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REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: ‘“
ey,
AUG 16 2005
Mr. Johnny W. Reising SR-6J

United States Department of Energy
Fernald Closure Project

175 Tri-County Parkway

Springdale, Ohio 45246

‘RE: Waste Storage Area Phase 2
Design Report

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) Waste Storage Area phase 2 design report. The document
provides updated characterization of the groundwater uranium plume

beneath the Waste Storage Area and recommends the installation of
one additional extraction well. . 1

Although U.S. EPA concurs with U.S. DOE’s recommendation to install
one additional extraction well, there are issues in the report that
must be addressed. U.S. EPA has enclosed comments on the document.

Therefore, U.S. EPA disapproves the Waste Storage Area phase 2
design report. U.S. DOE must submit a revised document and

responses to U.S. EPA’'s comments within (30) thirty 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
Con Murphy, Fluor Fernald
Frank Johnston, Fluor Fernald
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON

"WASTE STORAGE AREA PHASE II DESIGN REPORT"
FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT

GENERAL COMMENT

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #:4.0 Page #:Not applicable (NA) Line #: NA
Original General Comment #: 1 '

Comment: The characterization conclusions for contaminants not
modeled only indicate locations where the groundwater final
remediation level (FRL) was exceeded and if each location is
within the uranium plume being targeted. The report should
include a discussion about respective Kd values for -each
contaminant and how they compare to uranium remediation

predictions.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Spegifications

Commenting '‘Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 3.0 Page #: 3-1 Line, #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 1

Comment : The text states that modeling began with the
assumption that one additional extraction well would be
needed. The report should be revised to clearly state the
pumping rate used in the model and how this rate was

determined.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA o . Commentor: 'Saric
Section #: 3.1 _ Page #: 3-1 : Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 2 '
Comment : The text states that October 1998 head boundary

conditions were used for groundwater modeling. The report
‘should be revised to state what these conditions are and how
they compare to current conditions. The referenced report
*Design for Remediation of the Great Miami Aquifer, South
Field Phase II Module” only indicates that these conditions

were_generated-using-—the-large-VAM3D-model-—and-does—not
provide actual head boundaries.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA ' Commentor: Saric
Section #: 3.2 : Page #: 3-3 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 3

Comment : The text states that a constant Kd value of 3 0 liters

. per kilogram (l/kg) was used for total uranium. Although
this value may be consistent with previous groundwater
modeling, the most conservative and reasonable Kd estimate

“. E_ l
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should be used to provide a worst-case scenario for remedial

evaluation:






