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RE: COMMENTS - COMPREHENSIVE LEGACY MANAGEMENT AND 
INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS PLAN VOLUME I AND II 

Dear Mr. Reising: 

Ohio EPA has reviewed DOE'S Comprehensive Legacy Managemenf And lnstitutional 
Controls Plan Volume l and /I (20013-PL-0001) Rev. 0, Final, received on January 31 , 
2006. Ohio EPA's comments are enclosed. 

If there are any questions, please contact me at (937) 285-6466 or Donna Bohannon at 
(937) 285-6453. 

Sincerely, 

F om- 
Thomas A. Schneider 
Femald Project Manager 
Office of Federal Facilities Oversight 

cc: Jim Saric U.S. EPA 
Mark Schupe, HSI Geotrans 

Document 6710 



COMPREHENSIVE LEGACY MANAGEMENT AND 
INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS PLAN 

VOLUME I AND II 

Comments: 
Volume I 

1. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 1.1 Page: 2, Last paragraph Line: first sentence Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Doesn't the scope of LM activities at Fernald involve Public Involvement? 
Shouldn't this be added as a third category? 

Commentor: OFFO 

2. Commenting organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 1.2 Page: Third bullet Line: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: When would a situation apply that DOE Order 430.1 be put into place? 
Please provide an example. Additionally, could this order be put into effect at Fernald 
and what would be the circumstance? 

Commentor: OFFO 

3. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 1.2 Page: 3-6 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Not included is DOE Policy P 454.1 , Approved: 4-9-03, Use of Institutional 
Controls. Reference to and listing of this document in this section is warranted. 

Commentor: DSW 

4. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 1.3 Pg #: 6 Line#: 10 , Code:C 4 

Original Comment #: 
Comment: The text states that completing the remediation to levels acceptable for 
unrestricted free use was not feasible, with the exception of the groundwater remedy. 
However, the OU 5 ROD indicates that institutional control measures will be 
implemented, as necessary, to prevent the use of the aquifer as an on-property drinking 
water supply. Therefore, an inconsistency appears to exist between the text and the 
ROD. 

Comrnenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

5. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 2.2.1 Pg #: 7 Line #: 2& sentence in section Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: This section discusses the history and mission of the FMPC. The text 
states that the mission was to produce "enriched uranium metal from ores and process 
residues." The great majority of uranium at the FMPC was actually normal or of low 
enrichment. We suggest describing the uranium as "high purity" rather than enriched. 

Commentor: DHWM 
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6. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 2.3.1 Pages: 10 Line: 3d Paragraph Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: This sentence states "Soil certification processes will be performed to 
ensure that excavation has removed all above FRL material, as outlined in the SEP." 
This is the appropriate place to state that some contaminated soils will be left in place 
until groundwater remediation is complete. 

Commentor: DSW 

7. Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA 

Original Comment #: 
Comment: The document states that DOE'S approach for "ecological restoration" at 
Fernald is outlined in the Natural Resource Restoration Plan (DOE 2 0 0 2 ~ ) ~  and that this 
document was a "closure contract commitment" for Fluor. What the LMlC fails to point 
out is that the NRRP has not been finalized nor approved by the Agencies. Therefore, 
any restoration projects cannot yet be considered complete. 

Commentor: OFF0 
- Section: 2.3.1 Page: 11 Line: first incomplete paragraph Code: C 

8. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 2.3.2 Pg #: 11 Line #: middle of page Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The text defines 'closure' as that point in the process where the closure 
contract with Fluor Fernald ends and site operations are performed by the Office of 
Legacy Management. This definition although adequate to describe the hand-off 
between the several Department of Energy programs must not be confused with the 
closure of the various RCRA units on the site. The following describes the poteptial 
universe of possibilities for each of the Hazardous Waste Management Units (HWMU): 
1) clean closure has been achieved without restriction. 
2) clean closure has been achieved but requires environmental covenants. 
3) post closure care under RCRA is required. 

Commentor: DHWM 

An environmental covenant will be necessary to enforce the land use restrictions which 
are explicit in achieving the risk-based cleanup goals. When the final closure 
certification document is available (OU5 Remedial Action Report) and each HWMU has 
been categorized as above, and the environmental covenant is legally binding, then 
Ohio EPA can render a final decision whether clean closure has been demonstrated at 
any or all of the HWMUs. 

9. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 2.4.2 Page: 15 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The OSDF is not a restored prairie. The cover for the OSDF was chosen to 

Commentor: DSW 
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meet the design criteria, use of native grasses fulfills the design criteria, and is 
serendipitous to providing a contiguous prairie. 

10. Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA 
Section: 2.4.51Figure 3 Page: Line: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Figure 3 illustrates that the Utility Corridors, which are marked in green, as 
an area that is "not-certified soil." However, Figure 3 does not appear to be all inclusive 
of current and final certification of the site. Please make any appropriate corrections 
needed on Figure 3. 

Commentor: OFF0 

11. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 5.0 Page: 25 Line: 1 * paragraph Code: E 
Original Comment #: 

' 

Comment: The National Arihives and Records Administration (NARA) is listed as the 
National Archives Administration. 

Commentor: DSW 

12. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 5.0 Page: 25 Line: 2"" paragraph Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Although impressive for obtaining monitoring data, neither the GEMS system 
nor other links on the website (httD://ltsl .aio.doe.aov/aiorecloa/Im search2.cfm) provide 
the site documents. In fact the only site document under the Femald drop down list is 
the Mound Site Transition Plan. There is much to be done yet on providing site 
documents. 4 

Commentor: DSW 

13. Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA 
Section: 5.3 Page: 26 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: More detail about record location should be given. For example the web 
site, actual name and detailed location would be useful for someone trying to locate 
records. The Federal Records Center in Dayton, Ohio appears to have been written 
from someone's memory. The actual location is The National Archives, Great Lakes 
Region in Dayton, Ohio. The associated web site with directions, hours, etc. is 
http://www.archives.aov/areat-lakes/davton/ and similar information should be provided 
for any repository for the records, including but not limited to the Morgantown, W Va 
facility. 

