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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 

Southwest District Ofrice 
401 East Fifth Street TELE: (937)2856357 FAX: (937)2856249 Bob Taft, Governor 
Dayton, Ohio 45402-291 1 w.epa.slale.oh.us Bruce Johnson, Lt. Governor 

Joseph P. Koncelik, Director 

December 14,2006 

Mr. Johnny Reising 
US Department of Energy 
Fernald Closure Project 
175 TriCounty Parkway 
Springdale, Ohio 45246 

RE: DISAPPROVAL-CERT REPORT FOR A7 MlSC AREAS AND RtC 

Mr. Reising: 

Ohio EPA has reviewed DOE’S “Transmittal of Responses to Ohio EPA Comments and 
the Final Certification Report for Area 7 Miscellaneous Areas,” received on December 
13, 2006. Based upon Ohio EPA’s review of this certification report the document is 
disapproved and our comments are attached. 

If you have any questions, please contact me or Donna Bohannon. 

Since re 1 y , 

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

cc: Jim Saric, U.S. EPA 
Michelle Cullerton, Tetra Tech EM Inc. 
Mark Shupe, GeoTrans, Inc. 
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Ohio EPA’s Comments on The Draft Certification 
Report For Area 7 Silos and Support Area 

Comments: 

1. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: ES Pg #: ES-1 Line #: 34-36 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: 
Uranium. Utility Trench CU 01 did not fail for either of these ASCOCs but failed for 
Technetium-99. 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

The text states various CUs failed requirements for Radium-226 and total 

2. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 1.5 Pg #: 1-2 Line #: 15-19 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: The CU totals nor the types of CUs given in this bullet do not agree with 
those given in Section 1.4 (e.g., 3 utility CUs in 1.4 and 6 utility CUs in 1.5) 

Commenter: OFFO 

3. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 2.2.1 Pg #: 2-2 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment## 
Comment: 
and provide the rationale for this designation. It would seem the rationale for the Group 
2 CUs from the CDL is that these were clean area with clean piles. Obviously based 
upon the data this rationale is not well founded and suggests the entire area should be 
evaluated using Group I CUs. In addition, this section should also briefly summarize 
the rationale for CUs 6E-C19 and 6E-C18. 

Commenter: OFFO 

Section 2.2.1 should state which areas were designated as Group 2 CUs 

4. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 2.0 Pg #: Figs. Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment## 
Comment: 
location Figures (2-1 through 2-12). 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

Boundaries of High Leach Zones should be shown on all CU and sample 

5. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 3.2 Pg #: 3-1 Line #: 16-21 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: 
excavated and re-sampled and in which substantial and unfounded deviations from the 
CDL occurred. DOE typically provides in each certification report a detailed discussion 
of work scope changes implemented during the certification process. Section 3.2 
should be expanded to provide information regarding work scope changes at a level of 
detail consistent with the other certification reports. In addition, the appropriate V/FCNs 
should be referenced in the discussion and included in an Appendix. 

Commenter: OFFO 

This section is grossly inadequate for an area that was repeatedly re- 
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6. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 4.1 Pg #: 4-1 Line #: 15 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: 
are provided in Appendices A and B. 

Commenter: OFFO 

This document does not have an Appendix G. Final certification results 

7. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 5.1 Pg #: 5-2 Line #: 14-17 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: When comparing Figure 1-3 of the CDL (since no high leach zone map is 
provided in the cert report) with Figure 2-1 it would seem that nearly all of CU5 is 
located within the High Leach zone not just 2 samples as suggested here. CU5 should 
be evaluated in its entirety against the 20ppm FRL. Additionally, it appears from CDL 
Figure 1-3 that CUs 2 & 19 lie mostly within the High Leach Zone and should be 
evaluated against the 20ppm FRL. 

Commenter: OFFO 

8. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 5.1 Pg #: 5-2 Line #: 22-34 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: CUO8-09-11 Combined (NORTH) and CUO8-11 Combined (SOUTH) 
exceed the maximum allowable size for Group 1 CUs. While CUI 1 is a Group 2 CUI 
CUs 8 and 9 are Group 1 CUs, thus both Combined CUs include areas previously 
determined to be impacted areas and Group 1 CUs are appropriate. The combination 
of these CUs for evaluation does not conform with the guidelines for CU delineation in 
Section 3.3.3.2 of the SEP. CU boundaries in the CUO8-09-11 area should be redrawn 
such that they meet the maximum size criteria for Group 1 CUs. 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

9. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 5.1 Pg #: 5-2 & 5-3 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: Samples collected for CUI 1 were used in two certification calculations for 
Radium-226: CUO8-11 Combined (SOUTH) and CUI8 and 11 Overlay. Since most 
samples in CUI I are below the FRL these results allow above FRL samples from both 
CU08 and CUI8 to pass certification. This dual use of the same CUI 1 samples is a 
gross distortion of SEP soil certification procedures and could be construed as data 
manipulation to achieve certification. Each sample from CUI 1 should be used in only 
one certification ca Icu lation. 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

IO. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 5.1 Pg #: 5-3 Line #: 11-25 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: The treatment of CUI8 is not justified given the available data. Samples 
from the CUI8 area are generally above FRL for Radium-226, and only pass 
certification because they are split up and mixed with below FRL results from CUs I O ,  
11 , and 12. The contamination of this area is the result of poor stockpile management 
the attempt to limit shipped material. The soil was obviously above the FRL and should 

Commenter: OFFO 
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never have been redistributed following debris removal. These actions are directly 
counter to the OU5 ROD and SEP requirements to avoid dilution by mixing of soils. 

The Radium-226 data collected from CUI8 indicates that the selection of this area as a 
separate CU was correct and CUI8 should be maintained as a separate CU and 
remediated separately until it passes certification. 

11. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 5.1 Pg #: 5 4  Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: Utility Trench CUOI Technetium-99 data for secondary sampling following 
hotspot excavation should be presented in Appendix B.. 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

12. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 5.0 
Original Comment# 
Comment: 
discussed in this report. 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Pg #: Fig 5-1 Line #: NA Code: C 

Sample locations for CU20 are shown in Figure 5-1. CU20 is not 

13. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: Ap. A Pg #: A-30 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: 
Uranium, Total (Max. = 35.7, table shows 37.7). 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

Maximum values shown in Statistics Tables are incorrect for 6E-C05 

14. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: Ap. A Pg #: A-45, 63, 8, 120 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: 
CU 2 Radium-226 because Max. Result FRL. 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

Statistical calculations not needed for 6E-C09 Arsenic, and Utility Trench 

15. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: Ap. A Pg #: A-63-69 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

SAMPLEID column missing from CUO9 tables. 

16. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: Ap. A Pg #: A-I  10 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: 
High Leach Zone thus the Uranium, Total FRL is 20 mg/kg, not 82 mg/kg as shown in 
the report. 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

Limit is incorrect for 6E-Cl9 Uranium, Total. CUI9 appears to be in a 

17. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: Ap. A Pg #: A- I  19-122 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

The Utility Trench CUs have only 9 ASCOCs while the Group 1 CUs that 
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contain them have 47 ASCOCs. The text (and also the associated CDL) do not provide 
details on the ASCOC selection process for the Utility Trench CUs. This information 
should be included in the report. 

18. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: Ap. A Pg #: A-I20 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: 
and Utility Trench CU 2 Radium-226 because Max. Result FRL. 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

Statistical calculations not needed for 6E-C07 Arsenic, 6E-C09 Arsenic, 

19. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: Ap. D Pg #: NA Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: 
referenced in the text. 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

The Real Time - Phase 3 Figures in Appendix D are not discussed or 
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