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RESPONSES TO U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT EXCAVATION PLAN FOR THE STREAM CORRIDORS 

PILOT PLANT DRAINAGE DITCH AND PADDYS RUN 
(20820-PL-0002, REVISION A) 

. -  

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section #: 1 .O 
Original Specific Comment #: 1 
Comment: The text states that 37 cubic yards of uranium-contaminated soil will be removed from three 

areas in the Pilot Plant Drainage Ditch (PPDD). However, the.volumes for these three areas 
listed in Table 3-1 add up to 41 cubic yards. The text and Table 3-1 should be revised to 
resolve this discrepancy. 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: 18 and 19 Page #: 1-1 

Response: Agreed. 

Action: The referenced text in Section 1 .O and Table 3-1 will be revised to reflect that 41 cubic yards 
of uranium-contaminated soil will be removed from three areas in the Pilot Plant Drainage 
Ditch (PPDD). 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 1 .O Page #: 1-2 Line#: 6and7  
Original Specific Comment #: 2 
Comment: The text states that excavation and disposition of impacted soil, sediments, and debris from 

the PPDD and Paddys Run is scheduled to start in May 2005. The text should be revised to 
state when the Paddys Run Train Trestle will be dismantled and removed. 

Response: Since the Excavation Plan was drafted, the decision has been made to leave the trestle in 
place for use as a pedestrian footbridge following final closure of the site. 

Action: The plan will be revised to reflect the decision to leave the train trestle in place. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 2.4.2 Page#: 2-5 Line #: 23 and 24 
Original Specific Comment #: 3 
Comment: The text states that investigations identified three uranium-contaminated areas in the PPDD. 

The text should be revised to state that investigations also identified one arsenic- 
contaminated area in the PPDD. 

Response: Agreed. This sentence will be modified as shown below. 

Action: Lines 23 and 24 will be modified to read: 

“The investigations above identified three total uranium areas as well as one arsenic 
contamination area. These four areas were bound through physical sampling as elaborated 
below in order of west to east.” 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section-#:-3:4 Page#735 LiK#X2-t i fgl i l -4  
Original Specific Comment #: 4 
Comment: The text states that an evaluation will be made to determine if moving some of the wooded 

vegetation from the Paddys Run East Restoration Area into the restored areas to re-establish 
vegetation on the slopes is justified. The text should be revised to provide the criteria and 
schedule for making this determination. 

Response: Agreed. 

Action: The referenced text will be revised to reflect that evaluation of the need for wooded 
vegetation in the restored areas of Paddys Run slope will be performed in cooperation with 
U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA, within seven days of completion of excavation activities in the 
stream corridor. 
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RESPONSES TO OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EXCAVATION PLAN FOR THE 

STREAM CORRIDORS PILOT PLANT DRAINAGE DITCH AND PADDYS RUN 
(20820-PL-0002, Revision A) 

COMMENTS 

1. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFF0 
Section #: General Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 1 
Comment: Throughout, the plan uses the background analysis of arsenic concentrations in subsoils as 

basis for surface arsenic contamination to be considered background. It even goes so far as to 
use the argument that nearby samples with additional above-FRL concentrations are 
supporting evidence for background levels. This approach is not supported by the FRL 
development process or any statistical analysis that I can see. There may well be good 
reasons for not chasing slightly exceeding FRL surface soil concentrations of arsenic, but the 
arguments presented in this document are not valid and simply place a bad impression on any 
reasonable approach that might be developed. 

In order to more appropriately assess the extent of arsenic contamination within the stream 
corridors addressed by this plan, we need a map(s) that plots all sampling locations, arsenic 
concentrations and depths of those concentrations. Somehow highlighting those exceeding 
the FRL would be useful. A similar map for uranium contamination would be useful in the 
evaluation. Obviously the widespread nature of this issue within the plan area will 
necessitate our disapproval of the document and the need for excavation to await an 
appropriate resolution. 