Commentor: DSW 

Q:UnstHutlonal Contmls\Comp~MICPlen3-OGCmkl.wpd 
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14. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 5.3. & 5.4 Page: 26 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: A time line for when the Administrative Record will be available should be 
stated in the LMIC, as it is not yet available (February 2006). 

Commentor: DSW 

Volume II 

General Comments: 

15. Commenting organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: General Page: Line: Code: C 
General Comment #: 28 
Original Comment #: 44, 55 
Comment: Volume II of the LMIC does not "specifically delineate all the areas that will 
remain uncertified and those controls necessary to maintain them as protective under 
the planned site use." The LMlC briefly mentions the uncertified areas, leaving out any 
detail. The detail needed in Vol. II should include location of the uncertified areas, why 
these areas are not certified, and any ongoing requirement to maintain protectiveness 
and a time frame for certification. 

Commentor: OFFO 

16. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: General Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: We have read Volumes 1 and 2, the attachments and appendices bpt we 
can't recall seeing a commitment to properly remove the ,cell 1 cap monitors. Did we 
overlook it or is this commitment documented elsewhere? Provide a reference for the 
location of this commitment. 

Commentor: OFFO 

17. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: General Page: . Line: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Ohio EPA understands that the LMlC is basically a "living document." It will 
be revised each year and brought up to date with any changes to current operations 
taking place at Fernald. However, in various sections throughout the LMIC the text 
reads as though DOE is not looking fonnrard, and site remediation activities will remain 
the same. In parts of the text, DOE doesn't even differentiate between what is 
currently taking place and what will be transitioned before the end of 2006. The text 
needs to combine and include this information. The document should be written in 
such a way that the reader knows what's happening now, and what the goal is by the 
end of the year. 

Commentor: OFFO 
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18. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: General Page: Line: Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: In Attachment E: Community Involvement Plan on page 8 there is a 
discussion of how this LMIC might be known as the LTS&M at other DOE sites. This 
could be useful knowledge for many readers and should also be included earlier in the 
main body of the LMIC. 

Commentor: OFFO 

19. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA / Commentor: OFFO 
Section: General/lEMP/Attachrnent D . Page: Line: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: In the IEMP portion of the LMIC, there are several uses of the language 
"project-specific" and "programmatic boundaries." This language has been used in the 
past during the remediation phases at the site. The same issue seems to be here in 
the IEMP sections, as in other portions of the document. There needs to be a transition 
connecting the current remediation activities and the end of 2006 site operations. It's 
difficult to understand what is taking place currently and the status of things at the end 
of 2006. 

20. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: General Page: Line: code: c 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: DOE states in Section 2.1.3.1, paragraph 6, page 12 of Vol. II, that the 
"primary goal of the MUEF is to fulfill an informational and educational function" as an 
institutional control within the community. However, in several instances throqghout 
the LMIC, DOE seems to be bouncing back and forth on whether the MUEF is an IC or 
just supports the concept, e.g., Section 5.2.2 of the IEMP and in the CIP, The concept 
of the MUEF being an IC must be made clear throughout the document. 

Commentor: OFFO 

Specific Comments 

21. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 1 .O Pg #: 1-2 Line#: NA Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: Specific areas should be in the narrative and delineated on an associated 
map. If the areas are to be described in more detail later in the document, reference 
should be made to that section for more detail. It is not sufficient to describe areas still 
requiring remediation as "a few other small areas." 

Commentor: DSW 
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22. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 1.0 Page: 2 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: Although the 2002 NRRP is referenced here as a guidance used by the 
Femald site for restoration, Ohio €PA maintains that a final version of the NRRP has 
not yet been approved and may yet influence final restoration activities. 

Commentor: DSW 

23. Commenting organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 1.0 Page: 2 Line: second full paragraph Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: The text is not providing the current information in regards to the remaining 
facilities on site. If the LMlC is a “work in progress” document, then all current 
information should be included. However, the next rewrite should encompass any 
additional information at the time of revision. 

Commentor: OFFO 

- 

24. Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA 
Section #: 1.1 Pg #: 2 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: Institutional controls need to be in place for the entire site and all OUs, 
including O M ,  regardless of whether it is completed or not. 

Commentor: DSW 

25. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 1.2 Pg #: 6 Line#: NA Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: The IEMP should also outline and direct post-closure monitoring and 
sampling. 

Commentor: DSW 

26. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 1.3 Pg #: 6 Line #: 24 Code: E 
Original Comment# 
Comment: The title of the referenced EPA document should be italicized or placed in 
quotation marks. 

27. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 1.4 Page: 7 Line: First bullet Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: The text in Section 1.4 is confusing. U.S. EPA describes institutional 
controls as categories (or types) and then breaks categories down by how the IC is 
implemented. Here, it reads as though the mechanism of implementation is 
interchanged with the category. In addition, DOE doesn’t use US EPA’s terminology 
“Enforcement Tools” as an IC and doesn’t separate out “informational devices” as a 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

Commentor: OFFO 

Q:Umliutional Controls\CompnMICPlan3.06Cmtol.wpd 
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separate category. Please clarify this section. 

28. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 1.4 Page: 7 Line: second bullet Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: The last sentence mentions “continuing remedial activities” as a measure to 
monitor/maintain the remedy. This statement is somewhat misleading and sounds as if 
remediation or site clean up will continue. Please clarify this sentence so that it reads 
specifically that “groundwater remediation” will continue. 

29. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 2.1.1 Pg #: 9 Line#: list Code: C 
Comment: Add ‘mushroom gathering’ to the list of prohibited activities. 

Commentor: OFFO 

Cornmentor: DHWM 

30. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 2.1 -1 Page: 11 Line: second full paragraph Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: Please correct the typo in the acronym for Legacy Management lnstitiutional 
Controls Plan. 

