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August 23, 1991

Mr. Tim Johnson
NRC/LLW Mail Stop SE2
United States Nuclear Re0ulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

_

Subject: COMMENTt DN THE HARVARD AVENUE AND BERT AVENUE
CHARACTE' JATION REPORT

.

Dear Mr. Johnson:

The following comments re0arding the Characterization Report for the
Harvard and Bert Avenue sites, prepared by Dames and Moore, are provided
for consideration:

A. General
.

1. Further details are needed to evaluate the adequacy of
procedures. These include:

(a) surface soil sampling for radiological contaminants
(Section 4.1.2)

(b) groundwater collection (Saction <1.1.9.3)
(c) equipment decontamination (Section 4.1.3)
(d) duplicate sampling (Section 6.1.1 and 7.1.1)
(e) radiological analysis procedures (Section 4.1.14, 5.1,

and 6.1)
(f) surface water and sediment sampling (Section 4.13)
(g) drilling and subsurface sampling (Section 4.1.7)

2. Results of intercomparison analyses (Section 4.1.14, 4.1.2, and
5.1), should be included for independent evaluation.

3. The report presents the results but does not provide a *

discussion and assessment of the measurement data.
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Mr. Tim Johnson -2- August 23, 1991

4. Detection or measurement cr.pabilities (LLD's or MDA's) should
be provided for the soil raciological data prosented in
appendicos C,D.E and F. .lero's should not be reported without
the uncertainties and detection limits.

5. Compari. data from this survey with data from the survey
conductou by ORAU is questionable because of the physical
chan00s to the sito durin0 the last few years. Also subsurface
water concentrations could have boon si0nificantly offected by
the remediation activities, time of year and elapsed timo
5-6 years) since the ORAU study.

G. The characterization report did not provido any information as
to the radiolo0 cal condition of adjacent proporties. It appearsi

that no investi0ations were not performed on adjacent
proporties.

B. Specific

1. Section 4.1.1: Did the terracing activity at the Bert Avenuo -

site redistributo any contaminated materials at the sito?
Woro any of the potentially contaminated maioriais removed
from the sito?

2. Section 4.1.2: ORAU's experience indicates that a GM detector
will not be effective in locating depleted uranium
contamination at the guideline lovel. This is particularly true
for material that is not exposed on the surface.

3. Section 4.1.2, para 0raph 2: 1 Kg is equal to 2.2 lbs.

4. Section 4.1.2, paragraph 3: Where are the comparison data of
samplo analysos from the different labs. (i.e. NES vs Scientech)

5. Section 4.1.4: Why are samples to be analyzod for Th-232 and
Ra-2267

.
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6. Section 4.1.8.2: The GM detector does not have a detection'

,

sensitivity capable of monitoring depleted uranium i

contamination- in water.
7. Section 6.2.2.1: What are the established regulatory limits ;

referred to in this section. !

8. Table 6.1-1 and 6.1-1 A: The LLD's reported are rather high. .

They are greater than the sample-concentration levels reported
in most cases. raising a question about the usefulness of this -

data. The LLD levels are also substantial, compared to the EPA |
interim drinking water standards and the proposed EPA limits '

.for | uranium _ In public water systems. !

9. 'Section 7.1.1: A revieiv of the data provided in this section
identified a number of inconsistencies with the data as ,

reported in the text and as reported in the tables. Some data '

reported in the text could not be found in the tables. !

10. Section -7.1.2 paragraph 3: In reviewing figure 7.1-2, it is not
'

clear as to where the grid locations are on the map that are ;

referred to in the text.
'

I11. Section 7.1.2, paragraph 6: The decimal points in the
uncertainty values should be moved one decimal place to the !

rig h t. ';,

12. Section 7.1.2, paragraph 11: What-is the explanation for the
difference between the concentrations in the first and second
round sampling from location SED 005?

13.- Section 7.1.3, paragraph 2: It has been ESSAP's experience that
the detection sensitivity of gamma spectroscopy is not
adequately- sensitive for analyzing vegetation samples. Were
the vegetation samples ashed or dryod and was the ash /wot.or *

dry / wet ratio determined? -

14 Figures 7=1-6 to 7.1-13: Change p/ gram to pCi/ gram.

,
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15. Table 7.17: What do the results indicate? Are these
concentrations compared with the NRC 10CFR20 Appendix B for
derived air concentrations? The LLD's are a factor of about

I107 times higher than the sample values in the table.

16. Appendix C and E provide gridblock numbers for identifi:ation,
however, these numbers cannot be related to locations on the
figures.

The comments that have been provided are not all inclusive. Because of a
limited review time ORAU focused on those sections of the
Characteriz.ation Report that would have a significant impact in the design
and implernentation of any future remedial actions at either of the sites.

Sincorely,
n

'
"

/
-

,

Phyllis Cotten
Senior Project Leader
Environmental Survey and

Site Assessment Program

cc: A. Huffert (NRC/LLW)
T.Mo (NRC/NMSS)
J. Swift /F. Brown (NRC/NMSS)
D. Tiktinsky (NRC/NMSS)
Berger, ORAU
File # CMC /112
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