* 

Response: Agreed. The analytical data for arsenic and total uranium were evaluated for Paddys Run and 
the Pilot Plant Drainage Ditch (PPDD). As requested, the uranium and arsenic data have 
been plotted on a figure that depicts locations, concentrations and depths (see Figures 1 
through 7 ) .  Additionally, the above-final remediation level (FRL) arsenic results were 
grouped with other arsenic results from the area surrounding the elevated result. The area 
designated did not exceed 62,500 ft2, which is the maximum size for a Group 1 certification 
unit. Certification statistics were run for each area with above-FRL arsenic results (see 
attached statistical evaluation). The areas represented passed the a posteriori sample size 
calculation. It is concluded that despite having a slightly above-FRL result, each of these 
areas as a whole would pass certification, making excavation in each of these areas 
unnecessary. 

Action: Verbiage currently present in the document referring to background levels, etc., will be 
removed. Verbiage describing the above outlined information will be inserted into the 
document to replace the original information. 

2. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: DSW 
Section #: 1 .O Pg#: 1 - 1  Line #: 20-25 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 2 
Comment: It was Ohio EPA’s understanding that the final disposition for the railroad trestle was 

undecided. The trestle was to remain to facilitate the trail system for site remediation 
activities. 

Response: See Response to USEPA’s Comment #2. 

Action: See the prescribed Action in response to USEPA’s Comment 772. 
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3. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: DSW 
SECtiGK#TlTO Pg#r1:1 L i K # 7 2 7 2 8  CFde: C 
Original Comment #: 3 
Comment: The bounding of this area of radium contamination is not clear. From the description in the 

text, it appears to be a single sample result (PRT-22R4) and, due to its proximity to the silos, 
the possibility of more extensive contamination than 3 cubic yards seem likely. 

Response: Agreed. As in any excavation, volume can, has, and will expand based on excavation control 
results. 

After verbal approval was given to remove this initial and small designed radium-226 area 
based on the real-time surface bounding, the surface soil was removed which allowed for 
further real-time analysis which was done as part of the routine excavation control for the 
area as described in the Excavation Control Project Specific Plan. 

The data indicated additional soil would be required to be excavated due to the continued 
presence of >FRL radium-226. As a confirmation of the real-time measurement, additional 
physical samples were collected and analyzed for radium-226, which confirmed the elevated 
real-tim’e results. 

Based on these data sets, the area will require further chasing and be controlled using 
real-time measurement systems. However, it is still >50 feet away from the closest Silos 
Area excavation boundary. 

Action: The document will be correctedupdated to include the data collected from subsequent . 
investigation (both Real Time Instrumentation Measurement Program and Physical 
Sampling). 

4. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFF0 
Pg#: 1-1 Line #: 25 Code: C Section #: 1 .O 

Original Comment #: 4 
Comment: Line 25 states that there will be “no excavation for contamination” in regards to the PR Train 

Trestle. This sentence seems inappropriate and premature, especially if contamination is 
found. 

Response: Agreed. 

Action: Text pertaining to the removal of debris in the area of Paddys Run train trestle, as well as 
other locations within the streambed, will be revised to state to following: 

“No excavation for contamination is planned. However, if contamination is found, it will be 
bound using appropriate real-time monitoring andor physical sampling, and excavated and 
disposed of in accordance with technical specifications Section 02205 .” 

5. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: DSW 
Section #: 2.1; 2.4.2 Pg #: 2-2; 2-7 Line #: 17-19; 26-33 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 5 
Comment: The bounding of this area of radium contamination is not clear. From the description in the 

text, it appears to be a single sample result (PRT-22R4) and, due to its proximity to the silos, 
the possibility of more extensive contamination than 3 cubic yards seems likely. Our 
assumption has been that there will be a large scale soil removal between the silos and the 
Paddys Run in this area, including the large amount of riprap placed along the bank of Paddys 
Run. What evidence exists that this removal will be limited to 3 cubic yards of soil? 
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Response: See Response to Comment #3. 

Action: See Action to Comment #3. 

6. There is no Original Comment #6 

7. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFF0 
Section #: 2.4.2 Pg#: 2-5 Line #: 23 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 7 
Comment: This line states that three total uranium areas were identified, then states thesefour areas 

were bound . . . Please correct. 

Response: Agreed. The document will be corrected. 

Action: The document will be corrected to show that three total uranium areas were bound. A fourth 
above-FRL area (for arsenic) was not bound and no excavation action is planned in this area. 

8. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: DSW 
Section #: 2.4.2 Pg#: 2-8 Line#: 1-11 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 8 
Comment: In the dataset, sample RTB-2 has a radium-226 result of 9.99 and 7.63 pCi/g at 0-0.5 and 

1-1.5 depths, respectively. The only RTB sample location I could locate is on Figure 2-5, at 
RTB-3. I assume that RTB-2 is also at or near this location. However neither in the narrative 
nor on the figures is there a location RTB-2 discussed as exceeding the radium-226 FRL 
(of 2.9 pCi/g). Is there no remediation planned for the oxbow area or for sample location 
RTB-2? 

Response: Agreed. RTB-2 was inadvertent15 included with the data set. It actually was part of the 
Storm Sewer Outfall Ditch. Therefore, the data from RTB-2 will be removed from the data 
set. RTB-3 has no above-FRL data as can be seen in the data set. 

Action: The data set will be corrected. 

9. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: DSW 
Code: C Section #: Figure 2-8 Pg#: NA Line #: NA 

Original Comment #: 9 
Comment: There is no indication on this drawing of the locations of samples other than those above the 

FRL. Note that the other figures indicate all sampling locations. It is impossible to tell if 
sampling was adequate in the Pilot Plant Drainage Ditch without showing all the sampling 
locations. Please provide a figure that includes all sampling locations. 

Response: Agreed. The figure will be amended. 

Action: Figure 2-8 will be amended to incorporate all sampling locations. 

10. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: DSW 
Section #: Figure 2-8 & Drawing 99X-5500-6-00884 Pg #: NA Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment #: 10 
Comment: The sampling location above the FRL (PPDDH-4) on Figure 2-8 does not appear to be a soil 

removal location indicated on drawing 99X-5500-6-00884, although the other three locations 
seem to appear on drawing 99X-5500-6-00884. 

* *  
r.* 

Response: Agreed. This location (PPDDH-4) does not represent a removal location. 
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Action: Figure 2-8 will be corrected as described in the Action to Comment #9 removing the 
above=FW-sample-locati on-identi ficationandTncorporat~llsampl~l~ti~foTthe 
PPDD. 

1 1 .  

12. 

13. 

14. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 3.1.1 Pg#: 3-2 Line#: 13-15 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 1 1  
Comment: The addition of a silt fence to the outlet of the retention basin will slow flow to the PPDD. 

The retention basin is located north of the soil removal area bounded by point numbers 11-14 
on drawing 99X-5500-6-00884. 

Commenter: DSW 

Response: Agreed. 

Action: The referenced text will be revised to state that silt fence will be installed at the outlet of the 
retention basin located upstream of PPDD soil excavation in order to slow flow to the PPDD. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 3.1.1 Pg#: 3-2 . Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment #: 12 

Commenter: DSW 

Comment: 

Response: 

Action: 

I have a concern about the proposed entry into Paddys Run at the railroad trestle. After the 
removal action in this area, there was significant erosion from the sheet flow coming from the 
wooded area concentrating at about the proposed road area, then flowing into Paddys Run. 
Some logs were placed to slow and spread this flow to reduce the erosion. If no alternate 
road location is bound suitable, great care and preparation must be made to prevent the 
erosive flow into Paddys Run at this location. Also great care was taken to armor and 
vegetate the stream bank where entry is proposed. It seems counterproductive to remove that. 

Agree. However, this location was chosen at this time as the best fit for the removal of this 
debris due to the proximity of an existing roadway through the northern portion of the FCP. 
Care must be taken to prevent erosive flow into Paddys Run at this location andor any 
location chosen to enter Paddys Run entering from the east. Therefore, this bank will be 
re-stabilized as necessary to mimic the current conditions of this area. 

None. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 3.2 Pg#: 3-2 Line #: 22-24 Code: E 
Original Comment #: 13 
Comment: This sentence does not seem to make sense. It appears that two sentences may have been 

combined and/or the sentence should end after “Paddys Run Debris Removal.” 

Commenter: DSW 

Response: Agreed. Two sentences were inadvertently combined into one. 