Commentor: OFFO 

31. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 2.1.2 Pg #: 11 Line #: 13 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: The specific real estate notations and deed restrictions referred to in the 
text should be summarized in the text. In addition, the impact that each will havp on 
land use should also be discussed. 

Cornmentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

32. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 2.1.2 Page: 11 Line: second full paragraph Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: In this paragraph, DOE discusses transferring management or leasing the 
Fernald property to another party. However, under the OU5 ROD DOE has federal 
ownership of Fernald and any property transfers of.the site, other than government 
entities, which would require a ROD amendment. 

Commentor: OFFO 

33. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 2.1.2 Pg #: 1 1 Line #: 28 Code: C 
Original Comment## 
Comment: Details regarding the environmental covenant should be provided. 
Alternatively, a reference should be provided to refer the reader to specific information 
about the environmental covenant. 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

9:Unstautional Controls\ComprlMICPlan3-OGCmEsl.wpd 
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34. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 2.1.3.1 Pg#: 12 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: The use of perimeter fencing with signs posted on that fencing has 
historically been used to control access to the site, managing to direct entrance and exit 
at designated points. Further information can be posted at these designated entrylexit 
points. OEPA maintains the use of perimeter fencing as an institutional control is 
useful . 

Commentor: DSW 

35. Commenting Organization: Ohio- EPA 
Section: 2.1.3.11Figure 2 Page: Line: Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: Figure 2 shows the roads as unpaved. Ohio EPA has previously voiced to 
DOE that paving the roads on-site would be less costly to maintain, keep dust at a 
minimum, and provide better aesthetics to the site overall. In addition, in a recent TIE 
meeting in January 2006 between US EPA, Ohio EPA, DOE 81 Fluor Fernald, DOE 
mentioned the fact that they preferred having the "final" roads paved at the site from the 
south entrance to the MUEF. If this decision to pave the roads at Fernald is definite, 
then the current Figure 2 should be corrected to reflect this information. 

Commentor: OFFO 

36. Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA 
Section: 2.1.3.11Figure 2 Page: Line: Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: Figure 2 should indicate that not all air monitors shown here will be running 
after LM takes over the site. Figure 2 needs to be revised. 

37. Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA 
Section #: 2.2.2 Pg #: 11 Line#: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The text states that DOE intends to implement the environmental covenant 
when the natural resource damage claims are settled. The Ohio EPA does not see any 
benefit in connecting these fundamentally different issues. Regardless, as we have 
commented elsewhere, closure of the RCRA units cannot be achieved until a covenant 
is in place. 

Commentor: OFFO 

* 

Commentor: DHWM 

38. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 2.2.2 Pg #: 16 Line #: 10 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: The specific real estate notations and deed restrictions referred to in the 
text should be summarized in the text. 

Q:Unstiutional Controls\ComprlMICPlan3-06Cmtsl.wpd 
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39. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 3.0 Pg#: 19 Line #: 5 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: This section discusses site controls regarding residual contaminants. In 
order to provide context for this discussion, the document should include a summary of 
the principal residual contaminants at the site and their toxicity. 

40. Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA 
Section: 3.1 NFigure 3 Page: 19 Line: Second paragraph Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: In Section 3.1.1 , the text discusses “Inspection of uncertified areas” and 
references Figure 3. However, it isn’t clear as to exactly which Figure 3 the text is 
referring (Figure 3 in Vol. I or Vol. 11). Please clarify. In addition, Figure 3 in Vol. I 
needs further clarification in the text as well as the figure, of the certified and uncertified 
areas. 

Commentor: OFFO 

41. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 3.1.1 , Table 3-1 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: lnspections should include checking for and noting any unauthorized 
digging (not limited to perimeter areas and non-certified areas), removal of soils by 
people, wind, and/or water, water control structures, swales and discharge points, etc. 

Commentor: DSW 
Pg #: 19, 20 Line #: Appendix D, 1 Code: C 

42. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 3.1.1 / Appendix D Page: 19 Line: Second paragraph Code; C 
Original Comment#: 57 & 84 
Comment: This section briefly mentions the ‘sufficient soil coverage” over the new 
outfall line. In two previous Ohio EPA comments, Ohio EPA has stressed the need for 
detail in regards to soil cover monitoring and the amount of soil thickness for the cover 
that needs to be maintained. DOE did agree to this and this information is not in 
Section 3.1.1 nor the Table in Appendix D. Please include this information in the 
document. 

43. Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA 
Section: 3.2ITable 3-2 Page: 23 Line: 1. Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: DOES proposal of semiannual cap inspections appears to be premature. 
The OSDF cap inspections must be continued on a quarterly basis for at least two 
years following Cells 7 and 8 completions. Quarterly inspections are warranted, since 
past experience has shown that it takes about two years for vegetation stability and 
maintenance integrity to take place. Please refer to the Ohio Municipal Solid Waste 

Commentor: OFFO 

Commentor: OFFO 

9:UnstRutinal Contmls\ComprlMICPlan308Cmtsl.wpd 
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Rules, Post Closure Care of a Sanitary Landfill Facility OAC 3745-27-14 (A)(4)) which 
states that "post-closure care activities" at a sanitary landfill will be conducted for a 
"minimum of thirty years." 

44. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 3.2TTable 3-2 Page: 23 Line: Column Frequency Code: C 
Original Comment#: 61 81 88 
Comment: DOE has left out important information in Table 3-2 in regards to mowing the 
OSDF cap. In April 2005 CommenVResponses on the Draft ICP, dated August 2005, 
Ohio EPAs Comment# 88 and DOE'S response discusses the mowing issue. DOE 
points out, that a "spring mowing" will be considered "if weather condition's permit." 
However, Table 3-2 does not include this information. Stating that mowing will occur "at 
least once annually" only alludes to the fact that another mowing during the year is 
possible, but isn't clear if and when a second potential mowing would take place. DOE 
should include the fact that they have 'given consideration" to another mowing as long 
as the weather allows for it. Leaving this information out now will only end up being lost 
and will not be the best end result for preventive maintenance of the OSDF cap. 

