Department of Energy

Ohio Field Office
Fernald Closure Project
175 Tri-County Parkway
Springdale, Ohio 45246

JUL 31 2006

Mr. James A. Saric, Remedial Project Manager
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region V-SRF-5]

77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590

Mr. Thomas Schneider, Project Manager
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Southwest District Office

401 East Fifth Street

Dayton, Ohio 45402-2911

Dear Mr. Saric and Mr. Schneider:
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TRANSMITTAL OF RESPONSES TO OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT CERTIFICATION DESIGN LETTER AND
CERTIFICATION PROJECT SPECIFIC PLAN FOR AREA 6 GENERAL AREA WEST

Enclosed for your approval are responses to Ohio Environmental Protection Agency comments
on the draft Certification Design Letter and Certification Project Specific Plan for Area 6
General Area West. Upon approval, these comment responses will be incorporated into the final

plan.

If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact me at (513) 648-3139.

Sincerely,

Py Sy

Johnny W. Reising
Director

Enclosure



Mr. James Saric -2-
Mr. Thomas Schneider

cc w/enclosure:

J. Desormeau, DOE-OH/FCP

T. Schneider, OEPA-Dayton (three copies of enclosure)
G. Jablonowski, USEPA-V, SRF-5]

M. Cullerton, Tetra Tech

M. Shupe, HSI GeoTrans

S. Helmer, ODH

AR Coordinator, Fluor Fernald, Inc./MS6

cc w/o enclosure:

J. Chiou, Fluor Fernald, Inc./MS88

F. Johnston, Fluor Fernald, Inc./MS12
C. Murphy, Fluor Fernald, Inc./MS1
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RESPONSES TO OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT CERTIFICATION DESIGN LETTER AND
CERTIFICATION PROJECT SPECIFIC PLAN FOR AREA 6 GENERAL AREA WEST
(20600-PSP-0020, Revision A)

COMMENTS
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFFO
Section #: General Pg #: Line #2 NA Code: C

Original Comment #: 1

Comment: Throughout this CDL and Certification PSP it states that not all real time coverage has been
completed for all the areas included in this document, which is A6G, A6J, A7A, A7C,
and A6K. It is unacceptable to Ohio EPA to “leave out” real time data from a Certification
PSP and submit the information in an addendum in the final CDL/PSP. The SEP specifically
discuss how results from scanning, excavations, and optional sampling activities provide
information for locating boundary lines of a specific area, depicting boundaries for CU’s, etc.
Please include the data and revised maps in this document.

Response: Agree. Real-time coverage has been completed for all of the areas included in this document.

Action: The next revision of this document will include all of the real-time data in all applicable
sections and appendices.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFFO

Section #: General Pg #: Line #: NA Code: C

Original Comment #: 2

Comment: Ohio EPA believes the entire approach to CU layout should be reconsidered to be consistent
with the SEP. It appears the CU’s are primarily layed out perpendicular to the contours thus
ensuring multiple soil types and series are included in the same CU. The approach called for
in the SEP is that CU’s should represent similar geology and historical context so that they
represent the same population of contamination data. It may be more appropriate to focus
CU’s in the flood plain, along the excavation face and in the upper portions around the OU4
structures. This approach should be considered in the next revision or a justification for the
homogeneity of the existing CU layout must be provided.

Response: The CU:s for this certification area, with the exception of CU 17 that includes the Cement
Pond and the flood plain (Comment #6), were designed according to the specific historical
context and defined areas (e.g., SWM Pond, Silos 1 and 2 footprints, A6G, A6], A7A, A7C,
AG6K, etc.) as required by the SEP. The description and rational of each CU is provided in
Section 4.1.1.

Action: CU 17 will be re-delineated and made into two CUs, CU 17 and CU17A. CU 17 will
encompass the Cement Pond only and the COC:s for this CU will remain the same. CU 17A
will encompass the flood plain, which is up gradient of the Cement Pond, and the COC list
will be revised to reflect the COC list for the area west of the waste pits (i.e. primary
radionuclides, technetium-99, and the ecological COCs).
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFFO

Section #: 2.2.2 Pg#: 2-3 Line #: 4-13 Code: C

Original Comment #: 3

Comment: In Area 6], between WP 6 and the SWM Pond, one sample result was *greater than 3x the
FRL” for Ra-226. A physical sample was collected to verify the 3x the FRL result. It
appears that DOE is assuming, from these prelim results, that the final result will turn out to
be “less than 2x the FRL” and the data won’t be submitted until the final certification report.
This is unacceptable to Ohio EPA. The SEP states that remediation data provides the
information necessary to locate boundaries and depict CU’s. The final results from this one
location must be in the CDL/PSP document.