Action: The run-on sentence will be separated, with the first sentence ending after “Paddys Run 
Debris Removal” and the second sentence reading “PPDD and Paddys Run excavation 
quantities are shown in Table 3-1 .” 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 3.2.1 
Original Comment #: 14 
Comment: This sentence states that the haul route “will be different” for all three of the excavation areas 

in the PPDD. This information should be provided in this excavation plan. Include the 
appropriate figures for the three haul routes that will be utilized during this excavation. 

Commenter: OFF0 
Pg#: 3-2 Line#: 34 Code: C 
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Response: Agreed. 

Action: Text and I,gures will be revised to provide adequate information regarding haul routes for the 
three excavation areas in the PPDD. 

15. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: DSW 
Section #: 3.2.1 Pg#: 3-2 - 3-3 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 15 
Comment: The text does not mention that the IMHR is being certified. According to DOE’S CDL for 

A2PII - Subarea 3 IMHR, it states that this haul road will be used for “clean traffic in and out 
of the Silos Project area.” It is not clear in the text of the PPDD Excavation Plan whether the 
IMHR will be used for “clean” hauling andor contaminated material. In fact, the plan is 
contradicting. In one paragraph, it states that care will be taken not to impact the IMHR with 
contaminated material. It only makes sense if an area is certified, DOE would want to keep it 
certifiably clean and, in this case, find an alternate route to haul. 

Response: The Impacted Material Haul Road (IMHR) is in fact being certified. As remediation 
activities progress, the routing of both clean and dirty haul routes continues to evolve. 
Because these changes are often a matter of construction methodology rather than design 
criteria, efforts to forecast and reflect these changes in design packages have become 
increasingly difficult. However, the plan will be revised to reflect current plans for haul 
routes. 

Action: See prescribed Action in response to Comment #14. 

L 16. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFFO 

? ’  Original Comment #: 16 
Section #: 3.2.2 Pg#: 3-4 Line #: 4-7 Code: C 

Comment: This section doesn’t discuss the issue of when or if contaminated material are found whether 
they will be scanned and/or sampled, to determine the extent of the contamination and the 
excavation area. 

Response: Agreed. 

Action: This section will be revised to clarify methodology for determining the extent of 
contamination and the excavation area if contaminated material is found. 

17. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFFO 
Section #: 3.2.3 Pg#: 3-4 Line #: 23-24 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 17 
Comment: This section mentions the riprap that was placed along the bank of Paddys Run to stabilize it. 

If this is not being removed under the Stream Corridors Excavation Plan, when will this 
debris be removed? 

Response: Riprap placed for stabilization of the east bank of Paddys Run immediately west of Silo 1 
will be removed during Area 7 remediation, as detailed in the Excavation Plan for Area 7 
Silos and General Area. 

I .  

Action: None. 
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18. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: DSW 
SEi?tion#73:4 PgK-35 LiE#T9;1-0 CKdFC 
Original Comment #: 18 
Comment: Bringing in additional fill for the bottom of the PPDD may not be needed. This drainage 

ditch may facilitate groundwater infiltration by leaving these excavations unfilled, provided 
there are no safety issues with doing so. 

Response: Agreed. 

Action: The referenced text will be revised to state that the PPDD “may” be backfilled with coarse 
aggregate material following completion of excavation activities, pending evaluation of 
safety issues related to leaving the excavation unfilled. 

19. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFF0 
Section #: Tech Specs Pg#: 2 o f 3  Line #: Code: C 
Onginal Comment #: 19 
Comment: Item 3.2 states that the IMHR will be controlled as a contamination area. Apparently, this is 

a cut and paste error. Please make the appropriate corrections. 

Response: Agreed. 