Commentor: OFFO 

45. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 3.2.1 Page: 25 Line: Fourth paragraph Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: See above comment in regards to mowing. 

Commentor: OFFO 

46. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section: 5.2.2 Page: 35 Line: First bullet Code: C * 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: The first bullet on page 35 is somewhat misleading to the audience. As it's 
stated, the text leads the reader to believe that the MUEF is designed to only "support" 
IC's at the site and not actually be an IC. For clarity, rewording the sentence to 
something similar as in Section 2.1.3.1, paragraph 6, page 12 of Vol. II, where DOE 
states that the "primary goal of the MUEF is to fulfill an informational and educational 
function" as an institutional control within the community is much clearer to the MUEF's 
purpose, rather than stating that the MUEF's "design and content" are there "to support 
institutional controls." The MUEF is both. Please provide the necessary corrections. 

47. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 5.2.3 Pg #: 35 Line #: 10 Code: E 
Original Comment## 
Comment: Revise "ad" to "and." 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

Q:Unstiiutiinal Conhls\ComprLMICPlan3-06Crnbl.wpd 
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Example of OSDF And Site Inspection Forms 
Volume IllAppendix D 

48. Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA 
Section: Site Post-Closure Inspection Check list Page: Line: Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: The Femald Site Area Post-Closure Inspection Checklist fails to mention soil 
cover monitoring over the new outfall line. Inspections on the soil covering the Outfall 
line needs to be included on DOE’schecklist, in regards to ensuring that the soil cover 
is not disturbed and the soil thickness is maintained. Please include this information in 
the Site Area Inspection Checklist. 

Commentor: OFFO 

Operations And Maintenance Master Plan For Aquifer 
Restoration And Wastewater Treatment 

Attachment A 

49. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 1.3 Pg#: 1-4 Line #: 1 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: As a result of the uncertainties associated with the modeling conducted to 
assess the applicability of well-based re-injection, the text should be revised to state 
that this approach is potentially not cost-effective. 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

50. Commenting Organization: OEPA , Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 1.3 Pg#: 1-4 Line #: 2 Code: C * 
Original Comment# 
Comment: The text should be revised to indicate that this OMMP reflects the aquifer 
restoration design that maybe updated pending final approval of the Waste Storage 
Area Phase II Aquifer Restoration Design. 

51. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section#: 2.2.2 Pg #: 2-2 Line#: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: How will DOE handle the storm water when the groundwater treatment 
infrastructure is removed, and after the groundwater treatment is completed? 

Commentor: DSW 

52. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section#: 2.2.3 Pg#: 2-3 Line#: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: We don’t understand the point of this paragraph.. OAC 3745-66-1 8(G) 
does give the Director of Ohio EPA authority to grant changes to a post-closure care 

Commentor: OFFO 
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plan, but the expectation has always been that DOE has accepted responsibility to 
properly manage leachate forever. Of course, all parties have conceptually agreed that 
at some time in the future leachate may be more efficiently managed by alternatives to 
the existing leachate transmission system routing to the C A M .  The paragraph 
should be rewritten. 

53. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 3.6.1 Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The use of the present tense when referring to objects no longer in 
existence is confusing throughout this document but it is especially bad in this section. 

Commentor: OFFO 

54. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: Figure 3-2 Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The chart does not indicate when the leachate transmission valve houses 
and lift station will be demolished. 

Commentor: OFFO 

55. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 3.6.1, Fig 3-6 Pg #: 3-8 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: The note in Figure 3-8 does not include NPDES monitoring locations’ SWR- 
4902 and SWR-4801 as noted in the narrative in section 3.6.1. 

Commentor: DSW 

56. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 3.6.3 Pg #: 3-10 Line #: NA Cod;: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: As the lEMP will continue to direct environmental monitoring post-closure, 
this section should read “This additional monitoring is performed as a supplement in 
order to monitor surface water and treated effluent for potential site impacts to various 
receptors during and after remediation.” 

Commentor: DSW 

57. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA * Commentor: DSW 
Section #: Figure 3-9 Pg #: NA Line#: NA Code: C 
Original Comment##: 
Comment: This figure is only relevant during active remediation. OEPA has continually 
stated that the lEMP needs to include a focus on post-closure monitoring, which it 
apparently still lacks. This figure will onty apply when contaminated areas left behind 
are finally remediated. It is not applicable to ongoing post-closure monitoring. 
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58. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 7.0 Pg#: Line #: Code: general 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: This section discusses the operational roles and responsibilities for DOE- 
Legacy Management, the operating Contractor, and the A R M  Project. The 
A R M  Project is charged with (first bullet) "Developing and maintaining the aquifer 
restoration strategy." 
Sometimes, it is hard to see the forest for the trees. Missing is a strongly worded 
mission statement flhe mission of the DOE-LM at Fernald is to efficiently and quickly 
remediate the GMA to the standards set in the Operable Unit 5 ROD.) that drives all the 
activities covered by the OMMP. If it is not appropriate to place such a mission 
statement in the OMMP, it should be placed in a prominent place in Volume I1 of the 
LMIC. 

Commentor: OFFO 

- - _ _  - 

Post-Closure Care And Inspection Plan 
Attachment B 

59. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 1.4 Pg #: 1-2 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: This section addresses related plans which should be used in conjunction 
with this plan. The Design Criteria Plan, part of the original OSDF Design Package, 
should be added to the list. 

Commentor: OFFO 

60. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO , 
Section #: 3.1 Pg #: 3-1 Line #: 2"d paragraph ' Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The text states that the design of the OSDF is located in the final Design 
Criteria package. The Design Criteria Plan is only a part of the Final Design Package. 
The text should be changed to refer to the correct document. 

61. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 4.5 Pg#: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The text discusses deed notations and land-use restrictions. 
As commented elsewhere, Ohio will require that an environmental covenant be in place 
prior to RCRA closure. 

