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Mr. Johnny W. Reising AEPLYTO THE ATTENTION OF: SR-6J
United States Department of Energy
Fernald Area Office
P.0O. Box 398705
Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705
Subject: Conditional Approval of the Draft Explanation of Significant

Differences For Operable Unit 4
Dear Mr. Reising:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has completed
its review of United States Department of Energy's (DOE) above-
mentioned draft Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) document,
dated October 26, 2004 and received by EPA on November 1, 2004. The
draft ESD was prepared by DOE to modify the approved remedy for QU4 to
allow the option for temporary offsite storage of Silo 1,2, and 3
materials, prior to permanent offsite disposal at the Nevada Test Site
or a permitted commercial disposal facility.

EPA has one editorial comment on the draft ESD (attached) that needs
to be addressed, therefore, EPA conditionally approves the ESD. DOE
should address the editorial comment for full approval and prior to
issuance of the draft ESD for formal public review.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at (312)
886-4591.

Sincerely,

Gegé Jablonowski

Project Manager
Federal Facilities Section
Superfund Division

Enclosure

cc: Tom Schneider, OEPA-SWDO
Johnny Reising, U.S. DOE-Fernald
Jamie Jameson, Fluor Fernald
Terry Hagen, Fluor Fernald
Frank Johnston, Fluor Fernald
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON
"DRAFT EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES FOR OPERABLE UNIT 4"

FERNALD CLOSURE PROJECT

SPECIFIC COMMENT

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Jablonowski
Section #: Not Applicable Page #: 3 Line #: 23
Specific Comment #: 1

Comment : Item number S, “since the cost, schedule, and risk-reduction

benefits of adding this incremental step in offsite
management of the silo material outweigh the incremental
cost of temporary off-site storage” should be deleted since
it is not necessary to support a significant but not
fundamental change to the scope, performance, or cost of the
remedy.





