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

Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705

o RE: A2,Pl1 IRDP Approval
Dear Mr. Relsing:

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 for the Integrated Remedial Design
(IRDP) package for Area 2, Phase I (A2,Pl). :

Overall, the revised IRDP addressed the majority of U.S. EPA's
previous comments. However, a few minor corrections are required
to the RTC and the analytical results for samples SWU-5-45 and SWU-
5-46 need to be submitted.

Therefore, U.S. EPA approves the A2,P1 IRDP. U.S. DOE must submit
a revised IRDP incorporating the attached changes withing thirty
(30) days receipt of this letter. . '

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

Sincerely,
7

"James &. Saric

Remedizal Project Manager
Federzl Facilities Section

SFD Remedial Response Branch #2
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Enclosure

cc: cm Schneider, OEPA-SWDO
i1l Murphie, U.S. DOE-HDQ
ohn Bradburne, FERMCO
srry Hagen, FERMCO

=

m Walsh, FERMCO
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON
"ADDENDUM NO. 1 FOR AREA 2, PHASE 1 SOUTHERN WASTE UNITS
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR OPERABLE UNIT 20

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT

GENERAL COMMENT

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

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

Original General Comment #: 1

Comment: The text contains the errors noted in the specific
comments below. The addendum should be thoroughly checked
for other similar problems not identified below and revised
accordingly. New text, including discussions of the two
additional borings (SWU-5-45 and SWU-5-46), should also be
checked for such errors prior to submittal for review.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 2.2.1 Page #: 2-4 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: The first line of the first paragraph states that there
is "shine" on the north and west sides of soil pile 5

(SP-5). However, the line in the paragraph just before the
bulleted list refers to "shine" in the "northeast portion of
the pile" (meaning SP-5). In addition, the first line on

page 2-5 refers to sampling locations in the "southeast:
corner of the pile," but Figure 2-2 shows that the cited
points are located in the southwest corner of SP-5. The
text should be revised to resolve these and all other
directional discrepancies.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 3.0 Page #: 3-1 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 2 ‘

Comment: The text states that four additional borings were

completed in the above-waste acceptance criteria (WAC) area
and identifies them as SWU-5-40, SWU-5-41, SWU-5-42, and
SWU-5-43. According to Table D-7, the new boring locations
are SWU-5-41, SWU-5-42, SWU-5-43, and SWU-5-44. The text
and table should be revised to be consistent. In addition,
Figure D-48 should be revised to show these and any other
new boring locations. -
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA _ Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.1 Page #: 3-1 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 3

Comment: The text states that only one of the four additional
borings exhibited total uranium levels exceeding the WAC.
However, Table D-10 indicates that samples from boring
SWU-5-43 also contained uranium at concentrations exceeding
the WAC. The text and Table D-10 should be revised to be
consistent.

In addition, the second paragraph of this section cites
Figures D-46, D-47, and D-48. Apparently, Figures D-47,
D-48, and D-49 should be cited instead. The text should be
revised accordingly.

Finally, the text states that Tables D-7, D-9, D-10 and D-12
have been revised to include the latest analytical data.
Table D-9 was not provided with the submittal and should be
included for review. In addition, the text states that an
error was found in Table D-7 for SWU-5-10-32 and has been
corrected. However, information for SWU-5-10-32 appears to
‘be unchanged. Table D-7 should be revised as described in

the text.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 3.2 Page #: 3-3 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 4

Comment: The text states that total lead concentrations
exceeding 400 parts per million were detected from 0.5 to
1.0 foot below ground surface in one of four additional
boreholes. The text should be revised to specify which
borehole contained this lead concentration.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: Table D-10 Page #: NA Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 5
Comment : The newly added information in this table includes
| pairs of sampling locations such as "SWU-5-41" and
"SWU-5-EPA-41," and "SWU-5-43" and "SWU-5-43A." The table

shows that these pairs have several sets of identical
sampling depths with different analytical results. The
addendum should be revised to explain the relationship
between these pairs and the varying results.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: Table D-13 Page #%#: NA Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 6

Comment: The sampling depth of SP5-1-B2-R is stated to be 11.3
to 11.8 feet. However, based on procedures at other
borehcles (for example, sampling location SP5-8) and the
variance/field change notice, this depth should apparently
be 10.2 to 10.7 feet. The actual depth of the sample should
be checked and the table should be corrected as ne&essary.
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