Commentor: DHWM 

62. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 6.2.1 .l Page: 6-1 Line: first paragraph Code: C 
Original Comment#: 

Commentor: OFFO 
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Comment: Quarterly cap inspections will need to continue at Femald through closure 
and beyond. Refer to Ohio EPAs previous comment regarding semiannual cap 
inspections and the Ohio Municipal Solid Waste Rules, Post Closure Care of a Sanitary 
Landfill Facility OAC 3745-27-14 (A)(4). Please correct the text in this section. 

63. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 8.3.2 Pg #: 8-2 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: The mowing, maintenance, and cover detail should be the same as is 
detailed in Section 3.2.1, page 25 of Volume II of the Institutional Controls Plan. 

Commentor: DSW 

64. Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA 
Section: 8.3.2 Page: 8-2 Line: second paragraph Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: Again, DOE alludes to the fact that mowing may occur once or twice during 
the year. It isn't clear if and when a second potential mowing would take place. DOE 
should include that they have "given consideration" to another mowing as long as the 
weather allows for it. Leaving this information out now will only end up being lost and 
will not be the best end result for preventive maintenance of the OSDF cap. 

Commentor: OFFO 

65. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: Section 8.3.2TTable's 8-2, 8-3, & 8-4 Page: 8-4 & 8-7 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: DOE is proposing to conduct "semiannual" security and drainage inspections 
including maintenance activities. However, part of the security and maintenance 
system or "inspection/investigation and corrective maintenance" is part of the OSDF 
cap inspection system. Therefore, conducting quarterly inspections is warranted. 

Commentor: OFFO 

66. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 8.3.2 Pg#: 8-5 Line#: middle of page Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The text lists typical steps needed to repair damage to the cell cap caused 
by settlement. The actions are generally appropriate with the exception of step 4 which 
is ambiguous and confusing. The sentence, "Adding clay is preferred since the 
geosynthetic layer is not exposed and tie-in to adjacent clay is not necessary" is 
confusing because the compacted clay liner component is beneath the geosynthetic 
layer and the bio-intrusion barrier. Also, any useful repair to the compacted clay liner 
would need to be tied-in to the remaining clay. 
Step 4 should be re-written for clarity. The introductory paragraph should emphasize 
that these are the steps of typical repairs and that this brief discussion is not adequate 
to replace a detailed work plan for performing repairs. 

Commentor: DHWM 
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This section leads us to ask if there are stockpiles of natural construction materials 
such as brown clay, topsoil, leftover drainage layer stone, etc. that are being maintained 
for use in such repairs. Where are these stockpiles located and how will future care- 
takers be made aware of their uses? 

67. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 9.2 Pg #: 9-1 Line #: 3d bullet Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The text states that future corrective/response actions would be conducted 
as a CERCLA action. We do not take issue with this statement as a response under 
CERCLA is appropriate to the situation and has proven to be effective in the past. 
However, because RCRA closure was performed to risk-based standards rather than 
clean closure, a break down of the controls which limit exposure pathways to the public 
would be unacceptable from an RCRA perspective. Our concerns would be moot if the 
corrective/remedial action were in fact satisfactory. However, should there be a 
disagreement over the effectiveness of the actions, Ohio would seek further actions 
under our Ohio hazardous waste laws and regulations. 

Commentor: DHWM 

68. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 11.2 Pg #: 11-1 Line #: 3"' bullet Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The text lists conditions which might trigger a change to the Post Closure 
Care and Inspection Plan. The third bullet cites "cessation of the management of 
leachate" as one trigger. It is the State of Ohio's expectation that the Department of 
Energy will manage the leachate generated in the OSDF in perpetuity. Of courqe, the 
volume of leachate is expected to slow down significantly in the future and we have 
already conceptually agreed that in the future alternatives to the current method of 
leachate management may be desirable. Alternatives such as off-site transportation by 
tanker truck and a passive in-situ treatment system discharging to some constructed 
wetlands have been discussed. 

Commentor: DHWM 

GroundwaterlLeak Oetection And Leachate 
Monitoring Plan 

Attachment C 

69. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 1 .i' Pg #: 1-2 Line#: 26 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: This description of the OSDF facility (and an equivalent discussion in 
Section 4.1) should be revised to include a description of the Enhanced Permanent 
Leachate Transmission System (EPLTS). 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
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70. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 3.2.1.3 Pg #: 3-5 Line #: 6 Code: C 
Original Comment## 
Comment: The text should indicate that a statistical approach that includes a 
comparison to a statisticallydetermined limit based on background data (such as 
control charts) will be the final primary procedure used for evaluating OSDF monitoring 
data, in accordance with the regulatory citations discussed in Section 2.0. Trend 
analyses alone are not an appropriate analysis technique for leak detection purposes, 
particularly considering that upward trends already exist. The text should state that the 
purpose of the trend analyses currently being conducted is to assist in determining 
when reliable background statistics can be calculated and the control chart procedure 
resumed. 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

71. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 3.2.1.3 Pg #: 3-6 Line #: 1 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: In the referenced text, it is indicated that baseline conditions have not been 
established for any cell. This section should be expanded to discuss possible origins of 
the challenges associated with accurately determining background in perched 
groundwater and in the GMA. Specifically, a discussion similar to that provided in the 
2004 Site Environmental Report (Pages A.5-8 and AS-9) is necessary. The section 
should indicate that the intent of the common ion sampling (referred to in Appendix B) is 
to provide information to help address background in perched groundwater. 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

72. Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA Commentor: OFF0 , 
Section #: 3.2.2 Pg #: 3-7 Line #: 3' and 4' paragraph's Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Chapter 40 CFR 264.302 was not cited as an ARAR in the OU2 ROD. The 
equivalent Ohio requirement (OAC 3745-57-04) was not even effective when the OSDF 
was designed. 
An action leakage rate has already been determined and was incorporated into the 
original OSDF design. All references to 40 CFR 264.300 should be struck from the text 
and the original definition of an action leakage rateshould be retained. 

73. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 4.2 Pg #: 4-4 Line #: 19 Code: C 
Original Comment## 
Comment: Although ease of program implementation is an important internal 
consideration, it is inappropriate to suggest that this objective carries equivalent weight 
to the other stated objectives which are related more to the technical accuracy of the 
program. 

Commentor: GeoTrans, fnc. 
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74. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 4.4.2.1 Pg #: 4-17 Line #: mid-paragraph Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The text quotes the 40 CFR 264.302(a) definition of 'action leakage rate'. 
We have commented elsewhere that citing this ARAR is inappropriate. We note that 
the current flow rates in the leachate collection system in Cell 1 of the OSDF are 
several orders of magnitude less than the action leakage rate as defined here. 
Strike all references to the new use of the term action leakage rate and retain the 
definition as previously used. 

Commentor: DHWM 

75. Commenting organization: OEPA 
Section #: 4.5 Pg #:4-18 Line #: 22 Code: C 
Original C.omment## 
Comment:Trend testing alone is insufficient as a technique for analyzing groundwater 
monitoring data for leak detection purposes. 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

76. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 4.5 Pg #: 4-19 Line #: 7 a Code: C * 

Original Comment# 
Comment: The designation of trend testing as the preferred approach for evaluating 
groundwater data from the facility is inappropriate as upward trends already are 
observed at many monitoring points. The text should indicate that once the resolution 
of background issues has occurred, control charts or an equivalent approach will be 
implemented. The text should state that the purpose of the trend analyses currently 
being conducted is to assist in determining when reliable background statistics gan be 
calculated and the control chart procedure resumed. 

77. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 4.5.2 Pg #: 4-19 Line #: 29 Code: C 
Original Cchment## 
Comment: The use of flow data is an important but secondary consideration,in the 
evaluation of system concentration data. Data evaluation should focus primarily on the 
comparison monitoring data to a statistical limit determined from background. 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

78. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 5.0 Pg #: 5-1 Line #: 18 Code: E 
Original Comment# 
Comment: 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

The EPLTS acronym should be defined. 
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79. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 6.2 Pg #: 6-2 Line #: 9 Code: E 
Original Comment# 
Comment: Revise "the groundwater" to "groundwater." 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

PSP For The OSDF Monitoring Program 

Attachment C/Appendix B 

80. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 1.0 Pg#: 1 Line #: 4 Code: E 
Original Comment# 
Comment: Revise "detail" to "detailed." 

- 

Commentor: GeoTrans, lnc. 

81. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 1 .O Pg#: 1 Line#: 9 Code: E 
Original Comment# 
Comment: Revise "sampling groundwater monitoring system" to "sampling the 
groundwater monitoring system." 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

82. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 1 .O Pg#: 1 Line #: 9 Code: E 
Original Comment# 
Comment: Revise "the annual IEMP comprehensive annual environmental report" to 
"the annual IEMP comprehensive environmental report." 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

1 

FCP DQO Monitoring Program 
For The OSDF 

Attachment CIAppendix C 

83. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 5.0 Pg#: 8 Line #: 6 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: The designation of trend testing as the preferred approach for evaluating 
groundwater data from the facility is inappropriate as upward trends already are 
observed at many monitoring points. The text should indicate that pending the 
evaluation of background issues, control charts or equivalent approach will be 
implemented. The text should state that the purpose of the trend analyses currently 
being conducted is to assist in determining when reliable background statistics can be 
calculated and the control chart procedure resumed. 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
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Leachate Management System For The 
OnSite Disposal Facility 

Attachment CIAppendix D 

84. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: NA Pg #: NA Line#: NA Code: E 
Original Comment# 
Comment: The list of acronyms and abbreviations should be revised to include all 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

_. . -- acronyms-and abbreviations in Appendix D. _ _ _  - 

85, Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 4.0 Pg #: D-8 Line #: middle paragraph Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: This section addresses long term leachate management. 
A section should be added which lists criteria for placing the OSDF leachate 
management system into its final, long-term configuration. The OSDF Design Criteria 
Plan specifies that, to achieve the design goal of an extremely long life and minimal 
maintenance, valves, flow meters, etc. be replaced by straight lengths of pipe. 
We anticipate that the criteria will include such factors as asymptotic leachate flows; a 
past history of no problems with plugging of the LCS or LDS lines; no recent activity to 
repair or revegetate the cap and the absence of similar conditions which argue for 
maintaining the ability to inspect and repair the laterals. 

Commentor: DHWM 

86. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 4.0 Pg #: D-8 Line#: Code: C 4 

Original Comment #: 
Comment: While the OSDF was being designed, we realized that many of the ARARs 
in the Hazardous Waste laws were not as stringent nor as appropriate as the Ohio Solid 
Waste laws. The Solid Waste laws in combination with the UMTRA performance 
standards were considered by all parties involved to be most appropriate to achieve the 
level of consensus necessary before all stakeholders could buy into the concept of the 
OSDF. 
Now, a new reference to a previously uncited ARAR (OAC 3745-66-1 8(G)) gives us the 
impression that DOE is trying to back out of the commitments made years ago. 
References to OAC 3745-66-18 should be dropped and a reference to OAC 3745-27- 
15(B) should be cited. OAC 3745-27-1 5(B) gives the Director of the Ohio EPA authority 
to extend the postclosure care period in order to protect human health or safety or the 
environment 

Commentor: OHWM 
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Selection Process For Site-specific Leak Detection 
Indicator Parameters 

