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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: Al,P3 Part 2
Certification
Design Letterx

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) Area 1, Phase 3 (Al,P3) Part 2 Certification Design
Letter (CDL).

This document provides an approach for certifying Al,P3 Part 2, the
area north or the railyard and east of the fire training area.

The overall approach presented in the CDL appears adequate and is
consistent with other area CDLs. Therefore, U.S. EPA approves with
two minor issues that need to be addressed the Al,P3, Part 2 CDL.
U.S. DOE must submit change pages reflecting adequate responses to

the attached comments within thirty (30) days of receipt of this
letter.
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Please contact me at (312) 886-0992 if you have any qdestions
regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

o

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, Fluor Fernald
Terry Hagen, Fluoxr Fernald
Tim Poff, Fluor Fernald
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON
WCERTIFICATION DESIGN LETTER FOR AREA 1, PHASE III PART TWO"

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT ’

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Table #: 2.1 Page #: 2-5- Line #: Not applicable

Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: The second and third columns of Table 2-1 are unclear.
For instance, some data entries for arsenic and beryllium in
the second and third columns have two subcells, but others
have only one. Some of these entries may be sampling
information for Area 1, Phase III Part Two, and others may
be sampling information for the adjacent Fire Training Area.
The table should be revised to make this distinction--or
whatever distinction is intended--clear.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.1 Page #: 4-2 ) Lines #: 4 and 5

Original Specific Comment #: 2

Comment: The text states that "the allowable minimum distance
between pairs ranged from 10.5 feet in certification unit
(CU) A2P3-PT2-C-3 to 486.1 feet in CU A2P3-PT2-C-3." The
first CU cited should be changed to A2P3-PT2-C-2, .the CU
with the smallest area. In addition, because CU A2P3-PT2-C-
3 is about 800 feet long, the allowable minimum distance
number between pairs of 486.1 feet presented for this CU is
erroneous. The calculations of allowable minimum distances
and related quantities should be checked and the text,
figures, and tables should be corrected as necesgsgary.
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