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Mr. Johnny W. Reising ' SRF-5J

United States Department of Energy
Feed Materials Production Center
P.O. Box 398705

Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705

RE: Ecological Research

Grants Revised Work

Plan

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) Operable Unit 4 supplemental project revised work plan
for ecological restoration research grants.

U.S. EPA concurs with U.S. DOE's proposed grant projects and their

implementation. However, U.S. EPA has a few minor comments.

Therefore, U.S. EPA approves the research grant projects and
requests U.S. DOE move forward. However, responses to comments and
change pages should be developed by U.S. DOE and submitted to
U.S. EPA within thirty (30) days receipt of this letter.

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

Sincerely,

=4

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
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON "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

DOE Response #: NA

Comment: Revision A of the work plan indicates that prairie
areas would be planted with both grasses and forbs.
However, Revision C indicates that the two prairie
vegetation areas (disturbed and undisturbed) will be planted
with grasses only. The work plan should be revised to
include forbs in the seed mix or to explain why forbs are
not included in the proposed prairie vegetation.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: NA Page #: NA Line #: NA

DOE Response #: NA

Comment #: Revision C of the work plan provides thorough
descriptions of proposed monitoring activities. However,
the work plan should be revised to include taking of
photographs and observations of weather condltlons as
additional monitoring activities.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 3.1.2 Page #: 3 Line #: 11 to 13
DOE Response #: NA )

Comment: The Revision C of the work plan does not provide a
specific citation for the "current forest ecology
literature" mentioned. The work plan should be revised to
cite a specific reference in order to support the discussion
of vegetative density.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.2.1 Page #: 5 Line #: 2

DOE Response #: 3 Original General Comment #: 3

Comment: The original general comment requests that the research
plots shown in Figure 1 of Revision A of the work plan be
more clearly referenced in the text. It is unclear which
plot (1, 2, 3, or 4) in Figure 1 of Revision C represents
"Establishment of Prairie Vegetation in Undisturbed Areas."
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Figu 1 should be reyised to make the nam shgwn for the

ecological research plots match the names preseiited in the
work plan text.

o

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.2.2 Page #: 5 Line #: 11 and 12

DOE Response #: NA

Comment: Revision C of the work plan indicates that the study
area will be disced and then treated with Roundup®. The
work plan should be revised to explain the rationale for
applying Roundup®, typically a postemergent treatment, after

discing.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 3.3.1 Page #: 6 : Line #: 31 and 32

DOE Response #: 4 Original General Comment #: 4

Comment: Revision C of the work plan indicates that the "Prairie
Vegetation in Disturbed Areas" (Area 1, Phase I) is
surrounded by the north entrance road, the perimeter fence,
State Route 126, and Area 1, Phase II. However, these
features are not identified in Figure 2. Figure 2 should be
revised to identify these features.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.5.1 Page #: 12 Line #: 6

DOE Response #: NA

Comment: Revision C of the work plan indicates that the area
proposed for identifying invasive plant species is bounded
to the west by Paddys Run Road. However, according to
Figure 2, the area is bounded to the west by Paddys Run
Creek. The work plan should be revised to resolve this
discrepancy.





