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Mr. Johnny W. Reising SRF-5J

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

" Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705

RE: Area 2, Phase 1 Site

Preparation 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.Ss. DOE) Project Specific Plan (PSP) for Area 2, Phase 1 site
preparation.

This PSP discusses the activities required to support the soil
excavation portions of site preparation for Area 2, Phase 1.

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. S _

Sincerely,

James 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

Recycled/Recyclable-Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (40% Postconsumer)
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON
"AREA 2, PHASE I SITE PREPARATION AREAS SAMPLING
PROJECT SPECIFIC PLAN"

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT

GENERAL COMMENTS

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

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

Original General Comment #:1 ' .

Comment: The text in the project-specific plan (PSP) refers to two
general sampling objectives: (1) determination of waste
acceptance criteria (WAC) attainment and (2) characterization
of soil for reuse. The WAC attainment sampling objective is
relatively straightforward in that the purpose of the sampling
is clear and specific criteria exist for evaluating WAC
attainment. However, the characterization sampling objective
is not as clear because the stated purpose is vague and the
criteria for evaluating whether soils have been adequately
characterized are not defined. To more clearly define the
purpose of the characterization sampling, the U.S. Department
of Energy,(DOE) should identify the intended soil reuse
scenarios. Furthermore, the text on Page 3-7 states that "if
one retention basin fails characterization analysis at the 24-
to 30-inch sample interval, the soil to be excavated during
site preparation will be assumed to be impacted and the
material will be placed in the impacted stockpile." It is not
clear what the "characterization analysis" involves and how
the pass or fail determination will be made. The text should
be revised to clarify the soil characterization process and to
specify the criteria to be used for evaluating whether soils
have been adequately characterized.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA " Commentor: Saric
Section #: NA. Page #: NA Line #: NA
Original General Comment #:2 '
Comment: The text of the PSP has numerous typographical errors and
misspelled words. The text should be edited to eliminate such

errors.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: NA Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original General Comment #:3

Comment: The figures included in the PSP are of limited use. Many
figures are not properly labeled and are difficult to read
because of the poor reproduction quality and the use of a
small drawing scale. 1In addition, the different shading
symbols used to delineate specific areas in the figures are
not distinguishable in a reproduced version of the PSP. The
figures should be revised to address these problems, and
proper symbols should be used so that the figures can be
properly reviewed following reproduction.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 1.2 Page #: 1-3 Line #: NA
Original General Comment #: 4

Comment: Page 1-3 is missing. The PSP should be revised to include

this page.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 1.2 Page #: 1-4 ‘ Line #: NA

Original General Comment #: 5

Comment: The text refers to field radiological surveys to be
conducted using the radiation tracking system (RTRAK) and the
high-purity germanium (HPGe) detector. However, the text of
the PSP does not reflect the current developmental and
regulatory approval status of these technologies. As stated
in previous U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
comments and as discussed in various meetings between EPA and
DOE, these technologies are unproven in terms of their ability
to meet various objectives of the soils remediation project.
For example, the text of the PSP does not address how the
limitations of the technologies affect their application in
the site preparation areas. The text of the PSP should be
revised where necessary to address this issue.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.0 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original General Comment #: 6

Comment: The text in this section provides information regarding
the different sampling activities to be conducted in the site
preparation areas. However, information regarding the
sequencing of the different sampling activities should be
provided in the PSP to clarify DOE's approach to evaluating
the site preparation areas.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.0 Page #: 3-3 Line #: NA

Original General Comment #: 7 '

Comment: The text states that the upper 6- to 12-inch interval of
soil in the retention basin areas is suspected to be impacted.
This statement does not consider variations in the depth of
contamination that may have resulted from erosion or
activities that have potentially altered the topography.
Similar statements regarding the suspected levels of
contamination in soil intervals are present elsewhere in the
PSP. DOE should revise the PSP to discuss potential
variations in the depth of contamination in the site
preparation areas and to explain how the variations will be
considered when these areas are characterized.

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

Section #: 8.0 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original General Comment #: 8 }

Comment : During the Area 1, Phase I sampling activities, DOE
experienced problems in matching sampling locations in the
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‘field with sampling locations presented in figures or maps.
DOE should state how this problem will be avoided for Area 2,
Phase I sampling activities.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #:1.2 Page #:1-2 Line #: 5

Original Specific Comment #:1

Comment: The text states that characterization sampling will be
conducted to determine whether the so0il can be reused for
future backfilling and grading activities. However, the
meaning of "soil reuse" is vague. DOE should revise the text
in Section 1.2 to clearly define the potential soil reuse
options (see Original General Comment 1).