Response: Agree. DOE'’s intent was to submit the final result in the final CDL/PSP. The final
radium-226 result for this location has been received and is 1.72 pCi/g, which is slightly
above the FRL of 1.7 and far less than two times the FRL, 3.4 pCi/g.

Action: The final radium-226 data will be included in all applicable sections and appendices of the
final revision of this document.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFFO

Section #: 2.4.2 Pg#: 24 Line #: 25-27 Code: C

Original Comment #: 4

Comment: This section states that Area 7A had three isolated spots that were 3x the FRL for Ra-226.
However, these locations have not been bound or excavated at this time for the information to
be included into this CDL/PSP. As Ohio EPA already expressed above, the SEP discuss how
all remediation results provide the necessary information to locate boundaries and depict CU
areas. This information must be included in this document.

Response: Agree. All three of the isolated radium-226 hot spots have been delineated, excavated, and
confirmed.

Action: This information will be included in all applicable sections and appendices of the final
revision of this document.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFFO

Section #: 4.1.2 Pg #: 4-2 Line #: 1-15 Code: C

Original Comment #: 5

Comment: This section needs clarification. It lacks figures/diagrams that should show the TTA
Retention Basin excavation along with the stockpiled overburden soil locations, and the two
sub-CU’s (A6GAW-10 and AGGAW-11). In addition, the sampling locations should be
shown on a separate diagram with the sampling approach (depth, etc.). Please provide this
information.

Response: The TTA Retention Basin is not included in this document. It is bounded by CUs 22 and 23.
The overburden was stockpiled just south of the basin in CU 23. Upon further review of this
area, the depth of the overburden in sub-CU A6GAW-C23-10 is 10 feet deep and the
overburden in sub-CU A6GAW-C23-11 is 8.5 feet deep, therefore additional depths are
necessary at these two locations.

Action: Agree. A figure depicting the topography of the area prior to the excavation of the TTA
Basin will be included in this document along with the most current topographical figure
(Figure 1-3) to illustrate the difference in elevation. Also, Section 4.1.2 and Appendix A will
be changed to reflect the additional sample intervals for sub-CUs A6GGAW-C23-10 and
A6GAWC23-11 per the response above.
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFFO

Section #: 4.0/Figure 4-1 Pg#: 4-1 Line #: Code: C

Original Comment #: 6

Comment: CU 17 should be redelineated and made into two CU’s instead of one. CU 17 should have
one area designating a CU that addresses the concrete lined pond and another CU for the
flood plain.

Response: Agree. See Response to Comment #2.

Action: See Action to Comment #2.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFFO
Section #: 4.1.2/Figure 4-5 Pg#: 4-2 Line #: Code: C

Original Comment #: 7

Comment: CU 23 should be separated into four CU’s. One CU would designate the stockpile of the
overburden soil from the TTA Retention Basin removal, the second CU would delineate the
staging area used for the stockpile (which is not shown on any of the figures), the third one
would outline the bank wall, and the fourth CU would trace the easterly extension of CU 23.

Response: Section 2.4.2 implied that the overburden soil was staged prior to placing it in the area due
south of the TTA Basin, however, following precertification of the overburden and the area
due south of the TTA Basin, the overburden soil was taken directly from the TTA Basin to
the area directly south without staging it in another location. Because of this, a separate CU
for the stating area is not necessary as one did not exist. Also, per the response to
Comment #5, a figure depicting the current topography and the topography prior to the
construction of the TTA Basin will be included in the final CDL/PSP. As depicted in these
two figures, the overburden material did not go any farther east than the current boundary of
CU 23, therefore including a separate CU for this area in this CDL/PSP is not necessary at
this time as this area along with the TTA Basin will be included in another CDL/PSP. The
two CUs, one for the pile and CU 23, will be the only CUs for this area.

Action: Section 2.4.2 will be changed to clarify that the overburden soil from the TTA Basin was
placed directly in the area due south and was not staged anywhere else prior to placing it.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commenter: OFFO

Section #: 4.1.3.1 Pg#: 4-2&4-3 Line #: 23-37 & 1-5 Code: C

Original Comment #: 8

Comment: The BSL footprint should be resampled, due to the fact that the area was used as a parking
lot and has the potential of being recontaminated with organic COC’s. In addition, on an
Ohio EPA site inspection it was observed that the parking lot was being utilized for staging
and pumping used oil.

Response: As stated in Section 4.1.3.1 additional samples were collected per V/FCN
20600-PSP-0016-99. These samples were collected on June 16, 2006 and all of the results of
these samples were below FRL. If there were any oil spills from the staging and pumping of
used oil, it would have been treated as any other oil spill by excavating/removing the
impacted material, with no more physical sampling. Furthermore, there are no FRLs for the
constituents that are in oil.

Action: None.
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