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July 13, 2006

Mr. Johnny Reising

US Department of Energy
Ohio Field Office

Fernald Closure Project
175 Tri County Parkway
Springdale, Ohio 45246

RE: DISAPPROVAL - DRAFT CDL AND CERTIFICATION PSP FOR AREA 6
GENERAL AREA WEST

Mr. Reising:

Ohio EPA has reviewed DOE's “Transmittal of the Draft Certification Design Letter and
Certification Project Specific Plan for Area 6 General Area West (20600-PSP-0020)
Rev A,” submitted June 19, 2006. Based upon this review Ohio EPA disapproves this
document and our comments are enclosed.

If there are any questions, please contact Donna Bohannon or me at (937) 285-6466.

Sincerely,

Thomas A. Schneider
Fernald Project Manager
Office of Federal Facilities Oversight

cc. Jim Saric U.S. EPA
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__that remediation data provides the information necessary to_locate boundaries and .

Ohio EPA’s Comments on The Draft CDL and
Certification PSP for A6 General Area West

Comments:
1. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section #: General Pg#: Line #: NA Code: C

Original Comment#:

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,
ABJ, A7A, A7C, and ABK. 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.

2. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

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

Original Commenté#:

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 flocd 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.

3. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#:2.22 Pg#:2-3 Line #: 4-13 Code: C

Original Comment#: ‘

Comment: In Area 6J, 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

depict CU's. The final results from this one location must be in the CDL/PSP
document.
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4. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#:2.4.2 Pg#: 24 Line #: 25-27 Code: C

Original Comment#: :

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.

5. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

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

Original Comment#: ‘

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

6. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section #: 4.0/Figure 4-1 Pg #: 4-1 Line #: Code: C
Original Comment#:
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. '
7. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section #: 4.1.2/Figure 4-5 Pg#:4-2 Line #: Code: C
Original Comment#:
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 extention of CU 23.

8. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA CommentoOFFO
T T T TSection# 4131 Pg#4-2&4-3 Line#:23-37&1-5 Code: C

Original Comment#:

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.
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