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Springdale Ohio 45246 

RE: COMMENTS - TRANSMITTAL OF THE 2004 SER 

Mr. Taylor: 

Ohio EPA has received DOE'S "Transmittal Of The 2004 Site Environmental Report" 
dated May 25,2005. Ohio EPA has reviewed this document and our comments are 
enclosed. 

t 

If there are any questions, please contact me or Donna Bohannon. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas A. Schneider 4 
Fernald Project Manager 
Office of Federal Facilities Oversight 

cc: Jim Saric, U S .  EPA 
Mark Shupe, HSI GeoTrans 
Michelle Cullerton, Tetra Tech Inc. 
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2004 SER 
Comments: 

1. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: Attach. A.1 Pg #: A.1-2 Line #: 23 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: Future reports that discuss the results of the groundwater modeling 
conducted for the Comprehensive Groundwater Strategy Report should include the 
caveat that the threeyear reduction was determined using an uncalibrated solute 
transport model. 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

2. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Attach. A.l Pg.#: A.1-6 Line #: 21 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: It should be noted that, based on casual inspection, the model-predicted 
concentrations are less or much less than the final observed concentrations for 18 of 
the 22 wells. This disconnect between the model and reality is biased toward portraying 
the site remediation as more effective than it actually is and calls into question model- 
based justifications for changes the site remediation system (such as the decision to 
terminate well-based re-injection). 

3. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: Attach. A.3 Pg.#: A.3-2 Line #: 9 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: What is the reason for the absence of the flow divide during the second and 
third quarters of 20047 

t 

e 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

4. Commenting Organization: OEFA 
Section #: Attach. A.5 Pg.#: AS-1 0 Line #: 20 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The text indicates that if the horizontal till well concentrations for a 
parameter fluctuate significantly or are similar to the LCS, then they should be 
eliminated as a monitoring parameter. With respect to elimination because of similarity 
between till well and LCS, this approach assumes that the existing LCS baseline data 
set is representative of the full range of concentrations that will occur through the life of 

proportion. Higher LCS concentrations could be observed at a future time, thus, the 
parameter could be detected by the system. Elimination of parameters due to similarity 
of concentrations, therefore, may not be protective of groundwater. 

Commentor: GeoTrans, lnc. 
Code: C 

_______- the celkHowever, it-is-unlikely-that-all-portions-of-the cell-contribute to the LCS in equal- 

5. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: Attach. A.5 
Original Comment #: 
Comment:The results of the leach tests could have significant impact on the evaluation 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Pg.#: A.5-12 Line #: 24 Code: C 
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of one of only four leachate monitoring parameters for the OSDF. DOE should provide 
additional detail regarding the experimental setup for the tests. What QNQC samples 
will be included in the experiment? What volume of water will be collected for each 
sample? What effect will the decrease in water volume have on the test? Could an 
experiment be devised that would examine for the dolomite gravel and the leaching 
capability of in-situ perched groundwater? 

6. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Attach. A.5 Pg.#: A.5.9-4 Line #: 27 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Notations on the appropriate Cell 1 and 2 plots of where the visual division 
points were identified for the supplemental analysis would be useful for evaluating the 
supplemental evaluation of the data. In addition, an indication of what change in the 
plot (shift in average, change in variability, or change in trend) prompted the selection of 
the division point on each plot would also be useful. 

7. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: B.l.2.1 Pg #: 814 Line #: NA Code: C 
Comment: The last sentence of this section states that" . . . bypassing will likely. no 
longer occur beginning in the fall of 2004," whereas January of 2005 saw a significant 
bypass event with the SWRB nearly overflowing. 

Commentor: DSW 
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