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May 5,2005 

Mr. William Taylor 
US Department of Energy 
Ohio Field Office 

. ' Fernald Closure Project 
175 Tri County Parkway 
Springdale, .Ohio 45246 

RE: COMMENTS - RESPONSES TO OEPA'S COMMENTS ON THE IEMP REV 4 
AND ASSOCIATED CHANGE PAGES 

- -  Mr. Taylor: 
_. 

Ohio EPA ha's reviewed DOE'S Transmittal of Responses To Ohio Environmental 
Protection Agency Comments on the Integrated Environmental Monitoring Plan (IEMP), 
Revision 4 Final (2505-WP-0022) and Associated Change Pages dated March 25. 
2005. Ohio EPA's comments are enclosed. 

If there are any questions, please contact me at (937) 285-6466 or Donna Bohannon at 
(937) 285-6543. , 

Sincerely, 

Thomas A. Schneider 
Fernald Project Manager 
Office of Federal Facilities Oversight 

cc: Jim Saric U.S. EPA 
Michelle Cullerton, Tetratech 

. Mark Schupe, HSI Geotrans 
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- RtC’s onOHlO €PA COMMENTS ON THE- - 
IEMP, REV 4 AND ASSOCIATED CHANGE PAGES 

Comments: 

1. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Cornmentor: Geo Trans, Inc. 
Section #: Pg. #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: Original Specific Comment #6 ‘ 
Comment:The accuracy of remedy performance prediction by the model is already 
questionable, even with starting concentrations updated each year. The model’s 
predictive capability has only ever been assessed by comparing it to extraction well 
concentrations. What is needed is a calibration check of monitoring well concentration 
histories against transport model predictions. Periodic transport calibration simulations 
should be performed to check the model against all available concentration data 
collected since the time corresponding to the selected starting concentration 
distribution. For example, DOE estimated starting concentrations representative of 
2004 for the modeling conducted for the Groundwater Remedy and Field Verification 
Plan. DOE then conducted transport modeling to determine the time required for 
aquifer concentrations to fall below the FRL with and without re-injection through the 
Storm Sewer Outfall Ditch. An important measure of the model’s predictions would be 
to then compare future monitoring well concentration data collected through time with 
the concentrations predicted by the model. Such a comparison evaluates not only the 
accuracy of the estimated starting concentration distribution, but is the best way to 
check the flow model velocity field (hydraulic conductivity distribution) and key 
assumptions regarding transport parameters such as the selected distribution 
coefficient and dispersivity values. Relying solely on the extraction well concentrations 
for checking model performance is very misleading because it assumes that all portions 
of the aquifer are flushed with equal efficiency. In reality, the flushing of some parts of 
the aquifer (areas away from preferential flowpaths) is incomplete because of formation 
heterogeneity. The question remains, therefore: how well does the model predict I )  

concentrations through time at locations remote from the extraction wells? For the 
model to be a meaningful predictive tool in estimating the time required to bring total 
uranium concentrations to levels below the FRL, DOE should commit to comparing 
observed to simulated concentration histones in site monitoring wells, 
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