Action: A Design Criteria Notice will be issued to reflect current management of the IMHR. 
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5 s  60'31 . c  
Statistical Evaluation of Above-FRL Locations Along Paddys Run and Pilot Plant 

Drainage Ditch 

ID 
PRD-18"l-RMPS 
PRD-19"l -RMPS 

PRT-3W1 -RMPS 

Units 

DATA 
5.1 - I 

Nondetects 
YO Nondetects 
Est. Mean* 

Prob. > Limit 
Pass I Fail 

Note: Ids in italics indicate 

Limit 
Units 
Conf. Level 
Max. Result 
Max. >= Limit 

Test Procedure 
Sample Size 
Nondetects 
Yo Nondetects 
Est. Mean* 
UCL 

Pass I Fail 

W-statistic Prob. # 

Prob. > Limit 

DATA 
5.02 NV 
4.70 NV 
3.48 NV 
10.60 NV 
10.60 NV 
4.59 NV 
16.50 NV 
4.37 NV 
2.83 NV 
3.25 NV 
2.42 NV 
3.95 NV 
3.70 NV 

4.710 NV 
16.500 NV 
15.400 NV 
8.360 NV 
4.470 NV 
6.270 NV 
4.770 NV 

12.0 

90% 
12.7 
Yes 

Wilcoxon 
6 
0 

0.0% 
4.70 

mglkg 

3.9% (LN) 

_ _  
3.1 3% 
Pass 

12.0 

90% 
16.5 

mg/kg a posteriori Sample 3 
Size calculation Pass . 

Yes 
4.0% (LN) 

Median (Sign) 
20 
0 

0.0% 
4.71 
6.27 - -  
Pass 

I 8 I Size calculation I Pass 
a posteriori Sample 

3.44 NV 
4.07 NV 

12.7 - 
4.9 - 
4.5 - 

Note: Est. Mean = Estimated measure of central tendency(Norma1: Mean; LogNormal: Est. Mean; Non-Parametric: Median) 
The maximum value of the two duplicates was used in all statistical equations. 
#: This is the highest reported probability of the Shapiro-Wilk W-statistic for tests for the validity of the normality assumptior 

Note: Ids in italics indicate above-FRL locations. 
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Statistical Evaluation of Above-FRL Locations Along Paddy s Run and Pilot 
Plant Drainage Ditch 

'-0 

IU 

PRC-1"l -RMPS 
PRC-2"l -RMPS 
PRD-1"l -RMPS 
PRD-2"l -RMPS 
PRD-3"l -RMPS 
PRT-1 A1 -RMPS 
PRT-2"l -RMPS 
PRT-2Ll"l -RMPS 
PRT-3"l -RMPS 
PRT-4"l -RMPS 
PRT-5"l -RMPS 
PRTS"1 -RMPS 
PRT-7"l -RMPS 

Limit I Units 
Conf. Level 1- 
Test Procedure 

Nondetects 

DATA 
5.23 J 
3.95 J 
5.64 
6.29 
5.36 

13.8 E 
3.70 
5.22 
3.90 
4.13 

6.11 J 
4.34 
5.08 

12.0 
mg/kg 
90% 
13.8 
Yes 

Median (Sign) 
13 
0 

c 0.0170 (LN) 

0.0% 
5.22 
5.64 _ _  
Pass 

a posteriori Sample 5 
Size calculation Pass 

PRD-9'1 -RMPS 
PRD-Wl -RMPS 
PRT-91 -RMPS 
PRT-1 W1 -RMPS 
PRT-11"l -RMPS 
PRT-11 Ll"1 -RMPS 
PRT-12"l -RMPS 
PRT-191 -RMPS 
PRT-14'Y -RMPS 

Conf. Level 
Max. Result 
Max. >= Limit 
W-statistic Prob. # 
Test Procedure 
Sample Size 
Nondetects 
% Nondetects 
Est. Mean* 

Prob. > Limit 
Pass I Fail 

Arsenic 
4.35 J 
2.44 J 
3.80 E 

13.7 
6.65 
2.79 
3.60 
4.43 
3.08 
8.21 

12.0 
mg/kg 
90% 
13.7 
Yes 

40.5% (LN) 
Lognormal 

10 
0 

0.0% 
5.29 
7.09 
- _  

DaSS 

posteriori Sample 3 
Pass I 

Note: Ids in italics indicate above-FRL locations. 
The maximum value of the two duplicates was used in all statistical equations. 
#: This is the highest reported probability of the Shapiro-Wilk W-statistic for tests for the validity of the normality assumption. 

