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Mr. Johnny Reising 
U. S. Department of Energy 
Ohio Field Office 
Femald Closure Project 
175 Tri-County Parkway 
Springdale, Ohio 45246 

RE: COMMENTS ON SSOD INFILTRATION TEST REPORT RTC 

Dear Mr. Reising: 

This letter provides as an attachment Ohio Environmental Protection Agency comments 
on the RtC on the Storm Sewer Outfall Ditch Infiltration Test Report. It is Ohio EPAs 
expectation that the Department of Energy take actions consistent with the OU5 ROD to 
aggressively take positive action to affect the remediation of the Great Miami Aquifer. 
Contray to DOE'S conclusions of the limited benefit of infiltration via the SSOD, Ohio 
EPA believes this action is a necessary and appropriate action under the OU5 ROD. 
Termination of this infiltration should only occur following an appropriate evaluation of 
aquifer data following several years of operation. 

In the response to our comment #ll, DOE requested clarification of our statement that 
the Ohio EPA is unlikely at any time in the future to approve diverting the discharge of 
remediation water from the GMR to the SSOD and PPDD. Briefly, the principle of anti- 
degradation would need to be honored. In this case of an intermittent stream 
hydraulically connected to the GMA, Ohio may consider the GMA to be the receiving 
body of water. Any proposal to send remediation water down the SSOD or PPDD would 
require significant post-excavationl treatment plant effluent data as well as supporting 
ground water modelling data to be considered. Even considering such supporting 
information the actual process would be time consuming. 

In closing, in the interest of moving the process along, we have chosen not to respond to 
several of the statements made in the responses to our comments. This decision 
should not be construed to mean that we necessarily agree with all the statements in 
DOES responses. 
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If you have any questions please contact me at (937) 285-6466. 

Since re1 y , 

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

cc: Jim Saric, U.S. EPA 
Mark Shupe, GeoTrans, Inc. 
Michelle Cullerton, Tetra Tech EM Inc. 

Q:\ou5\groundwateASSODRtC .wpd 
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Ohio Environmental Protection Agency Comments on the RTC to the Storm 
Sewer Outfall Ditch Infiltration Test Report 

Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section #: 6.0 , Pg.#: 7 Line #: 7 Code: C 
Original Comment # I O  

Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 

DOE suggests that the model-calculated benefit of SSOD re-injection is likely 
overstated because a Kd reflective of uranium adsorption was used in the model. DOE 
believes that it is more probable that SSOD re-injection will not have as great a 
decrease in the remediation time (as predicted by the model) because a desorption Kd 
better represents mass transport in the aquifer and the desorption Kd is higher than the 
adsorption Kd. It follows, therefore, that DOE should redo the modeling using the 
desorption Kd to substantiate this claim. Even if this modeling were performed, 
however, it would probably not support DOE’S position. This conclusion follows from 
considering how the higher (desorption) Kd would affect the rate of average 
concentration change with time and the results of the modeling already completed 
showing that SSOD re-injection would reduce the time needed to complete the 
remediation. On a plot of plume concentration versus time, model runs performed with 
the high (desorption) Kd would result in a slower, more gradual dectine in concentration 
than equivalent model runs that use the lower (adsorption) Kd. The high Kd modeling 
scenario without SSOD re-injection would show a very slow rate of decline. The chief 
benefit of SSOD re-injection (as is true for re-injection of any form) is to increase the 
hydraulic gradients in the aquifer and thus promote flushing. The concentration decline 
for the high Kd modeling scenario assuming SSOD re-injection would, therefore, be 
greater than the base case that did not include re-injection. The difference between the 
time required to bring concentrations below the FRL for the base case relative to the 
SSOD re-injection case represents the benefit resulting from the re-injection. Given 
that the high Kd model concentration versus time curve would show a slower, more 
gradual decline than the curves produced by the low Kd modeling, the decrease in the 
time needed to complete the remediation would, in fact, be greater than that 
determined for the low Kd case (i.e., the modeling already performed). Rather than 
overstating the benefit of SSOD re-injection, therefore, it is likelv that the modeling 
performed has actuallv understated this benefit. Further, the above discussion 
assumes that an equilibrium approach to modeling uranium desorption is appropriate 
for the aquifer grains (e.g., the reactions controlling uranium desorption from the solid 
phase are fast relative to the groundwater flow velocity). If a kinetic approach is 
determined to more accurately characterize this process, the benefits of SSOD re- 
injection (that is, the reduction realized in overall remediation time) would be even 
greater. Given DOE’S admitted uncertainty regarding uranium desorption from the 
aquifer and associated transport modeling results, the only sensible path forward for the 
remediation is to implement long-term SSOD re-injection such that meaningful data are 
collected to assess its effectiveness. 
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2) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: 7.0 Pg.#: 7 Line #: 13 (revised text) Code: C 
Original Comment ## NA 

DOE'S suggestion that SSOD re-injection be continued only as long as existing wells, 
pumps, or motors are serviceable is insufficient to accurately determine the benefit or 
lack thereof of this component of the groundwater remedy. In order to accurately 
ascertain the impact of the re-injection, some minimum number of concentration 
measurements from site monitoring wells in the SSOD vicinity are needed ( I O  for 
example). Given the semi-annual frequency for groundwater monitoring, 10 monitoring 
events will require a period of five years. The decision to suspend SSOD re-injection 
should be made only after the minimum amount of monitoring data have been collected 
and analyzed, not on the basis of equipment service I 
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