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June 21, 2005

Mr. William Taylor

US Dept of Energy

Ohio Field Office

Ferald Closure Project
175 Tri County Parkway
Springdale, Ohio 45246

RE: | ADDITIONAL COMMENTS - DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE LEGACY
- MANAGEMENT AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS PLAN

: Dear Mr. Taylor:

Due to an oversight in the edltmg phase of Ohio EPA’s comments, Geotrans' comments

. were inadvertently left out of Ohio EPA'’s original comment letter. Please consider the
attached comments as additions to Ohio EPA's comments on the LMICP. To aid in
responding, comment numbering starts where our previous letter stopped | apologlze :
for any mconvenlenoe thlS may cause. A :

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

Thomas A. Schneider
Fernald Project Manager :
Office of Federal Facilities OverS|ght '

cc: Jim Saric U. S EPA
Michelle Cullerton, Tetratech
Mark Schupe, HSI Geotrans
Ken Alkema, Fluor Fernald
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COMPREHENSIVE LEGACY MANAGEMENT
AND
INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS PLAN

Comment_s: Comprehensive Legacy Management and Institutional Controls Plan,
Volume II, Attachment A, Operations and Maintenance Master Plan for Aquifer
Restoration and Wastewater Treatment, April 2005, 2505-OM-001, Final, Revision 2 .

106. Commenﬁng Organization: OEPA Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc.
Section #: 3.1.4 Pg #: Figure 3-5 © Line#:NA - Code: C
Original Comment#’

Comment: .  Figure 3-5 indicates that part of the aqu1fer restoration decision-making

‘ - process will be to collect, analyze, and evaluate groundwater concentration and
water level data and to access if model predictions are sufficiently close to the
measured values. This process, however, is currently limited to the recovery
wells only. Although-concentration data are routinely collected from the site
monitoring wells, these data are not used to check model predictions. If

" included in the assessment of model accuracy, the monitoring well data could

potentially have a huge impact on the calibration. To avoid misinterpretation,
therefore, Figure 3-5 should clearly stipulate that only recovery well
concentration data are used in assessing the accuracy of model predictions.

: »107.‘ Commenting Organization: OEPA " Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc.
Section #: 5.0 Pg #: 5-1 Line #: 16 Code: C
Original Comment#

‘Comment:  The waste water treatment operations are also an obvious potential source of
water for re-injection. This could include sctual treated groundwater or also
(potentially) groundwater blended from multiple site recovery wells to reduce
concentrations to an acceptable level for re-injection.

Comments: Comprehensive Legacy Management and Institutional Controls Plan,
Volume II, Attachment C, Groundwater/Leak Detection and Leachate Monitoring Plan,
On-Site Disposal Facility, April 2005, 20100-PL-009, Final, Revision 1

108. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc.
Section #: 2.4 Pg #: 2-6 Line #: 24 Code: C
Original Comment# ‘
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Comment:  The perched groundwater contamination within and near the OSDF footprint is
very low compared to the average total uranium leachate concentrations from
the facility. Only two the 22 perched monitoring wells sampled in the OSDF
pre-design investigation tested above the FRL for total uranium. The area of
concern appears to be restricted to the western third of Cells 7 and 8. The
average total uranium concentration for the remaining 20 wells is 3.8 ug/L
compared to a background mean of 0.54 ug/L. The average total uranium
concentration in Cells 1, 2, and 3 leachate to date is 62.6, 39.7, and 35.7,
respectively. Given the 10 fold differential that exists between leachate and
ambient perched total uranium concentrations, pre-existing contamination at

" the OSDF may only bé truly significant in'the interpretation of the leak
detection data from Cells 7 and 8.

