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REPLY TG THE ATTENTION OF:

Mr. Johnny W. Reising L SRE-5J-
United States Department of Energy

Feed Materials Production Center

P.O. Box 398705

Cincinnati, Ohioc 45239-8705

RE: Plant 1 Compléx
Completion 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) Plant 1 Complex completion report.

The completion report has provided some of the information
previously requested by U.S. EPA, however the description and
presentation of the information needs to be expanded. Also, the
report requires some brief interpretations and summaries of the
information presented. U.S. EPA has attached its comments on the
completion report. ‘

Therefore, U.S. EPA disapproves the Plant 1 Complex completion
report pending incorporation of adequate responses to the attached
comments. U.S. DOE must submit responses to comments and a revised
document within thirty (30) days receipt of this letter.

Please contact me at (312) 886-0992 if you have any questions
regarding this matter.

Sihcerely,

oz

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-Prlnted with Vegetable Oil Based inks on 100% Recycled Paper (40% Postconsumer)
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON "PLANT 1 COMPLEX -
PHASE I PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT"
FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.1.2 Page #: Not applicable (NA) Line #: NA

Original General Comment #: 1

Comment: This section provides 1nformat10n regardlng collection
and sampling of wastewater generated during Plant 1 Complex
decontamination and dismantlement (D&D) activities.
However, the U. S. Department of Energy (DOE) provides
limited summary information and no evaluation of the results
of the sampling activities. In addition, the wastewater
treatment system (WWTS) acceptance criteria and applicable
regulatory limits are not provided or cited in the report
(see Original Specific Comments 3 and 8). The report should
be revised to address these omissions.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.2 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original General Comment #: 2

Comment : This section provides information regarding the quantity
of debris generated from Plant 1 Complex D&D activities.
The Sitewide Waste Information and Tracking System (SWIFTS)
appears to provide accurate estimates of the total quantity
of material and of the quantities of material by category
generated from Plant 1 D&D activities. However, no
information is provided regarding the estimated total
quantity of material stored in interim storage areas or the
available capacities (percentages)of the interim storage
areas following Plant 1 Complex D&D activities. DOE should
provide a summary of this type of information in each
project completion report.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: Attachments C and D Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original General Comment #: 3

Comment: Attachments C and D provide analytical results from
decontamination water sampling activities and reports
generated by SWIFTS. However, the text describing the
analytical results and SWIFTS reports is incomplete and does
not allow full evaluation of the data (see Original Specific
Comments 8, 9, and 11). The text of the attachments should
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be revised to provide sufficient information to allow a
complete review.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 1.0 Page #: 2 Line #: 5-6

Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: The text states that lessons learned incorporated from
.Plant 7 and Building 4A Complex D&D activities facilitated
Plant 1 Complex project performance. It is not clear what
particular lessons learned were incorporated in the project
and what type of impact their incorporation had on project
performance. DOE should revise the text to summarize the
lessons learned that were incorporated in the Plant 1
Complex D&D activities. ‘

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.1.2 Page #: 17 Line #: 20

Original Specific Comment #: 2

Comment: The text refers to water being sampled for isotopic
uranium analysis. The text should be revised to state the
purpose of this sampling and how this sampling activity
differs from the other wastewater sampling conducted for
Plant 1 Complex wastewater.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.1.2 Page #: 18 Line #: 8-10

Original Specific Comment #: 3

Comment: The text states that review of the analytical results
did not reveal any concentrations exceeding the WWTS
acceptance criteria. Attachment C provides decontamination
water analytical results; however, the WWTS acceptance
criteria and applicable regulatory limits are not provided
or cited. The WWTS acceptance criteria and applicable
regulatory limits should be provided in the report. 1In
addition, DOE should provide a brief discussion and
evaluation of the analytical results. For example, DOE
should explain some of the high contaminant levels detected
in the samples and explain why these. levels do not pose a

concern.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 3.2 Page #: 18 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 4

Comment: The text provides storage location codes for debris
generated during Plant 1 Complex D&D activities. Table 3-1
summarizes the project debris generated and its associated
storage locations. However, the text in Section 3.2 does
not provide several of the storage location codes listed in
the table, including W800002, W800004, and W800005. The

E-2
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text should be revised to identify all the storage location
codes listed in the table.

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

Section #: 3.3 Page #: 21 ' Line #: 9-13

Original Specific Comment #: S

Comment: The text indicates that air monitor Pl1-4 recorded a
value of 2.2E-02 picoCuries per cubic meter (pCi/m’) total
uranium. The text then states that D&D activities included
precutting of structural beams with acetylene torches.
However, it is not clear whether DOE intends to identify
this activity as the reason for the recorded value of 2.2E-
02 pCi/m’. The text should be revised to clarify this

matter.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 3.3 Page #: 21 Line #: 14-15

Original Specific Comment #: 6

Comment : The text refers to a value of 5.19E-02 pCi/m® which is
attributed to "over pressurization" of a small, white, metal
box. However, it is not clear what is meant by "over
pressurization" and why this activity would result in a high
reading. The text should be revised to clarify this matter.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: Table 3-2 Page #: 21 ‘Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 7

Comment: The table provides the minimum, average, and maximum air
monitoring data obtained during the Plant 1 Complex project.
However, neither the Fernald Environmental Management
Project action levels nor the DOE regulatory threshold
levels are provided. The table should be revised to provide
or cite a reference for this information.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: Attachment C - Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 8

Comment: Attachment C provides decontamination water analytical
results; however, the WWTS acceptance criteria and
applicable regulatory limits are not provided or cited. 1In
addition, some of the codes used to identify the sampling
points are not provided. The codes requiring identification
are PLT 1 D&D TA and PLT 1 D&D TR. DOE should revise
Attachment C to address these omissions.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

.Section #: Attachment D Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 9

Comment: In Attachment D, the text preceding the SWIFTS reports
does not completely identify the codes used in the reports
to represent storage locations, areas within the storage
locations, material categories, and container types. For

E-3
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example, the storage location codes 004B and 0056; the codes
for areas within a storage locations, and the container
codes 340, 629, and 220 are unidentified. To facilitate the
review process, DOE should revise the text in Attachment D
to provide a complete summary of the codes used in the
SWIFTS reports.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: Attachment D Page #: NA Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 10
Comment : SWIFTS Report #1 ends with the line "Total Containers
From Plant 1 D&D (not tracked by OSDF)." It is not clear
what is meant by the phrase "not tracked by OSDF." DOE
should revise the text at the beginning of Attachment D to
clarify this matter.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: Attachment D Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 11

Comment : The text before SWIFTS Report #3 lists the remedial
investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) material
categories. To facilitate the review process, DOE should
revise the text to specifically identify the RI/FS material
categories.




