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NOTE: 

To : Ohio EP.4 and DOE trustee representatives 

From: . Don Heme, Regional Environmental Officer 

Subject : DOI-OEPC comments on Fernald impact asstssment and restoration plan 

I11 preparation for the April 16 phone conference I conipleted my review of Ohio EPA comments, 
the DOE responses to same, and considered the comments of Bruce Peacock, one of the 
Department's experts on use of the HEA approach to valuation of injury. 

GENERAL COMMENT 

While we have a number of issues to resolve regarding the injury evaluation and application of the 
E A  methodology, DO1 is confident that resolution is within reach soon and that  the ?roup is in 
agreement on a sisgificant number of the original trustee concerns. 1 appreciate your patience 
with my inability to meet some of the review time frames due to work load and recent OEPC re- 

I 

organization actions. ! 
I 

SPECIFIC COMIvENTS 

1. Public involvement issues - Now rhat we have identified the suite of injury issues and selected 
HE.4 as a valuation tool, the trustees should not overlook the need to present t!ie public with a 
legitimate group of alternatives for the appropriate restoration. This presentation of restoration 
alternatives is consistent with N&PA and required by Sections 11.81 and 1 1  .S2 of the NRDA 
regulations promulgated by DOI (serving as a guide for our.Femald act.ions). . .  I ani sure that the 
on-site-restoration ideas currently considered w.ill be amongthe alternatives but v e  will 
need to think i n  broader terms regarding off-site possibilities nnd' tradeoff's. 

. .  
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3. Application of HEA - DO1 is relying on Bruce Peacock for those HEX-related issues 
including: a) calculation periods for "debits and credits"; h) customized use of E . 4  for the Gh81.4 i 

I injury: c) the attached comment regarding compensatory restoration for the Great Miami River, 
and; d j  assorted injury valuation issues where the percentage service loss is under discussion. 

' 3 .  Boostin_g habitat values - I agree with virtually all of OH EPA cornnients regarding sinuous 
planting patterns and inclusion of trees such 8s hickory and dogwood. 1 am concerned about 



making the barrier-roadside area so attractive to mammals that the wildlife-vehicle collision issue 
becomes a significant safety issue. I would like to hear more discussion on this. 1 ccho OH €PA 
comments regarding restoration assumption times for forested areas (20 years) as seeming!!. low. 
Are there Ohio forestry or other technical specialists who could coninienr on this7 

4 .  Wetland restoration pursuant to ARARs (CERCLA compliance) - 1 support all efforts to keep 
these efforts on a fast track to minimize “down time”, i.e. reduced values for wildlife 

5. Injury v. “above baseline” issue - injury is defined as ‘La nleasurable adverse change, either 
long- or short-term, in the chemical or physical qualitv or the viability of a natural resource ...” 
This definition leaves sortie uncertainty regarding contaminant levels above background but below 
aiiy established protection criteria. It seems that the presence of a contaminant in some resources 
would qualif) as an adverse chemical change in quality. This desewes hrther discussion. 

I look forward to the discussions on these injury and restoration issues. 

Attachment 
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Contrary to the rnrtbodo!ogical discussion in section 2.1 of Xiidendm €3, crzdirs for 
compensatory resrorarion for the Great 1Wuni River were not esplicidy esrimatcd 
and included in the HEA c3iculauon. Qther. the present value of lost serviccs in 
'acre-years was cdc.ulated and accepted s &e compensxory resotalion reqwrrment 
in 2cres. I! is not c i a r  why this alternate procedure was fo!lowed. The implicit 
assumption of this procedure is thst 7.57 acres o f  compensatory restorarion wiil 
provide only 7.37 acr:-years of replacmect services though t i ne .  Flowever, this 
level of replixement could be provided in a number of ways. Fo: exmple,  
compensatory restoration that provides 100 percent relarive productivity (compared 
to the baseline conditions of the injured river) on 7.37 acres mer jzisr i year would 
generare exactly 7.37 acre-years of repiaccnent services. But this scenario woula 
require thar the project end after 1 year. ;U:ernativelyt compensatory restoration that 
providcs oniy 2.91 percent r e l ahe  productivity on 7.35 acres in p ? p , ? ( i i j ~ j  would 
'also senerare 7.37 acre-years of rcp!2cement semices. Tie large differences benveen 

cornpensaton. iestoration requirernEnc uii! be met. I rccorrmend tSs: the restoration 
plan specie :hex  deEiis 10 c.lesrly link prcposeci restoration measures to the injury. 
and to ensure rhx  thz proposed resrcrztion fiezsxes aaequsre!;/ campersxz :he 
public. 

' . 

: .-these two scenarios illunrates the im?on~Gx of specifying j u s  how die . : 
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