South Field exhibited
total uranium concentrations above the On-Site Disposal
Facility (OSDF) Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC). 1In
addition, the text states that radiological field surveying
will be conducted in such a way as to provide 100 percent
surface coverage (if possible) in and around all five areas.
Although the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE) approach to
delineating the extent of above-WAC contamination in these
five areas appears to be logical, the PSP does not address
other unknown, localized, "hot spot" areas in the SWUs that
may contain above-WAC soil contamination. In addition, DOE
has not yet clearly defined the limitations of the
radiological survey equipment. The text should be revised
to address these  issues. ' :

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 1.0 Page #: 1 Line #: Not applicable (NA)

Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: The objective of this PSP, which is dated August 1997,
is to delineate the extent of soil contamination in Area 2,
Phase I, that exceeds OSDF WAC. This objective is the same
as the first objective of the "Area 2, Phase I Site
Preparation Areas Sampling PSP" dated July 1997. The August
1997 PSP should explain how the two projects are related in
terms of objectives, areas covered, and schedules. This.
explanation should also define the correlation between the
area names used in the July 1997 PSP (such as "Inactive

E-1
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Flyash Pile") and ‘the names used in the August 1997 PSP
(such as "SWU-1").

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 1.3.1 Page #: 3 Line #: 42-44

Original Specific Comment #: 2

Comment : The text states that if laboratory analysis indicates
above-WAC concentrations, additional samples may be
collected "further away" from the original sampling point at
the direction of the Characterization and Sampling Manager.
It is not clear where these samples would be collected or
how DOE could delineate the extent of above-WAC soil
contamination if additional samples were not collected. The
text should be revised to clarify this matter.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 1.3.2 Page #: 4 Line #: 26-27
Original Specific Comment #: 3
Comment: The text states that unselected core samples will be
. discarded, but Line 30 refers to additional analyses of
archived samples. In.addition, Section 2.5.3 on Page 9
. states that only core samples with low net counts will be
discarded. The preferred practice is to keep all samples
until analytical results confirm that the samples will not
be needed to meet the project objective. The PSP should be
revised to consistently reflect this practice.

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

Section #: 1.3.2 Page #: 4 Line #:22-26

Original Specific Comment #: 4

.Comment: The text states that the interval containing
construction rubble should be submitted for analysis and the
interval containing flyash should not. The text implies
that the flyash interval is not to be submitted for
laboratory analysis because it is assumed to be a potential
source of contamination. The rationale for selecting
sample intervals for laboratory analysis should be more
clearly explained in the text.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 Page #: 8 Line #: 3-4 and 19-20

Original Specific Comment #: S

Comment: The text does not identify the criteria to be used to
determine whether additional samples will be collected in
the field. The text should be revised to identify (by
description or reference) the criteria that will be used to
make this determination.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 2.5.3 : Page #: 9 Line #: NA

- Original Specific Comment #: 6

Comment: The text states that samples w1ll be collected from the
ground surface to 27 feet below ground surface (bgs). The
text should include the following option: if the lowest
intervals show significant activity during field screening
with a beta-gamma frisker, boring and sampling will continue
until relatively uncontaminated soil is reached. Similar
options should be included for collection of shallow (up to
3.5 feet bgs) samples in Sections 2.5.1 and 2.5.2.

Including these options in the PSP will minimize field
changes and the need for remobilizing and resampling to meet
the project objective.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 2.7 Page #: 10 Line #: 34

Original Specific Comment #: 7

Comment: The text states that boreholes greater than 4 feet deep
will be plugged with a volclay or similar grout. Grout
levels should be verified about 24 hours after grouting
because porous zones such as those containing construction
debris may cause grout levels to fall in the boreholes,
potentially creating pathways for flushing of contamination.
The text should be revised to include this verification

step.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 6.0 Page #: 13 ' : Line #: 32-33

Original Specific Comment #: 8

Comment: The text states that field logs may be completed in the
field and maintained in loose-leaf form. DOE should use a
bound, engineering-type logbook that is more appropriate for
recording field data. The text should be revised
accordingly.




