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Ms Powell: 

RE: COMMENTS - COMPLETED CHECKLIST FOR THE MARCH 2007 FERNALD 
SITE QUARTERLY INSPECTION 

Ohio EPA has received DOE’s transmittal on the “Completed Checklist for the March 
2007 Fernald Site Quarterly Inspection,” dated May 29, 2007. Ohio EPA has reviewed 
the report and our comments are enclosed. Ohio EPA looks forward to DOE’s 
responses to the comments and how they will be incorporated into future inspections. 

If there are any questions, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

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

Cc: Jim Saric, US EPA 
Michei!e Cullerton, Tetra Tech Inc. 
Mark Shupe, Geo Trans Inc 
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OHIO EPA’s COMMENTS ON THE COMPLETED CHECKLIST FOR THE MARCH 
2007 FERNALD SITE QUARTERLY INSPECTION 

General Comments: 

1) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commenter: OFFO 
Section: General Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: Post closure site inspection at Fernald seemed to go fairly well, considering 
there was a learning curve for all involved and the process is still young. The following 
general comments should be considered for incorporation into the inspection process to 
aid in better documentation and ease of process. 

a) The large map used for the first inspection was very cumbersome to handle in 
the field. A smaller map or individual maps for each area would be easier to 
handle (size of a clipboard or somewhat larger). 

pinpoint the exact spot on the map where the “finding” was located. This could 
have been due to areas appearing differently on the map from what we were 
actually observing in the field (overall changes in each area compared to the 
map). Possibly, the use of a different type of map, Le., aerial photo or other, 
might be more workable. 

c) The subject of a GPS was discussed for future inspections, which would assist in 
being more exact at retracing steps. However, unless each person conducting 
the inspection carried a GPS the process of locating findings will still be time 
con sum ing . 

d) Use specific colors of flags to indicate the “level” of urgency for findings that need 
immediate attention. Make sure to have adequate flags to mark the findings. 

e) Develop a universal “key” or legend for the maps so each person conducting the 
inspection will be using the same symbols for their map. Consistency will help in 
the review of the maps and make it easier to track findings. Consider using four 
color pens to aid in this coding. 

b) While walking down an area in the field, it was difficult to actually know and 

2. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commenter: OFFO 
Section: General Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: a) The issue regarding the “poor grade” of mulch was discussed between 
Ohio EPA and Stoller during the walk down of Area 1 (Former Administration Area and 
Production Area). Ohio EPA understands that the litter was to be “removed” from Area 
a) Has this activity occurred and if not, where does this fit into priorities or corrective 
actions? How will such issues be tracked? 

b) In addition, there appeared to be more than a significant amount (several layers) of 
this poor grade mulch in the area facing the “Four Administration Trees” which extends 
to the road. One thought was to remove or reduce the layers of mulch in that area to an 
appropriate amount /layer. Will this be addressed as discussed or will other measures 
be taken? This issue was not addressed in the report nor was it shown on the map. 

c) Should future inspections include flagging the litter, possibly with a different flag 
color? 
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3. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commenter: OFFO 
Section: General Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: DOE and Stoller need to work with the Agencies to devise a plan for follow- 
up reporting on the Site Inspections. The Site Inspection’ Report contains useful 
information on site conditions on the day(s) of the inspection, but does not contain a 
description of corrective actions to be taken and timeframe. 

4. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commenter: OFFO 
Section: General Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: a) Getting vegetation to grow seems to be a pervasive problem on 
remediated areas. DOE and Stoller should develop a standardized system to rate 
percentage of vegetative cover in a given area. Instead of, “The Waste Pit area looked 
pretty good ...” consider using a scale of 1 to 10 or even a percentage of vegetative 
cover and/or percent seeded cover. 

b) The issue of reseeding an area if warranted was not mentioned in the report. 
Reseeding came up in conversation during the site inspection and if it is still outstanding 
and DOE’S plan is to reseed some areas at Fernald, this needs to be covered in the 
report. 

5. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commenter: OFFO 
Section: General Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: The large erosion hole in WP3 was not included or mentioned in the report. 
This issue should be addressed. 

6. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commenter: OFFO 
Section: General Pg #: Line #: Code: E 
Original Comment# 
Comment: For better documentation purposes, DOE should include pictures of each 
area or “worse case” items needing corrective actions and include them in the 
inspection report (following the example of the OSDF cap inspection documentation). 

7. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commenter: OFFO 
Section: General Pg #: Line #: Code: E 
Original Comment# 
Comment: The cover letter and the inspection report should be separate documents. 
The report would be greatly enhanced by switching the information from the letter to a 
report. 

8. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commenter: OFFO 
Section: General Pg #: Line #: Code: E 
Original Comment# 
Comment: a) As part of the site inspection, the remaining buildings at Fernald were 
checked for vandalism, animal borrowing, electrical damage, etc. However, this activity 
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was not mentioned in the report or shown on the checklist Buildings or infrastructure 
inspections need to be included in the report along with their findings. 

b) One specific finding was at the Silo’s Warehouse where the birds have made a 
home in the building’s roof of the dock area. This issue was just starting to evolve at the 
time of the inspection and since, has become serious. This issue should have been 
addressed in the report and what type of action will be taken. 

c) Additionally, the DO building appeared to be having the same bird invasion issue as 
the Warehouse. This information must be incorporated into the report and whether 
corrective actions have been put in place. 

9. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commenter: OFFO 
Section: General Pg #: Line #: Code: E 
Original Comment# 
Comment: Two main locations with erosion issues are not mentioned in the report or 
the shown on the checklist. These areas are the WPs and the surrounding slopes of 
the MDC culvert. How will these areas be addressed? 

Specific Comments: 

Inspection ReportlLetter 

10. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section: Last parag/bullets Pg#: 1 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: The “categories” indicating which items “need to be addressed” doesn’t 
provide an idea on whether it’s a finding that can wait to a later date to be acted upon or 
whether it needs immediate attention. Some sort of scale to mark the level of priority 
would be effective here. 

Commenter: OFFO 

11. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section: First parag Pg#: 2 Line #: Code: C 
Original CommeM 
Comment: It was stated in this short paragraph that there were a “few other findings’’ 
attached to the inspection checklist which were additional categories that did not fit into 
the existing categories. What are those “additional categories”? Should these 
categories be incorporated into future checklists? 

Commenter: OFFO 

12. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section: Secd & third parag Pg#: 2 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: a) This paragraph states that one method of signifying a corrective action 
will be noted on the inspection map as a “priority maintenance zone.” Continue using 
this same idea to indicate other “priority zones” on the map in future inspections. 

Commenter: OFFO 
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b) In addition, a list of corrective actions should have been included in the report along 
. with detail on how these items will be corrected. For example, in the third paragraph on 

page 2 the report explains that actions are underway in regards to knocking out invasive 
plant species. However, there is no indication as to which specific area of the site this 
plan will be put into place first, second, etc., and exactly how the invasives will be 
eradicated. 

13. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section: Fourth parag Pg #: 2 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: This paragraph states that the unexpected debris will be characterized by 
Rad Control. Once debris is found on site and characterized (contaminated & non- 
contaminated) DOE should make a list of all debris found and provide the information in 
the inspection report. 

Commenter: OFFO 

Fernald Site Area Post-Closure Inspection Checklist 

14. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section: I/Disturb & Use of Fernald Pg #: 1 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: An additional category for buildings or infrastructure appears to be needed 
in the first section of the Inspection Checklist (added into the next version of the 
LMICP). During the second day of the inspection, a couple hours were spent checking 
the existing buildings at Fernald for vandalism, animal borrowing or disturbance, outside 
electrical issues, etc. The outcome of this was not provided in the report and needs to 
be incorporated. 

Commenter: OFFO 

15. Commenting Organization: OEPA 
Section: l/Disturb & Use of Fernald Pg #: 1 Line #: I I  Code: C 
Original Comment# 
Comment: Repairing erosion issues are a large part of the corrective actions that need 
to take place at Fernald. Only by repairing these areas and getting vegetation 
established then progress can take place. Even though it is an “item” that’s evaluated 
during the inspection and is currently listed on the checklist, erosion should be 
addressed in more detail in the report. Some type of mechanism is warranted to track, 
evaluate, and document repair progress of an eroding area over time. 

Commenter: OFFO 
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