Attachment C/Appendix E 

87. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 4.2 Pg#: 18 Line #: 7 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: The annual review of the LCS sample results is critical to ensuring that all 
leak detection parameters that should be monitored are in fact being monitored. The 
procedure used to routinely screen this data should be made more quantitative and 
transparent moving forward. Consistent with Ohio regulations, all LCS constituents that 
exceed the groundwater protection standard should be tabulated and compared to the 
standard, the available background data, and the FRL. In addition the tabulation should 
include the detection frequency, the analytical detection limit, and basic statistics for 
each constituent (averages, maximum, minimum, and standard deviation). If 
background data for a given constituent is unavailable, the site perched groundwater 
databases (upper 95"' percent confidence level on the mean) could be used. Based on 
an informal evaluation of the LCS data and background perched groundwater data from 
the OSDF footprint, there are a small number of constituents that currently aren't 
monitored that possibly should be. For example, Arsenic (60 percent detection rate) 
and Manganese (100 percent detection rate) in 12338C exceed both the groundwater 
protection standard and background. Nitrate/Nitrite exceeds the standard at 12338C, 
12339C, 12340C, and 12342C at detection rates of 75,87,90, and 75 percent, 
respectively. In addition, Selenium, although less than the standard, exceeds , 
background in 12339C (89 percent detects) and 12342C'(33 percent detects). The 
existing procedure for evaluating the LCS data consists of a subjective review of the 
LCS data and a brief qualitative description of the review results in the annual site 
environmental reports. No discussion of the concentration level used for comparison in 
the review or its derivation or any information regarding historical detection frequencies 
and levels are indicated. A more quantitative review with tabulated data including the 
measured concentrations, groundwater protection standards, background/perched 
groundwater statistics, and summarized historical data for the detected constituents is 
needed to justify DOE judgements regarding whether an analyte should or should not 
be added as a leak detection parameter. 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 
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Integrated Environmental Monftoring Plan 
Attachment D 

88. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: General Pg #: NA 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Postclosure monitoring is not adequately addressed. One of numerous 
examples includes the statement in Section 6.0, Monitoring, of the Waste Pits and 
Paddys Run NRRDP that "After closure, the (gradient control) structures will be 
inspected annually and maintained as needed by the DOE Office of Legacy 
Management." No where in the IEMP, the vehicle to describe monitoring, is there any 
mention of annual monitoring of gradient control structures. There are no parameters 
of how they should be set or what to look for at gradient control structures. Again, this 
is but one example of how the IEMP as written fails to fully address post-closure 
monitoring. 

Commentor: DSW 
Line #: NA Code: C 

89. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: Opening Notes Pg #: 2 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: It is stated that "It is also acknowledged that as the site progresses to post- 
closure, the emphasis on the role of project-specific monitoring will decrease and be 
limited to monitoring covered under post-closure plans included in the LMICP (e.g., the 
on-site disposal facility leak detection monitoring plan)." This continues to be one of the 
major concerns we have of the post-closure monitoring, i.e. reference to monitoring 
dictated by the IEMP throughout the other sections of the document, and no specific 
monitoring details in the IEMP. For example, Section 5.3, page 5-1 of Attachment B 
states that "Monitoring under the IEMP indicates the additional media to be monitored 
(e.g., surface water, sediment) and includes sampling specifics (Le., frequencies and 
constituents)" and the IEMP, as stated above, "monitoring will decrease and be limited 
to monitoring covered under post-closure plans included in the LMICP." This circular 
monitoring responsibility is unacceptable. Long-term, post-closure monitors indicating 
the media and sampling specifics, as noted in Section 5.3, page 5-1 of Attachment B, 
for the entire site must be included in the IEMP. The detail could also be included in 
the post-closure plans, but must be in the IEMP. 

Commentor: DSW 

90. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 3.1 Pg #: 3-1 Line #: 21 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: Change "contaminate" to 'contaminant." 

. Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
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91. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 3.1 Pg #: 3-5 Line #: 6 Code: C 
Original Comment## 
Comment: Long term water level monitoring should be conducted in the source areas 
themselves to determine if high water table conditions exist. 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

92. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 3.6.2.1 1 Pg t: 3-54 Line #: 13 Code: C 

Comment: The text should be revised to discuss the potential for biofouling to occur in 
monitoring wells. 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

- -  - Original Comment# _ . .  

93. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. , 

Section #: 3.6.2.1 I Pg #: 3-54 Line #: 25 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: The text should indicate that a monitoring well that has been damaged in 
such a way that it is no longer protective of the subsurface environment and cannot be 
repair may also be replaced. The text should discuss under what conditions wells 
would be replaced as opposed to abandoned. 

94. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 3.7.1 Pg #: 3-61 Line #: 15 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: The text states that individual well residuals (model-predicted 
concentrations versus actual measured concentrations) will be determined withgut re- 
running the model. Please confirm that the meaning of this text is that DOE will run the 
model during the current year to predict concentrations in future years. As 
concentration data are collected during future years, the residual concentration will be 
computed by back-comparison to current year model predictions (Le., without revising 
model starting conditions and rerunning the model). 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

95. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 3.7.1 Pg #: 3-61 Line #: 16 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: DOE should calculate the mean residual using log transformed residuals for 
each well because concentration data generally exhibit greater variability than does 
hydraulic head. In addition to reporting the mean residual, DOE should also report the 
absolute mean residual (the mean of the absolute value of the residual), residual 
standard deviation,-and the range of observed concentration values. 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
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96. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 3.7.1 Pg #: 3-61 Line #: 16 Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: DOE should not confine the residual calculation to any single model layer or 
subset of targets. A table should be provided listing each target individually, its 
observed concentration, and its simulated concentration. A direct review of the model 
performs versus all targets is essential for accurate assessment of predictive capability. 
Accompanying discussion can be used to provide context for individual wells (i.e., wells 
in hard to match locations such as at the plume periphery). 

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

97. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 5.2.2 Page: 35 Line: First bullet Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: The first bullet on page 35 is somewhat misleading to the audience. As it's 
stated, the text leads the reader to believe that the MUEF is designed to only "support" 
IC's at the site and not actually exist as an IC. Please reword so the sentence presents 
the concept that the MUEF is an IC rather than in support of one. 