109. Commenting Organization: OEPA . Commenter: GeoT'rans, Inc.
Section #: 3.2.1.2 Pg #: 3-4 Line #: 26 . Code' C
Original Comment#

.Comment:  DOE states that the preferred method of evaluation for the OSDF
. groundwater/leak detection monitoring data is an inter-well trend analysis
following the establishment of background (baseline) conditions. Intra-well
trend testing without-a comparison to a statistically based limit determined
- from background (basclme) copcentrations is mcon51stcnt with regulatory

gmdance
110. Commenting Orgaxﬁza’ﬁon: OEPA . - Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc.
Section #: 4.3.3 Pg#:4-7 - Line#:22 . Code: C ' .
Original Comment# ' 4

Comment: It is possible that over time honzontal well ylelds may be reduced by the
- barrier properties of the landfill cap. Historic plots of yields from the wells
thus far, however, generally show random variation about some mean flow
rate, without any noticeable trend. This suggests that the wells may intersect
coarse grained material lenses that are actively being recharged.

111. Commenting Organization: OEPA - _ Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc.
Section #: 4.4.2.1.3 Pg#: 4-23 " Line#:24 Code: C
Original Comment#

Comment:  Chloroethane and Toxaphene appear to not have been selected as primary
constituents because of their comparatively high WAC concentrations. As
noted in previous text, the WACs were determined assuming certain benefits
regarding the engineering controls in the OSDF. The purpose of leachate
detection monitoring is to test the performance of the OSDF’s engineered
systems to prevent leakage of leachate parameters to groundwater. The logic
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of eliminating potential leachate detection monitoring parameters based on
system performance assumptions seems circuitous. Accordingly, Chloroethane
and Toxaphene should be re-considered as primary constituents.

112. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commenter; GeoTrans, Inc.
. Section #: 4.4.3.1 Pg#:4-26 Line #: 24 Code: C
Original Comment#
Comment:  The statement that an mdlcator parameter w111 be considered for ehmmatxon
'~ when the baseline data indicate significant fluctuations and/or concentrations

in horizontal till-or Great Miami Aquifer monitoring wells that are similar to
those observed in the LCS and LDS is inconsistent with the intra-well (or intra-
location) leak detection monitoring approach. Pre-existing concentrations of
parameters in the till or GMA are accounted for with the statistical
characterization of baseline concentrations. Post-baseline departures in
parameter concentrations from baseline line levels may indicate a leak from the
facility, regardless of the ambient (pre-waste placement) concentrations in

groundwater.
113. Commentmg Qrgamzatlon OEPA o Commenter: GeoTré.ns, Inc.
Section#:4.4.3.2 » Pg #:4-27 Line #: 13 Code: C
Original Comment# - '

Comment:  To support the statement that most of the Appendix I constituents have already
: been detected in perched groundwater (and therefore are pre-existing

contamination that might compromise leak detection), a useful addition to this
document would be a summary of Appendix I detections from the OSDF,
footprint that were recorded prior to waste placement. For example, a table

. showing the number of samples, number of detections, maximum detection,
location of maximum, minimum concentration, and average concentration
could be provided in an appendix. Such a table would be beneficial because
the discussion regarding the potential addition of a parameter will ultimately
begin with a determination of whether the parameter was ever detected in
perched groundwater prior to waste placement, and if so, where and at what

concentration.
114. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc.
Section #: 4.4.3.2 Pg#: 4-27 Line #:23 Code: C-
. Original Comment#

Comment:  DOE indicates that the addition of a new parameter to the indicator parameter
list will occur if its OSDF LCS concentrations are considered “much higher”
than the concentrations in perched groundwater or soil beneath the facility.
The determination of what is “much higher” is a judgement call. DOE should
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propose a quantitative limit that would trigger the process for cohsideraﬁon of
a parameter for addition the LCS indicator monitoring list.

115. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc.

Section #: 4.4.3.2 . Pg #: 4-28 Line #: 14 Code: C

Original Comment# '

Comment:  The three confirmatory sample requirement implies that a LDS parameter will
need to be detected in four straight annual samples before it will be considered
for addition as a supplemental indicator parameter. Since the annuial 16
parameter LDS indicator parameter list (Table 4-5) is already based on a
careful assessment of what the likely parameters of concern are, if a new
parameter from this list is detected in an annual sample, it should be added
immediately to the quartetly LDS supplemental parameter list for the next
three quarters. Decisions of whether to discontinue or continue quarterly
monitoring for that parameter in the LDS or to expand quarterly monitoring for
it to the next lower horizon would then be based on these addmonal three
quarters for that parameter.
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