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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION5 
77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 

CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF 

Mr. Johnny W. Reising 
United States Department of Energy 
Feed Materials Production Center 
P.O. Box 398705 
Cincinnati, Ohio 4 5 2 3 9 - 8 7 0 5  

SRF-5J 

RE: U.S. EPA Revised 
SCQ Comments 

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) Responses to Comments (RTC) for revision 1.0 of the 
Sitewide Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act Quality Assurance Project Plan 

U.S. DOE'S RTC and cross reference table addressed the majority of 
U.S. EPAis previous comments. However, there remain a few comments 
that require clarification or revision. 

(SCQ). 

Therefore, U.S. EPA disapproves the RTC for the SCQ pending receipt 
of adequate responses and their incorporation into a revised 
document. U.S. DOE must submit responses to comments and a revised 
SCQ within thirty (30) days receipt of this letter. 
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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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Please contact me at (312) 886-0992 if you have any questions 
regarding this matter. 

/ Sincerely, 

VSames A. Saric 
Remedial Project Manager 
Federal Facilities Section 
SFD Remedial Response Branch #2 
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MEMORANDUM SRT-4J 

DATE: March 25, 1998 

SUBJECT: Review of the responses to FSS comments on the Sitewide CERCLX QAPP 
(Revision 1) for Fernald Environmental Management Project, Fernald, OH. 

FROM: L. Finkelberg, Chemist 
Field Services Section 

TO: J. Saric, RPM 

cc : Steve Ostrodka, Chief FSS 

I have reviewed the responses submitted by U.S. Department of Energy Fernald Area 
Office to FSS comments for Revision 1 Sitewide CERCLA QAPP for Fernald 
Environmental Management Project, Fernald, OH . 

Attached are my comments on the QAPP which require hrther revision. 
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U.S. EPA Original Comment I. 

Thesignature page with the title and date of approval should be included for individuals who 
have reviewed and approved the document (including the US EPA Region 5 RPM, US EPA 
Region 5 ,  QA Reviewer, Contractor Project Manager, Contractor Sampling Organization, 
Responsible Laboratory(is), Contractor QA Manager). The titles and names of all 
individuals appearing on the title page should be consistent with the references to those 

I people elswere in the QAPP. 

Page 54 is missing from the submitted document. I assume, that the response to this 
comment is part of the missing page; therefore, the comment is not addressed. 

US. EPA Original Comment 4. 

Section 4.1.2 needs to outline that matrix spike /matrix spike duplicate samples are investigative 
samples; aqueous MSMSD samples must be collected at triple the volume for VOCs and double 
the volume for extractable organics. The soil MS/MSD samples require no extra volume for VOCs 
or extractable organics. 

7 The comment is not adequately addressed. Section K.5.4.E.1 should be revised to 
specify that the soil MSMSD samples require no extra volume for VOCs or extractable 
organics. 

U.S. EPA Original Comment VII. 

1. Section 7.1.3 needs to provide the example of numbering system that is going to be 
generated by LIMS. 

The example of numbering system should specify how the Field QC samples will be 
identified. How a nine-digit number will identify different sample matrix, the location 
code, etc.? 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW OF RESPONSES TO U.S. EPA CO-S ON 

"SITEWIDE CERCLA QUALITY ASSURANCE PROJECT PLAN" 

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Not Applicable (NA) Page # :  NA Line #: NA 
DOE Response #: 4 Original General Comment #:  4 
Comment: The original general comment requests that the I#Sitewi.de 

CERCLA Quality Assurance Project Plantf (SCQ) include a 
discussion of sampling procedures for both radiological air 
particulate monitoring and direct radiation monitoring. The 
U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE) response to this comment 
is generally acceptable. However, the response does not 
indicate that Section 6.4.5 of the SCQ will be revised to 
specifically address the high-volume air samples that will 
be collect'ed to demonstrate compliance with National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, Subpart H. 
Section 6.4.5 should be revised to incorporate the 
information presented in the first two paragraphs of new 
Section K.6.5.1. 

C 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page #:  NA Line #:  NA 
DOE Response #:5 Original General Comment #: 5 
Comment: The original general comment requests clarification of 

the quality assurance and quality control (QA/QC) 
requirements for gaseous matrix samples. The response to 
this comment and the proposed revisions to the SCQ are 
acceptable with the following three exceptions. 

