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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 

southwest District 
401 East Flflh Street . ELI? (937)2856357 FAX: (937)2858249 Bob Tafl. Governor 
Dayton, Ohio 45402-2911 mm.eps.stete.ohua BNW Johnson, Ll. Governor 

Joseph P. Koncefik, Director 

August 10,2006 

Mr. Johnny Reising 
US Dept of Energy 
Ohio Field Office 
Fernald Closure Project 
175 Tri County Parkway 
Springdale, Ohio 45246 

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

Dear Mr. Reising: 

Ohio EPA has reviewed DOE’S Comprehensive Legacy Management And institutional 
Controls Plan (LMIC) Volume I and I1 (20013-PL-0001) Rev. 0, Final, received on 
August 10,2006. Based upon our review, Ohio €PA approves the LMlC and has 
included comments to be considered for incorporation into future LMlC and SER 
documents. 

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

Sincerely, . 

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

cc: Jim Saric U.S. EPA 
Mark Schupe, HSI Geotrans 
Michelle Cullerton, TetraTech, EM1 

e 3:Unstitutianal Controls\CmprlMICPlankOBRtCsApprov&Cmts.wpd 

Document 6712 



' .  

Ohio EPA's Comments on the Comprehensive 
Legacy Management And Institutional Controls Plan 

Volume I and II 
Comments: 

1. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 1.3 Pg#: 1-4 Line #: 1 Code: C 
Original Comment#: 76 
Comment: It is agreed that uncertainties do exist anytime the model is run to assess a 
cleanup scenario. Uncertainties with transport model results, however, significantly 
outweigh the uncertainties with the flow model results since the transport model is 
uncalibrated. Revision of the text with the suggested language (Le., that remediation 
with re-injection is potentiallv not cost-effective) is, therefore, very appropriate in order 
that the true situation with regard to the modeling be accurately conveyed to the reader. 
Operation of the treatment plant solely to support re-injection may in fact be cost- 
effective if the cleanup times determined using a calibrated transport model was known. 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

2. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 1.3 Pg#: 1-4 Line #: 2 Code: C 
Original Comment#: 77 
Comment: As indicated in Attachment #2, some improvement is indicated by the 
additional model run. Given that the model's ability to accurately simulate the transfer 
of mass from aquifer material to groundwater is somewhat suspect, the potential exists 
that the model, as currently configured, underestimates the benefit of the second well. 
The second model run, therefore, is useful in that it provides a starting point for 
potential reconsideration of the second Waste Storage Area monitoring well in the 
future. 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 

. 
3. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 3.7.1 Pg #: 3-61 Line #: 16 Code: C 
Original Comment#: 122 
Comment: The residual's analysis given in Attachment 3 is an excellent tool for 
ascertaining model performance. As noted in the Ohio €PA comments on the 2005 
SER, the addition of a scaled symbol plot for each model layer's residuals would be a 
useful addition for evaluating spatial trends. Attachment 3 evaluates the residuals 
computed for two moments in time: 1) for time equal to zero (initial kriged 
concentrations used to define the plume in the model subtracted from the 
concentrations observed on May 2,2005) and 2) for time equal to one year in the 
simulation (predicted concentrations for April 2006 subtracted from the observed 
concentrations for the second half of 2005). The following comments pertain to the 
Attachment 3 analysis. 

Commenter: GeoTrans, Inc. 
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As indicated by the relatively large positive value for the layer-specific average 
residuals, the kriged plume initialized in the model is biased low relative to the’ 
well concentrations specified for time equal to zero for the simulation. The initial 
plume in the model should be adjusted to correspond to the starting 
concentrations in the target monitoring wells. 

more closely correspond to the timing of the concentration measurements in the 
target wells. The times for the observed and simulated concentrations should 

the start of the simulation to the end. The growth in positive magnitude of the 
average residual indicates that the decline in simulated concentrations is too 
rapid relative to the decline in the observed values. Obviously, future monitoring 
data and corresponding modeling are needed to assess whether simulated 
concentration declines will continue to outpace observed concentration changes. 
As noted in the Ohio EPA comments on the 2005 SER, a too-rapid of a decline 
in the simulated dissolved concentration maybe related to inaccurate 
assumptions regarding the transition of uranium from the sorbed to the dissolved 
phase. 

The model time stepping should be adjusted to provide concentration results that 

- __ __ - - - correspond - - - _ - - as - - closely as possible. - __ - _ - - - - - _ - 
The average resid-ual-fortheGti% modeTnckasesf6mT4:6 to 23.1 ug/L from rn 

I 
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