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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS
FINAL RFU/RTI WORK PLAN
OPERABLE UNIT 12

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Several standard operating procedures (SOPs), which are at the ceater of the planned
sampling efforts at OU12, have still not been submitted by EG&G to CDH and EPA
for approval. These include the amended soil sampling SOP, SOPs for operation of
the BPGe in the field and the laboratory, and SOPs for soil and ground water field
screening anmalyses. These SOPs must be submitted in a timely manner so they may
be reviewed by CDH and EPA before field work begins at OU12.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Section 2.4.2.1, Page 40, paragraph 2. This paragraph discusses beryllium concentrations in

soils and refers to Figure 2-37. The units of concentration for beryllivm on Figure 2-37 are
keyed as micrograms per kilogram (ug/kg) whereas the units are expressed as mg/kg on page
40 and Table 2.4, This discrepancy was not corrected on Figure 2-37 as stated in the
Tesponse to comments document.

Section 4.1.4, Page 8§, QM The draft work plan and subsequent comment response
document mention the fact that surface water analysis data will be obtained from sitewide
surface water rhonitoring programs. This version of the work plan does not even address
this issue with such a statement. No mention of surface water sampling is made in Section
6.3, as indicated in this paragraph. Section 5.3.2 (Subtask 2 of the ficld investigation) states
that "...surface water samples will be determined from the results of Subtask 1®. Therefore
a definite plan to address surface water jn OU 12 does not seem. to be developed at this
time. The proposition of an iodustrial arca surface water plan has been put forth in
meetings, and as a general concept is acceptable to EPA. However, since no such plan has
yet been presented, it is necessary that surface water sampling for OU 12 be addressed in a
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technical memorandum. pror to Subtask 2 of the field investigation.

Section6.2.1, Pages 5 and 6. What is the advantage in using the Nal probe for spatial
resolution of detected radioactivity? This probe does not appear to have the resolution .
capabilitics of the HPGe. The field of view for the BPGe can be reduced by deployiog it
closer to the ground and/or shielding. In addition, no docomentation or information is
provided conceming the Nal probe’s sensitivity, field of view, operation, limitations, etc.
Although efforts designed to provide better spatial resolution of radiation anomalies are
encouraged, further explanation and documentation are needed for this aspect of the radiation
survey.

Section 6.2.1, Page 7, Paragraph 2. Although some of the information provided in
Appendix G is useful and informative, it does not contain a specific SOP for the HPGe as is

claimed in the work plan. The two documents that comprise this appendix, dated 1985 and
1991 respectively, also do not completely specify detection limits for all radionuclides of
concern or the different sensitivities of tripod vs. truck mounted detectors. Tabulation of
both instruments’ sensitivities is needed for all radionuclides of interest is peeded, in addition

to specific SOPs.

Section 6.2.1, Page 8, Paragraph 3. The discussion here states that no vertical profile
samples for radionuclide contamination will be conducted in paved arcas. A subset of the
paved area sampling locations shonld include vertical profile sampling done in the same
manger as in unpaved areas for the purpose of delineating the extent and distribution of
radionuclide contamination with respect to depth. This is justified by the fact that depth
of contamination for paved and unpaved arcas cannot be directly correlated due to differences
in exposure and disturbance through the years.

Section 6.6, Pages 52-52, EPA’S comment #547 regarding the Data Management and
Reporting section of the draft work plan was not completely addressed by the forms that have
been inserted as Appendix I. These forms do show the requested field data parameters for
input to RFEDS and the initial step to be taken in tracking samples by RFEDS, but they do
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not demonstrate that sample tracking beyond shipping date to the lab will be routinely
accomplished. Sample tracking from the date of collection through the final transmittal of
analytical results to the subcontractor is an important task that should be planned in advance
and routinely monitored.and reparted. One of the lessons leariied from the OU 1 RI process
and subsequent laboratory audit was that such sample and data tracking reports are important
in giving early warning to project managers when delays are occurring that will impact the
project. In addition it was determxined that the format of analytical data presented to the
subcontractor was initially a problem in that all necessary data was not being made available
from REEDS. Therefore, the data format should be reviewed in advance to be sure that
these problems will not occur, Finally, transmittal of analytical data from RFEDS to
subcontractors has only occurred after specific requests for such data. This seems to be a
rather cumbersome process and it is recommended that all pertinent analytical data be
automatically transmitted to the subcontractors on a routine basis.

DOE/EG&G may already be addressing these issues, but if not, it is strongly recommended
that these aspects of data management and reporting be thoroughly planned pdor to
commencing field work. '