First, the response includes revised text (ttSpecific 
requirements and guidelines are stated in Appendix 
K.6.2.4.") that is to be inserted on SCQ Page 6-11, Line 17. 
The revised text should be inserted on Line 27 of Page 6-11 
instead . 
Second, Item B.l of revised Section K.6.2.4 in the response 
states that the 95 percent upper confidence limit of spiked 
data for radon alpha track-etch detectors divided by the 
mean of that data will be used as the test statistic for 
overall precision. Item B.2 of revised Section K.6.2.4 then 
provides equations for detailed precision checks using the 
standard deviation of the spiked data divided by the mean as 
the test statistic. The SCQ should be revised either to 
clarify the fact that two different test statistics are to 
be used as precision criteria or to correct the erroneous 
text if only one statistic is to be used. 

Third, DOE'S response includes new material on alpha track- 
etch detectors to be inserted in Table G-2 as ##Criterion: 
59." The final entry in Table G-2 is currently 
Criterion 59, so the new material on alpha track-etch 
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In detectors should be designated as Criterion 60 
addition, Tables G-1 and G-2 in Appendix G contain parallel 
entries, but DOE'S response does not indicate that 
information on alpha track-etch detectors will be added to 
Table G-1. Appropriate information on alpha track-etch 
detectors should also be added to Table G-1 as Criterion 60. 

SPECIFIC CO-S 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  1.3 Page # :  1-5 Line # :  30 to 32 
DOE Response #:  13 Original Specific Comment #:  3 
Comment: The original specific comment requests that the SCQ 

cite current U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) 
requirements for quality management plans and quality 
assurance project plans (QAPP). The response to this 
comment cites current U.S. EPA QAPP requirements as "USEPA 
1994f.I' The citation should be changed to I1USEPA 1994e1' in 
order to make it consistent with the response to Original 
Specific Comment 1. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #:  3.3.1 Page # :  3-5 Line #: 47 
DOE Response #:  18 Original Specific Comment #:  8 
Comment: The original specific comment requests that the SCQ 

cite current U.S. EPA guidance on data quality objectives 
(DQO) . The response to this comment cites current U.S. EPA 

DQO guidance 2s WSEPA .1994e. The citation should be 
changed to IIUSEPA 1994fll in order to make it consistent with 
the response to Original Specific Comment 1. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #:  6.2.4.1 Page #:  6-5 Line #: 38 
DOE Response #: 28  Original Specific Comment #: 18 
Comment: The original specific comment requests that the SCQ 

include quality criteria for acute toxicity analysis. The 
response to this comment notes that this analysis is no 
longer required but that it may be required in the future. 
The text of the SCQ should be revised to explain why acute 
toxicity analysis is no longer required. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  9.4.1 Page # :  9-2 Line # :  27 and 28 
DOE Response # :  35 Original Specific Comment #:  25 
Comment: The original specific comment states that because 

radiochemical analytical methods are specified for thorium 
and uranium in the SCQ, such methods should also be 
specified for other isotopes of concern. 
indicates disagreement with this comment and states that the 
Fernald Environmental Management Project (FEMP) has adopted 
a performance-based approach and that because of variability 
in analytical methods, specific analytical protocols need 
not be specified. The performance-based approach is 
appropriate, but it is not clear why any radiochemical 
analytical methods are specified in the SCQ. 
should be revised to clarify this matter. 

The response 

The response 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Appendix #:  A Page #:  A-17 to A-23 Line # :  NA 
DOE Response # :  41 Original Specific Comment # :  31 
Comment: The original specific comment states that Table 6-1 of 

SCQ Appendix A lists analytes that are not also listed in 
Table G-1 and requests that Table 6-1 be thoroughly checked 
and revised to provide sample container, preservation, and 
holding time requirements for project-specific analytes 
only. The response to this comment indicates that the 
extraneous analytes in Table 6-1 were used as parameters for 
the remedial investigation and feasibility study, that they 
will not be analyzed for on a regular basis, and that they 
are being retained in Table 6-1 in the event that they are 
needed. The response also states that if an analytical 
method not specified in Table G-1 is needed, the method's 
selection will be justified in the project specific plan. 
Table 6-1 should be revised to include this information in a 
footnote. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Appendix #:  A Page #:  A-17 to A-23 Line #:  NA 
DOE Response # :  42 Original Specific Comment # :  32 
Comment: Bullets 5 through 7 of the original specific comment 

