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Mr. Johnny W. Reising 
United States Department of Energy 
Feed Materials Production Center 
P.O. Box 398705 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: - 
SRF-5J 

RE: Research Grants 
Environmental Project 

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) document which identifies ecological research projects 
at the Fernald site. This was required as part of the 
environmental proje'cts involved in the Operable Unit 4 dispute 
resolution. 

The overall approach to the research projects meet the goals and 
intentions of dispute resolution. However, there are some 
deficiencies that must be addressed. 

Therefore, U.S. EPA disapproves the research grant proposal pending 
incorporation of adequate responses into a revised document. 
U.S. DOE must submit responses to comments and a revised document 
within 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 
Bill Murphie, U.S. DOE-HDQ 
John Bradburne, FERMCO 
Terry Hagen, FERMCO 
Tom Walsh, FERMCO 

. !  

Recycled/Recyclable. Prt-reo wiih Veaeraole Oil Based Inks on 50% Recvclea PaDer (23% Pcsiconsurner) I 



1223 

TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON 
DRAFT "WORK PLAN FOR ECOLOGICAL RESTORATION RESEARCH GRANTS, 

OPERABLE UNIT 4 SUPPLEMENTAL PROJECT" 

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Not Applicable (NA) Page # :  NA Line #:NA 
Original General Comment # :  1 
Comment: The work plan does not specify what Area 8, Phase I 

consists of and where it is located. The work plan should 
provide a text description and figure specifying the 
location and boundaries of Area 8, Phase I. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  2 
Comment: The work plan should state that the dispute resolution 

agreement targets the area west of Paddy's Run for the 
ecological restoration research grants project. The work 
plan should also provide additional, site-specific 
information on the proposed project area, including details 
on its topography, surface water, plant communities, 
wetlands, and historical land use, as applicable. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  3 
Comment: The research plots shown in Figure 1 should be more 

clearly referenced in the text. For example, the discussion 
of the native forest cover on Page 2 should reference Plot 3 
in Figure 1. 

r 

commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  4 
Comment: The legend in Figure 2 shc;uld include descriptions for 

symbols used in the figure that appear to represent 
unimproved .roads and intermittent streams. The figure 
should also define "A1 , PI" and the area that it includes. 
As in Figure 1, Figure 2 should identify the approximate 
acreage delineated within the legend. In addition, the work 
plan should include topographic maps of the areas 
represented in Figures 1 and 2. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment f :  5 
Comment: The work plan should include detailed information 

regarding project site conditions and site preparation. 
Also, the work plan should require vegetation inventories at 
the project sites and encourage use of local reference pl.ant 
communities ana habitat tlypes in the grant proposals. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Cornmenc # :  6 
Comment: The work plan should provide the scientific names for 

all plant and animal species discussed along with their 
common names. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Commer,t # :  7 
Comment: The work plan should provide additional details 

regarding monitcrizg plan requirements, goals, and 
implementation. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: ' J . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.1 Page # :  2 Line # :  12 to 16 
Original Specific Comment # :  i 
Comment: It is unclear whether the proposed native forest cover 

is native for the specific project area and existing site 
conditions. It is also unclear which species have been 
selected for Plot 3 and what rationale was used to select 
this vegetation plot for the native forest cover component 
of the project. Aside from densities, it is unclear what 
'variables (such as species diversity, soil fertility, and so 
on) will be considered in planting the eight plots within 
Plot 3. The text should clarify these issues. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.1 Page # :  2 Line # :  30 and 31 
Original Specific Comment # :  2 
Comment: Because Figure 1 does not indicate the location of the 

scrub-shrub transition area, the text should describe its 
location in relatiori to the tallgrass prairie and native 
forest cover areas. 
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Cbmmenting Organization: V.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.1 Page # :  2 Line # :  31 and 32 
Original Specific Comment # :  3 
Comment: The text should explain whether the application rate 

applies to pure live seed (PLS). If PLS is used, grass and 
forb seed mix may be applied at a slightly lower application 
rate (about 13 to 16 pounds per acre) than the proposed 20 
pounds per acre. The text should also specify the grass-to- 
forb ratio of the seed mix (for example, the 20-pound 
seeding rate may involve 15 pounds of grass seed and 5 
pounds of forb). 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.1 Page # :  3 Line # :  1 and 2 
Original Specific Comment # :  4 
Comment: The text snouid explain the criteria used to select 

forb species and how many different species will make up the 
forb portion of the seed mix. The text should also clarify 
whether the oat seeding rate will be the same if oats are 
seeded with the seed mixture as'a nurse crop or oats are 
seeded alone as a cover crop. 

Commenting Organization: 3 . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.1 Page # :  3 Line # :  4 
Original Specific Cornmefit # :  5 
Comment: The text should clarify that the fact the "separate 

research grant" is a component of the research grants 
associated with the work plan. Also, establishment of 
revegetation test plots could be incorporated into the 
tallgrass prairie revegetation component. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.2 Page # :  3 Line # :  22 to 24 
Original Specific Comment # :  6 
Comment: The text indicates that running buffalo clover 

restoration will consist of collecting and transplanting one 
or more populations. The text should explain why the work 
plan excludes seeding with a locally collected, native 
ecotype. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.3 Page # :  4 Line # :  16 
Original Specific Comment # :  7 
Comment: The work plan should include additional details 

regarding the method of extirpation proposed. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  5.0 Page # :  5 Line # :  4 
Original Specific Comment # :  8 
Comment: According to the dispute resolution agreement, a set 

dollar amount will be "negotiated with the Agencies." The 
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work plan should clarify the fact that the estimated 
$ 2 0 0 , 0 0 0  implementation cost represents this set amount. In 
addition, the work plan should specify the activities 
covered by the estimated $200,000 implementation cost. 

Commentor: Saric 
Line # :  7 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section # :  5.0 Page # :  5 
Original Specific Comment # :  9 
Comment: The dispute resolution agreement states that "DOE, in 

conjunction with the Regulatory Agencies, could review and 
select the proposals that were determined to be most 
beneficial." The work plan should clearly describe this 
process, as it is unclear how the grant recipients can be 
determined before the final version of the work plan is 
completed. 
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