The test is performed on the raw data (untransformed) data (N) and the log-transformed data (LN) to test for lognormality. 
Note: Ids in italics indicate above-FRL locations. 
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Statistical Evaluation of Above-FRL Locations Along Paddys Run and Pilot 
- Plant Drainage Ditch 

ID I Arsenic 
OPR-lO"1 -RMPS 6.35 
OPR- 1 P2-RMPS 
OPR-1 O"3-RMPS 
OPR-1 l"1-RMPS 
OPR-1 l"2-RMPS 
OPR-1 l"3-RMPS 
OPR-9"l -RMPS 
OPR-9"2-RMPS 
OPR-9"3-RMPS 

12.5 
~ 5.82 

5.91 

5.50 
6.86 
6.45 
5.22 

~ 5.45 

Limit 
Units 
Conf. Level 90% 
Max. Result 

Test Procedure 

Nondetects 
Yo Nondetects 
Est. Mean' 

Prob. > Limit 
Pass / Fail 

Yes 
c 0.01% (LN) 
Median (Sign) 

9 
0 

0.0% 
5.91 
6.45 

Pass 

a posteriori Sample 6 
Size calculation Pass I 

Note: Est. Mean = Estimated measure of central tendency(Norma1: Mean; LogNormal: Est. Mean; Non-Parametric: Median) 
The maximum value of the two duplicates was used in all statistical equations. 
#: This is the highest reported probability of the Shapiro-Wilk W-statistic for tests for the validity of the normality assumption. 

The test is performed on the raw data (untransformed) data (N) and the log-transformed data (LN) to test for lognormality. 
Note: Ids in italics indicate above-FRL locations. 
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RESPONSES TO OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PROJECT SPECIFIC PLAN FOR 
EXCAVATION CONTROL AND PRECERTIFICATION OF THE 

STREAM CORRIDORS PILOT PLANT DRAINAGE DITCH AND PADDYS RUN 
(20820-PSP-0002, Revision A) 

COMMENTS 

1. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFFO 
Section #: General Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 1 
Comment: This plan must address and include information regarding the arsenic contamination as it will 

be resolved from Ohio EPA’s comment on DOE’S “Excavation Plan for the Stream Comdors 
PPDD and PR7. This issue needs to be covered in a similar manner in the PSP as the 
Excavation Plan. 

Response: Agree. The analytical data for arsenic was further evaluated for Paddys Run and the Pilot 
Plant Drainage Ditch (PPDD, see attached maps). The above-final remediation level (FRL) 
arsenic results were grouped with other arsenic results from the area surrounding this elevated 
result. The area designated did not exceed 62,500 ft2, which is the maximum size for a 
Group 1 certification unit. Certification statistics were run for each area with above-FRL 
arsenic results (see Response and Action to Ohio EPA Comment #1 to the Excavation Plan). 
Each of these areas passed the a posteriori sample size calculation. It is concluded that 
despite having a slightly above-FRL result, each of these areas as a whole would pass 
certification, making excavation in each of these areas unnecessary. 

Action: Verbiage currently present in the document referring to background levels, etc. will be 
removed. Verbiage describing the above outlined information will be inserted into the 
document to replace the original information. 

2. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFFO 
Section #: Figure 1-1 Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Onginal Comment #: 2 
Comment: On Figure 1-1 , the PPDD and Paddys Run boundaries need to be marked. Someone reading 

this plan that is unfamiliar with the Fernald site would not be able to distinguish which part of 
the boundary is the PPDD or PR. 

Response: Agree. Figure 1-1 will be amended. 

Action: Figure 1-1 will be amended to delineate the boundary of the PPDD and Paddys Run. 

3. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFFO 
Section #: 2.2.3.2 Pg#: 2-4 Line #: 9-15 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 3 
Comment: This section does not discuss the possibility of above-WAC contamination being found in the 

PPDD or PR. This issue should be addressed in the same manner as it is in the Excavation 
Plan. 

Response: Agree. 

Action: Section 2.1 will have information added as it is present in the Excavation Plan. A sentence 
will be added that discusses while no above-waste acceptance criteria (WAC) contamination 
was found either historically or during predesign characterization, there is still a potential that 
above-WAC contamination could be found during excavation. 