request additional sample container, preservation, and 
holding time requirements for elemental and total phosphorus 
analyses. The response to this comment states that neither 
Method 365 of "Methods for Chemical Analysis of Water and 
Wastes" nor 40 CFR 136.3, Table 2, requires the sample 
containers, preservatives, and holding times requested in 
the comment. However, Standard Method 4500-P, which is 
listed in Table G-1 as Method 4500-E, states that samples 
that will be stored for long periods of time should be 
(1) preserved with 4 0  milligrams (mg) of mercuric chloride 
for every liter of sample and (2 )  frozen at or below -10 O C .  
Because samples collected for total phosphorus analysis will 
be stored for 28 days, the table should be revised to 
reflect the Standard Method 4500-P requirements. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Table # :  G-2 Page # :  G-8 to G-44 Line #: NA 
DOE Response # :  66 Original Specific Comment # :  56 
Comment: The original specific comment requests that Table G-2 

present QA/QC criteria for analytical support level (ASL) C 
and D analyses. The response to this comment states that 
listing of these criteria is unnecessary because the 
U.S. EPA Contract Laboratory Program (CLP) statements of 
work (SOW) include the criteria. However, the CLP SOWS are 
limited and include only analyte classes 1, 2, 3, 9, 10, 11, 
12, 13, and 27. Therefore, the table should be revised to 
include QA/QC criteria for ASLs C and D for analyte classes 
4 through 8, 14 through 26, and 28 through 54. 

E-3 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Table #:  G-3 Page # :  G-45 and G-46 Line #:  NA 
DOE Response # :  7 1  Original Specific Comment #: 61 
Comment: The original specific comment requests that uranium-233 

be designated as an isotope of concern at FEMP and that 
associated detection limits and highest allowable minimum 
detectable concentrations be included in the SCQ. DOE 
rejected this comment because uranium-233 is not identified 
as a contaminant of concern in the signed record of decision 
for FEMP. However, based on recent sample analytical data 
for thorium waste streams at FEMP, uranium-233 contamination 
is probably present at FEMP. In some wastes, uranium-233 
activities approach and even exceed thorium-232 activities. 
Because some degree of correlation exists between FEMP 
wastes and environmental contamination at FEMP, designation 
of uranium-233 as an isotope of concern should be 
re-evaluated. 

As an additional concern, uranium-233 presents an analytical 
problea because of its relatively high specific activity. 
If total uranium analysis of a sample was performed by mass 
spectrometry, for example, small quantities of uranium-233 
would probably not be detected, even if this isotope was 
present at high activity levels. In performance of isotopic 
uranium analysis, it is difficult to discern uranium-233 
from uranium-234 because they exhibit similar alpha 
energies. 
fertile material for production of uranium-233. Uranium-233 
was produced by subjecting thorium-232 to a neutron field 
within reactors. As a result of solvent extraction, a good 
deal of uranium-233 was removed from the thorium along with 
other impurities, and the thorium was then recycled to be 
used again. However, some uranium-233 remained in the 
thorium. Because uranium-233 is associated with thorium, 
the SCQ should be revised to include isotopic uranium 
analysis of samples collected from areas that exhibit 
elevated thorium activity levels. Because uranium-233 and 
uranium-234 would both be detected as uranium-234 in an 
alpha spectrometry analysis, high uranium-233 and uranium- 
234 activities relative to the uranium-238 activities 
present should be considered an indicator of potential 
uranium-233 contamination. 

Thorium-232 was used in the DOE complex as a 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  K . 6 . 1  Page # :  K-39 Line #:  34 to 38 
DOE Response # :  80 Original Specific Comment #:  70 
Comment: The original specific comment requests that Appendix G 

be revised to identify analytical methods for three 
parameters described in Appendix K: total uranium, thorium- 
230, and particulate matter in stack gas samples. The 
response to this comment is generally acceptable. However, 
DOE'S response indicates that information on particulate 
matter will be added to Tables G-1 and G-2 as Criterion 59. 
Both tables currently contain 59 criteria, and DOE'S 
response to Original General Comment 5 will result in 
addition of one criterion (presumably Criterion 60) to the 
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tables. Therefore, the information on particulate matter 
should probably be added to Tables G-1 and G-2 as 
Criterion 61. 
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