Commentor: OFFO 

98. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: 7.3.3 Page: 7-5 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: There is no mention in the text whether the IEMP Data Information Site will 
continue past 2006. This information should be included in the LMIC. 

Commentor: OFFO 

99. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: D.2.1 Page: Table D-I Line: Last Line ' Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: At a glance, the last line of Table D-1 is misleading. It appears to read as 
though the Agency has approved of DOE'S "main driving document" the NRRDP. 
However, the NRRDP has not been finalized nor approved by the Agencies and 
considering this any restoration projects cannot yet be considered complete. This 
should be made clear in Table D-1 . 

Commentor: OFF0 

Natural Resource Monitoring Plan 

Attachment DlAppendix D 

100. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: Appendix D, D.l Pg #: D-1 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: It is anticipated that monitoring requirements will be specified in the final, 

Commentor: DSW 
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yet to be approved, Natural Resources Restoration Plan. It should also be noted that 
few, if any, NRRDPs were approved, mostly because of disagreement over monitoring 
requirements. 

101. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: Appendix D, D.2.4 Pg #: 0-4 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: Reference is made to the 2002 NRRP as the primary means of settlement 

been finalized as of the date of these comments. 

Commentor: DSW 

- of the NRDA claim, however, as-many versions of the NRRP were developed, none has - - 

102. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: Appendix D, D.2.6 Pg #: D-5 Line#: NA Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: To state that "The design documents were submitted to EPA and the 
Fernald Natural Resource Trustees for approval prior to the commencement of 
restoration activities in a given areal' is a bit misleading. Although this may have been 
intended, in many cases a conceptual plan was approved, but the NRRDPs were often 
submitted after restoration activities began, and in many cases a final approval for the 
NRRDP was never given. 

Commentor: DSW 

103. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: Appendix D, D.4.1 .I Pg #: 0-7 Line #: NA Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: "...primarily upstream of the train trestle" should read "...primarily uQstream 
of the former location of the train trestle, located approximately at the boundary 
between Hamilton and Butler counties." 

Commentor: DSW 

104. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: Appendix D, D.4.1.2 Pg #: D-9 Line#: NA Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: Add information about plantings to enhance bat habitat and structures 
placed specifically designed as Indiana Bat roosts.. 
Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA 
Section #: Appendix D, 0.4.5 Pg #: D-12 Line#: NA Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: Restored area monitoring will be further defined in the final NRRP and may 
differ from requirements stated here and the following subsections. 

Commentor: DSW 

Commentor: DSW 
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Community Involvement Plan 
Attachment E 

General Comments: 

105. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: General Page: Line: Code: C 
Original Comment#: 

updated to reflect current conditions (March 2006). For example in Table 1, "LM will 
place a staff member on site January 2006, needs to be updated. 

Commentor: OFFO 

_ .  Comment: Numerous dates-and activities throughout the document need to be - - - _ -  - 

1 
_ -  Comments: 

106. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: Page: 1 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: DOE has not always made community opinion a priority in its decision- 
making process. Change the first sentence of the third paragraph to read "Since the 
early 199O's, DOE has made it a priority . . . I' 

Commentor: OFFO 

107. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: Page: 2 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: In the first paragraph, explain which and how organizations and stakeholders 
would be notified of updates or changes to the CIP. 

Commentor: OFFO 

108. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: Page: 3 Line: Last paragraph Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: This paragraph refers to the Femald Natural Resource Restoration Plan as 
DOE'S strategy for site cleanup and completion. However, Ohio EPA has stated in 
previous comments that the NRRDP has not been finalized nor approved by the 
Agencies. DOE must make this clear in this paragraph and throughout the document 
where it is mentioned. 

Commentor: OFFO 

109.Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: Page: 5 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: The Cold War Garden idea came from Crosby Township Historical Society 
and Fernald Living History, Inc. These two organizations should be noted as the lead 

Commentor: OFFO 

. .. . -  
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facilitators of this joint activity. 

110. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: Page: 6 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: In the first paragraph include Femald Living History, Inc. (alongside FCAB, 
CRO, FHES, and FRESH) as another group with a voice in the community. 

Commentor: OFFO 

1 11. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: Page: 7 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: The description of LSO responsibilities needs to contain more details. As 
stated, the Femald LSO would have a weak role. Refer to some of the details as 
provided in LM's concept paper on the establishment of LSOs. Add to this the 
effectiveness of funding outside facilitators during the initial organization and 
implementation of a new LSO. Please add these details to enhance the structure of 
this group, thus ensuring the most effective implementation of the Fernald cleanup 
remedy. 

Commentor: OFFO 

1 12. Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA 
Section: Page: 10 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: Ohio EPA commends DOE for its commitment to establish an on-site 
education facility as part of its long term stewardship program for the site. Under Public 
Participation Activities, add that the On-site Education Facility will also act as an, 
institutional control to maintain the remedy at Fernald. ' In this section of the CIP, 
please reiterate what is stated in Section 2.1.3.1 , paragraph 6, page 12 of Vol. II, where 
DOE states that the "primary goal of the MUEF is to fulfill an informational and 
educational function" as an institutional control within the community. The CIP should 
also be revised to provide available specifics and commitments by DOE to develop 
such a facility. 

Commentor: OFFO 

1 13. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: Page: I 1  Line: Code: C 
Original Comment##: 
Comment: Update the first paragraph to explain that this CIP is now included in the 
enforceable Volume II of the LMIC. 

Commentor: OFFO 
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114. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: Page: 11 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment##: 
Comment: 

Commentor: OFFO 

Update the fourth paragraph to reflect recent staffing changes in LM. 

115. Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA 
Section: Page: 12 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: 
Education Facility will be located on-site as an instltutional control to help ensure 
the Fernald remedy." 

116. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section: Page: A-1 Line: Code: C 
Original Comment#: 
Comment: Under the Ohio €PA contact, delete "Email" and replace with "Website": 

Commentor: OFFO 

Add to the first bullet of the On-site Education Facility: 'I- A Multi-Use 

Commentor: OFFO 
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