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RE: OU1PROPOSED PLAN FOR ROD AMENDMENT

Dear Mr. Reising:

Ohio EPA has reviewed DOE’s April 30, 2003 submittal “Transmittal of the Proposed
Plan for an Amendment to the Operable Unit 1 Record of Decision.” Ohio EPA’s
comments on the document are attached. '

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

Sincerely,

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

cc: Jim Saric U.S. EPA
Terry Hagen, Fluor Daniel Fernald
Michelle Cullerton, Tetra Tech EM Inc.
Ruth Vandegrift, ODH
Mark Schupe, HSI Geotrans
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Ohio_.EPA_Comments_on the Proposed-Plan for.an Amendment
to the Operable Unit 1 Record of Decision

1. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section #: Change No.1  Pg#: 4 Line#:n/a Code: C

Original Comment #:

Comment: The paragraph implies that the reason for mdependently developing soil
cleanup levels for each operable unit was funding driven. Actually, there were several
practical reasons for the individual OUs to operate and develop independent cleanup
levels. One reason was scheduling; the ROD remedy decisions were trailing one
another by a year or more. Another reason was practical; the OU concept arose to take
an enormously large project and break it into manageable pieces. Our attempt to re-
write the paragraph is as follows:

Delete the phrase "for funding assurance reasons" from the first sentence. Continue as
follows with the second sentence: "While this created redundancy, it helped assure that
each of the source control units was allowed to address all aspects of cleanup within
the operable unit boundary, independent of the site-wide cleanup activities under OUS.
This step allowed the various OUs to individually develop cleanup plans even though
the various RoDs trailed one another by a year or more."

2. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor. OFFO

Section #: Change No.2 Pg#:5 Line #:. nf/a Code: C

Original Comment #:

Comment: Specific reference to documents supporting the WAC determination of the
pit 4 cap soils must be included to inform the read as well as to complete the
Administrative Record. Include reference to the sampling plan and the report
determining WAC compliance.

Additionally it may be useful to include actual concentration data in the document.
Possibly include the average and maximum compared to the WAC for uranium and
technetium-99.

3. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section #: Liners Pg#: 6 Line #: last sentence Code: ¢

Original. Comment #:

Comment: The last sentence defines the liner as extending downward to the first six
inches below the waste/clay interface for those pits which do not have a synthetic liner.
It is our experience that bulldozers are not able to reliably place or cut lifts thinner than
one foot in depth. We believe that when the liners were originally constructed,
recompacted clay was very likely to have been compacted to a lift thickness of greater
than six inches. Similarly, we maintain that it will prove impractical to remove lifts
thinner than one foot. For reasons of practicality and constructibility, we believe that the
definition of liner should extend to one foot below the visible clay/liner interface.

4. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: Caps Pg#: 7 Line #: 2nd and 3rd paragraphs Code: ¢
Original Comment #:
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~Comment: The section should go'into more detail regarding the intent of the “cover =~ = 7~ "7~ 7

system” as developed in the OU1 FS/PP and ROD. This detail is necessary to help the
reader understand the extent of the change being proposed. The reader needs to
understand if the ROD intent was a cover as in landfill cover or cover as in topsoil and
seeding. It will likely be necessary to have some topsoil cover placed in the waste pit
area to facilitate restoration. This should be included in the last paragraph.

5. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor. OFFO

Section #:  Readers note Pg#: 5 Line #: Code: ¢ ,
Comment: This paragraph is confusing. We think the main point is that this is the last
time that the DOE thinks it will be necessary to change a soil FRL established in one of
the RODs. We suggest re-writing this note and slightly change the emphasis so that it
is clear that no more changes to FRLs are anticipated. Briefly list the previous
changes, including changes to the groundwater FRLs. Conclude with a strong
statement promising that no more changes will be made. We offer this suggestion
because we are concerned that the stakeholders will feel that the remedy has been
nickle and dimed to the point that it is no longer protective to the extent it was in the
original RODs.

‘.





