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Mr. Johnny W. Reising 
United States Department of Energy 
Feed Materials Production Center 
P.O. Box 398705 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705 

SRF-S? 

RE: A1,P2 Certification 
Design Letter 

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 Area 1, Phase 2 (Al,P2), sector 1 certification 
design letter. 

This document provides an approach for certifying three areas 
within A1,P2, and includes a project-specific plan for sampling and 
analysis activities to certify these areas have met final 
remediation levels. 

The overall approach presented in the certification design letter 
appears adequate. However, a few minor clarifications are 
required. 

Therefore, U.S. EPA approves the A1,P2 cercification design letter 
pending receipt of adequate responses to the attached comments. 
U.S. DOE must submit responses to comments and changed pages within 
thirty (30) days receipt of this letter. 
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Please contact me at ( 3 1 2 )  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 
Bill Murphie, U.S. DOE-HDQ 
John Bradburne, FERMCO 
Terry Hagen, FERMCO 
Tom Walsh, FERMCO 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON 
"CERTIFICATION DESIGN LETTER, AREA 1, PHASE 11--SECTOR 1" 

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: 
Section # :  2.1 
Original Specific Comment 
Comment: The text states 

locations of samples 

U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Page # :  5 Line # :  7 

# :  1 
that Figure 2 shows the sampling 
whose inorsanic results exceeded final 

remediation leveis (FRL). The figure does not show the 
sampling location of the sample whose arsenic level exceeded 
its FRL; this exceedance is discussed in Line 5 on Page 5 .  
The figure should be corrected to show all relevant sampling 
locations and results. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.2 Page # :  9 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  2 
Comment: Table 5 in this section and the text in other parts of 

the document include arsenic as an area-specific contaminant 
of concern (ASCOC). However, the text in this section does 
not discuss why arsenic is considered an ASCOC. The text 
should be revised to include this information. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  4.2 Page # :  12 Line # :  3 2  
Original Specific Comment # :  3 
Comment: The text should state that the agreed upon hot spot 

criteria will be presented in the revised site-wide 
excavation plan. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  6 . 0  Page # :  16 Line # :  3 and 6 
Original Specific Comment # :  4 
Comment: The text includes two entries for "DOE 1997a." This 

discrepancy should be corrected. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Tables 1 and 2 Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  5 
Comment: These tables include the nonstandard qualifier IINV." 

This qualifier should be defined in footnotes in the tables. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Figure # :  5, 6, 7 ,  9, 10, 11, and 12 Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  6 
Comment: These figures are difficult to read. The physical 

sampling results in the shaded areas, especially the darker 
shading that depict areas of higher activity, are unclear. 

that will remain legible after monochrome photocopying. 
An alternate format for these figures should be developed . .  

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Appendix A: Section 2.3 Page # :  2-2 Line # :  21 
Original Specific.Comment # :  7 
Comment: The text sKates that actual sampling locations more 

than 1 foot from the planned locations require the use of 
the variance procedurk. In most project-specific plans, 
this criterion is 3 feet. The text should be revised to 
present the 3-foot criterion. 
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