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Mr. Johnny W. Reising FILE: . SRF-5J
United States Department of Energy REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF
Feed Materials Production Center LIBRARY:

P.O. Box 398705
Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705

RE: A2,Pl1 Perimeter Area
IRDP
Dear Mr. Reising:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has

completed its review of the United States Department of Energy's

(U.S. DOE) draft Integrated Remedial Design (IRDP) package for the
Area 2, Phase I (A2,Pl)non-waste units perimeter area.

This IRDP provides the overall plan for remediating the soil and
at- and below-grade debris in the non-waste units perimeter areas
surrounding the former A2,Pl southern waste units.

U.S. EPA has identified several deficiencies with this submittal,
primarily regarding scheduling and sequencing of activities. The
IRDP does not provide milestone dates for certification design
letters or other certification activities.

Therefore, U.S. EPA disapproves the IRDP for the A2,Pl perimeter
area. U.S. DOE must submit responses to comments and a revised
document with thirty (30) days receipt of this letter.

Please contact me at (312) 886-0992 if you have any questions
regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

James A. Saric

Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facilities Section

SFD Remedial Response Branch #2

Enclosure

cc: Tom Schneider, OEPA-SWDO
Kim Chaney, U.S. DOE-HDQ
John Bradburne, Fluor Fernald
Terry Hagen, Fluor Fernald
Tim Poff, Fluor Fernald
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON
"DRAFT INTEGRATED REMEDIAL DESIGN. PACKAGE FOR
AREA 2, PHASE I NON-WASTE UNITS PERIMETER AREAS"

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT

GENERAL COMMENTS
Implementation Plan

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: Not applicable (NA) Page #: NA Line #: NA
Original General Comment #: 1

Comment: The perimeter areas covered by the implementation plan
are complex and include many named features. For example,
the Executive Summary discusses the "West Seepage Station"
and "Well House 13"; however, these two locations do not
appear in Figure 1-3 or any other figure in the
implementation plan. It is assumed that these two locations
are the "West Pumping Station for Seepage Collection" and
"ExXtraction Well House No. 13," respectively, which are
shown in Drawing No. 92X-5500-G-02026, the Existing
Conditions Plan. All perimeter area features named in the
implementation plan should be shown in Figure 1-3. In
addition, consistent nomenclature should be used for these
features in the text and figures to avoid confusion.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: NA Page #: NA Line #: NA
Original General Comment #: 2

Comment: The text discusses excavation of retention basins,

drainage ditches, roadways, and so on; however, no schedule
for performing these tasks is provided. It is not clear
which task will be completed first, second and so on; how
long each task will take to complete; or what measures are
planned for protection of partially excavated areas such as
drainage ditches during storm events. Although surface
runoff diversion will be conducted, partial excavated areas
can still be flooded during a heavy rainstorm. The text
should be revised to include a schedule and a work sequence
for excavation tasks as well as contingency plans for
protection of partially excavated areas.

Construction Drawings
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: NA Page #: NA Line #: NA
Original General Comment #: 3
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Comment: Typically excavation work is shown in cross sections
and profiles so that the volumes of materials can be
calculated. Cross sections and profiles are also required
to show the final grade and proper slopes. However, no Cross
sections or profiles for excavation of retention basins,
ditches, or roadways have been submitted; therefore, the
total volume of soil to be removed is unclear. The
construction drawings should include appropriate cross
sections and construction profiles to clearly show the
proposed grades and the volumes of material to be removed.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Implementation Plan

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.4 Page #: 3-5 , Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: The text states that additional materials such as
piping, geotextile, and geomembrane will require size
reduction before they are transported to the On-Site
Disposal Facility (OSDF) for placement. It is not clear
whether the geomembrane liners will be removed in one piece
and then reduced in size or whether they will be cut in
small sections as they are being removed. It is also not
clear whether the various materials will be decontaminated
prior to their placement in the OSDF. The text should be
revised to clarify these issues.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentox: Saric

Section #: 3.4.2 Page #: 3-6 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 2

Comment: The text states that "before remediation of the
Perimeter Areas, the turnaround gravel and geotextile, and
the soil from NIMS No. 1 will be excavated by another
project for use of the OSDF cell 1 cap construction." The
text does not provide a schedule for this work or state how
long it will impact other work to be performed as part of
perimeter area remediation. Moreover, it is not clear why
work in the turnaround area, non-impacted material stockpile
(NIMS) No. 1 and former running track was included as part
of perimeter area remediation if completion of the work
depends on another project that is beyond the scope of the
perimeter area remediation. The text should be revised to
address these issues.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
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Section #: 3.6 Page #: 3-14 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 3 _

Comment: This section discusses the planned excavation sequence.
As noted at various points in the implementation plan, this
sequence is quite complex. Many tasks cannot occur until
one or more other tasks, such as excavation of an area,
construction of a berm, removal and rebuilding of a roadway,
and so on, have been completed. The implementation plan
should be revised to provide a critical path diagram showing
all these tasks interactions, including interactions that
are outside the scope of the plan.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.6 Page #: 3-14 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 4

Comment: The text states that the initial phase of work (Part
One) is scheduled for summer 2001 and that the remaining
work (Part Two) is expected to be performed beginning in
fiscal year 2004. The text goes on to state in Section 3.7
that precertification and certification activities for the
perimeter areas will be established after site funding and
scheduling issues are resolved. It is therefore unclear
when precertification and certification activities will be
completed for Part One remediation areas. Given the length
of time currently anticipated between the Part One and Part
Two work, precertification and certification activities for
Part One areas should be conducted upon completion of the
Part One work instead of waiting for completion of the Part
Two work. At a minimum, the text should be revised to
include a schedule for submittal of a certification design
letter and certification report for the perimeter areas to
be remediated as part of the Part One work.





