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Mr. Johnny W. Reising } S
United States Department of Energy

Feed Materials Production Center

P.O. Box 398705

Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705

RE: Five Year Review
Concurrence

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) five year review for the Fernald Environmental

Management Project (FEMP) .

The five year review is a statutory requirement for National
Priority List sites conducting cleanups under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act. The
document provides a five year review of the remedial actions being

conducted for all five operable units at the FEMP.

The document appears technically adequate and consistent with
U.S. EPA guidance, however, U.S. EPA has attached a few minor
comments that need to be incorporated into the document.

Therefore, U.S. EPA concurs with the five year review.
U.S. DOE must submit a revised five year review document
incorporating the changes within thirty (30) days receipt of this

letter.
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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
Kim Chaney, U.S. DOE-HDQ
John Bradburne, Fluor Fernald
Terry Hagen, Fluor Fernald
Tim Poff, Fluor Fernald
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Commenting Organizition: U.S.
Section #: 1.1 Page #:
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' TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON
"FIRST IVE-YEAR REVIEW REPORT FOR THE FEMP"

FRERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT

IENERAL COMMENT

o]

PR Commentor: Saric
1-1 Line #: Not applicable (NR)

Original Ceneral Comment B: 1
Comment : This section presents the purpose and objectives of the

report and Section 1.2 notes the extensive oversight
involvemant: of regulatory agencies. This oversight has
covered nhe details of the ongoing remedial activities at
the site very thoroughly. However, it would be useful if
this and future reviews would (1) compare the expectations
at the start of the 5-year period with the current situation
and (2) identify the expectations for the next S-year
period. Bv examining longer-term trends, each review report
would coan»nunL the day-to-day regulatory agency oversight.
Some parts of the report discuss long-terr trends, but a
more systemnat.ic approach would be useful. Moze«vvr, once
remedial activities have been completed at the aite, the
emphasis of the 3-year reviews should shift to tChe
effectiveness of the remedies.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Commenting Organizaticn: U.S. EPA Commsntor: Saric
Section #-: 2.2.1 Page H#: 2-4 Line H: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 1 '
Comment : The tazxt discusses the "NEC solvents" that were

disposed of in the burn pit. The term "NEC solvents” should
be defined o:r replaced with more common terminology.

Commencing Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 2.4.2 Page 4: 2-8 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 2

Comment: Table 2-2 lists maximum selenium and zinc

concentrations in binned waste that exceeded the waste
profile rangs for Envirocare. The text does not mention
these exceedances but indicates that loaded-out wastes met
the Envirccare waste acceptance criteria. The report should
clarify whether binned waste with high metal concentrations
was blended to meet the profiie or whether selenium and zinc
were not part of the waste acceptance criteria.