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.0 Page #: 3-1 Line #: 24-27

Original Specific Comment #: 2

Comment: The bulleted text regarding the thorium-232 decay chain
area-specific constituents of concern (ASCOC) does not
accurately reflect the current regulatory approval status of
DOE's proposal to remove radium-228 and thorium-228 from the
ASCOCs. The text should be deleted or rev1sed to reflect the
current status of this issue.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.0 Page #: 3-2 Line #:24-31

Original Specific Comment #: 3

Comment: The text does not separate the discussion of preliminary
sampling from the discussion of characterization sampling.
The current organization of the text is confusing and is not
consistent with the organization of Sections 3.2, 3.3, and
3.4. The organization of Section 3.0 should be revised to
clearly distinguish between preliminary and characterization
sampling and to be consistent with the organization of
Sections 3.2 through 3.4.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.1.1 Page #: 3-4 Line #:13-14

Original Specific Comment #: 4

Comment: The text refers to a 6-inch interval to be submitted for
analysis that will be selected by screening a 2-foot interval.
However, it is not clear where this 2-foot interval will be -
obtained. The text should be revised to clarify whether the
2-foot interval will be from the surface to 2 feet below
ground surface or some other 2-foot interval.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.1.1 Page #: 3-5 Line #: 28-34

Original Specific Comment #: 5

Comment: The text describing the third item at the bottom of the
page refers to an "unexpected event" category as an

é/
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environmental or material condition that may pose a risk to
human health or the environment if standard practices are
used. Such conditions would include noncohesive soils posing
a danger to excavation workers and volatile contaminants
posing an emission hazard. The text then states that
procedures to be used in these circumstances are described in
Appendix F of the Sitewide Excavation Plan (SEP). The only
relevant portion of the July 1997 version of the SEP is
Section F.4.3 on Page F-27; however, the unexpected conditions
discussed in the SEP are those, such as a contaminated area
extending well beyond its assumed boundaries, that would
require modifications of an engineering design, contract
specifications, working schedules, or similar technical
matters. The July 1997 version of the SEP does not address
unexpected health and safety problems. Therefore, either this
PSP or the SEP should be revised to include general procedures
to be followed when such health and safety problems occur.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.2 Page #: 3-6 Line #: 24

Original Specific Comment #: 6

Comment: The last paragraph in this section cites Appendix B for
the target analyte lists (TAL) for the preliminary sampling.
Appendix B consists of five TALs identified as A2PI-A through
A2PI-E. The list or lists to be used for preliminary sampling
as well as those to be used for the characterization sampling
discussed in Section 3.3 on Page 3-7 should be specifically

identified.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 3.3 _ Page #: 3-7 Line #: 28

Original Specific Comment #: 7

Comment : The text refers to a field geologist determining in the
field the actual disconformities between native and fill
materials by inspecting cores that will be collected. The
field geologist should note such disconformities in all boring
logs so the depth to native soil will be documented for
further investigatory work. The text should be rev1sed to
"include this requirement.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA . Commentor: Saric
Section #: 3.0 Page #: 3-15 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 8
Comment: Table 3-6 includes a requirement for potassium-40
analysis. However, none of the tables in Appendix B gives a
method detection limit (MDL) for potassium-40. Although the
potassium-40 analytical results are for information purposes
only, an MDL should be provided for potassium-40 in
Appendix B.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.0 Page #: 3-18 through 3-22 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 9

Comment: Figures 3-1 through 3-5 following Table 3-8 on Page 3-17
are unreadable because of their poor reproduction quality and
small drawing scale. Also, the shading symbols used do not
allow the reader to distinguish between the particular areas
that they are intended to highlight. In addition, some figure
titles are unreadable. Figures 3-1 through 3-5 should be
revised to address these deficiencies.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 8.0 . Page #: 8-1 Line #: 19-20

Original Specific Comment #: 10

Comment: The text states that field logs (including RTRAK and HPGe
detector logs) may be completed in the field and maintained in
loose-leaf form. The text implies that DOE will not be using
proper field logbooks. DOE should record field notes in
accordance with accepted practices, and the text should be
revised to state that DOE will do so.

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

Section #: 8.0 Page #: 8-2 Line #: 21 & 23

Original Specific Comment #: 11

Comment: The last paragraph on Page 8-2 cites Appendlxes E and F.
However, these two appendixes are not present in the review
copy of the PSP and are not identified in the table of
contents. The appendixes cited should be made available for

review.
1_ Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: Appendix A "Page #: A-1 .Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 12

Comment: The entry for characterization sampling in the table on
Page A-1 states that TALs C and D will be applicable. These
two TALs in Appendix B identify radiological analytes and
metals. However, Section 3.3 and Table 3.8 of the PSP also
require semivolatile organic analyses, and pesticides and
polychlorinated biphenyls analyses (TAL E in Appendix B), for
characterization sampling. DOE should resolve this

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

Original Specific Comment #: 13

Comment: The list of characterization samples includes AFP-B-C-11
and its field duplicate. However, the coordinates listed for
these two samples are over 44 feet apart. These locations are
not compatible with collection of field duplicates. On the
other hand, samples AFP-B-C-15 and AFP-B-C-16 are not listed
as field duplicates but have identical coordinates. DOE
should resolve these discrepancies.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
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Section. #: Appendix A "Page #: A-7 : Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 14
Comment: The list of characterization samples includes SF-B-C-8
and its field duplicate. However, the coordinates listed for
these two samples are over 52 feet apart. These locations are
not compatible with collection of field duplicates. ' DOE
should resolve this discrepancy.




