
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIONS 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 ' 

FE8 0.8 ZOOS 

Mx.  Johnny W .  Reisirig 
United States Department of Energy 
:Tcrnald Closure Fro]  ect 
175 Tri-County Parkway 
Springdale, Ohio 45246 

REPLY TO ME AT~ZF~TION OF: 

SR- 6s 

RE: SSOD Infiltration Test 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 
(W.S. DOE) Storm Sewer Outfall Ditch (SSOD) infiltration test  
report.  

U.S. EPA believes the report illustrates the benefits of using 
clean water in the SSOD for natural infiltration. This 
infiltration project should be part of the long term groundwater 
remedy at the Fernald site. If it is determined at a later date 
t .hat  the er?.hanced infiltration is inef feccive, U . S .  EPA woulC 
CGnSidt?X teritruiatiny L k e  p ro j  ec i: . u . 5 .  ErA has enclosed COti&itdllL; 
on the report. 

Therefore, U . . S .  EPA ,disapproves t he  SSOD infiltration t e s t  report .  
U.S. DOE must submit a revised report within ( 3 0 )  thirty days 
;rr-ce:ipt of t h i s  !.e+,t,er. 

.Please contact me at ( 3 1 2 )  886-0992 if you have any qudstions 
regarding this matter. 

Sincerely, 

James A. Saric 
Remedial P r o j e c t  Manager 
Federal Facilities Section 
SFD Remedial Response Branch #2 

cc : . Tom. Schneider ,, OEPA-SWDO. 
Con Milrphy, Fluor Fernald 

. ,Frank Johnston, Fluor Fernald 
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TECmICAL REVIEW CO-s ON 
"STORld SEWER OUTFALL D I T C H  INFILTRATION TEST REPORT" 

FERb3AtD CLOSURE PROJECT 

GENERAL COMMENT 

.'.-:;.;vx23 t :.:-:2 .7r~sr , i - .n  t .iP.? : t3 .  s" . ERA Cammentor: S a r i c  
Section # :  Not Applicable (N/A) .  Page #:NA Lines # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  1 
Comment: If t he  cleanup time is only reduced by one year, it i s  

correct to conclude that it would not be cost-effective to 
pu.mp water to the Storm Water Outfall Ditch (SSOD) to 
xecharge the aquifer; however, there are advantages Lo 
recharging the aquifer in the SSOD area. For example, the 
SSOD area is suspected t o  contain uranium contamination 
"bound up'' in the vadose zone, and if a cost-effective 
method of flushing this contamination is available, it 
should be pursued. U.S. EPA agrees w i t h  the text in the 
last paragraph on page 7 that indicates that' other sources 
of aquifer recharge water should be found. The text should 
be revised to indicate how the aquifer will be recharged if 
water is not pumped t o  the SSOD. 

SPECIFIC CQ-NTS 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Sect ion # :  6 Page # :  6 Paragraph # :  1 
Original Specific Comment # :  1 
**nnmcnt. I a l t k ~ ? . ? . q h  Yhe . . infilt.rati.or, rate within the SSOD was l e s s  

than 100 percent, i t  reached 100 percent within 225 feet of 
the discharge point. Because the recharge of the aquifer 
was a desired result, the test was successful. The text 
shou1.d be revised accordingly, 

Cmuiientiriy Organization: U.S. EPA Cornmentor: Sa r l c  
Section W :  G Page # :  7 Paragraph # :  2 
Criginal Specific Comment # :  2 
Comient: The c o s t  analysis should have been conducted on a 

present worth basis, not on a total cost basis. 
analysis should be revised accordingly. 

The cost 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA e Commentor: Saric 
Section % :  a' Page # :  7 Paragraph # :  2 
Original Specific Comment # :  3 
Comment: T k C b a s i s  f o r  the conclusion that the cleanup time is 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Co,mmentor: Sar ic  
Table. H :  4 Page # :  14 Paragraph # :  KP 
Orig ina l .  Specific Comment ?# : 4 
Yo"r.e!nt.:' Snme'of 'the costs seem h i g h  and are unexplained. For 

exanple, t h e  basis for $40,000 i o x  well rehabilitation eacri 

only reduced by one year should be provided. 

I E-1 
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year should be explained as well as the assumed pump head 
f o r  t h e  extraction well and the electrical unit cost. 

E-2 
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