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George V. Voinovich 
Governor 

Mr. Johnny Reising 
U.S. Department of Energy, Fernald Area Office 
P.O. Box 538705 
Cincinnati, OH 45253-8705 

RE: COMMENTS ON CALCULATIONS FOR DUMPED ROCK FILL FOR OSDF 

Dear Mr. Reising: 

This letter provides as an attachment Ohio Environmental Protection Agency comments 
on the Calculations for Dumped Rock Fill Size for the Biointrusion Barrier for the 
OSDF. This document is Addendum 2 to the Final Design Calculations Package for 
the OSDF. L 

We realize that procurement of the dumped rock fill must begin soon. We suggest that 
the most expeditious way to close out our comments may be to discuss them during a 
conference call. The timing of such a call could be made during one of our weekly 
conference calls. 

If you have any questions, please contact Tom Ontko or me. 

Sincerely, 

(- O r T h o m a s  A. Schneider 
Fernald Project Manager 
Office of Federal Facilities Oversight 

cc: Jim Saric, U.S. EPA 
Terry Hagen, FDF 
Mark Shupe, GeoTrans, Inc. 
Francie Hodge, Tetra Tech EM Inc. 
Ruth Vandergrift, ODH 
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Ohio Environmental Protection Agency Comments on the Calculations for Re- 
Evaluation of Dumped Rock Fill for the OSDF 

1) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Purpose Pg.#: 1/36 Line #:I8 Code: C 
Comment: 
UMTRA design approach. However, scoring methodology for rock testing is 
unreferenced and is not described. Sizing based on these scores may not be 
appropriate and cannot be adequately reviewed without documentation of rock scoring 
techniques. 

Text under the third bullet describes changes in interpretation to the 

2) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Purpose Pg.#: 1/36 Line #: 18 Code: C 
Comment: 
UMTRA design approach. A more thorough discussion of the methodology used in the 
re-interpreted rock sizing, including a reference to the procedures employed, would be 
usefu I. 

Text under. the third bullet describes changes in interpretation to the 

3) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: GeoTrans,lnc. 
Section #: Calculations g.#: 29/36Line #: 8 Code: C 
Comment: In the original design, methods cited in Cedergren (1977) were used in 
gradation design. The specific purpose of the design is to prevent fines from piping 
downward into underlying strata. Cedergren states in equation 5.2 that: 

However, a ratio of 15 from the vegetative soil layer (VSL) to the granular filter (GF) is 
indicated without explanation. Please provide justification for this using this ratio. 

4) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Calculations Pg.#: 29/36 Line#: 14 Code: C 
Comment: 
overlying soil should be less than or equal to 5. The calculated ratio between the 
granular filter and choke stone (CS) is indicated as being less than 5, where it is in fact 
5.3. We understand that this apparent discrepancy results from rounding and the use 
of one significant figure. Moreover, the ratio of 5 is usually conservative 
(Cedergren,l977, page 183). However, it would be helpful to identify and explain these 

The previous comments states that the ration from the filter to the 
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apparent discrepancies within the calculation narrative. 

5) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Calculations Pg.#: 3/36 Line #: 1 Code: C 
Comment: Step 7 states that allowable flow using the Hartung and Scheuerlein Method 
is less than the expected maximum flow calculated for the site, both using D,, = 6 
inches. Based upon this statement, D,, = 6 is not acceptable, contrary to what was 
stated in the calculation narrative and what appears to be supported by h e  
calculations. Please clarify this apparent misstatement. 

-6) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: General Comment Pg.#: Line #: Code: C 
Comment: No justification or description for the departure from the maximum particle 
size of 18 inches is given, and no new maximum particle size is specified, even though 
the previous design specified D,, = 12 inches and the revised design specifies D,, = 6 
inches. It is anticipated that material of this size (up to I 8  inches) would have posed 
handling and placement problems that could influence system effectiveness. Please 
cite changes in grain size maxima and D,, dimensions and provide documentation 
supporting the changes. 

7) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: General Comment Pg.#: Line #: Code: C 
Comment: Design and specification changes are not well documented. It would be 
useful to provide a list of changes with the reason for the change, location of supporting 
calculations and references and a summary of how the change might influence other 
design elements or specifications. 

8) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Ins. 
Section #: Attachment 7; Pg.#: 21/36 Line #:9.1.2 Code: C 
Comment: The mean roughness height refers to the DS0 = 0.305 m (12 inches) for the 
riprap. This is incorrect; the new specification calls for a D,, = 6 inches. It appears that 
D,, = 6 inches was used in the calculations. Please clarify and correct. 

9) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: Attachment 7; Pg.#: 21/36 Line #:9.1.2 Code: C 
Comment: 
riprap. This is incorrect; the new specification calls for a D,, = 6 inches. It appears that 
D,, = 6 inches was used in the calculations. 

The mean roughness height refers to the D,, = 0.305 m (12 inches) for the 
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I O )  Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: General; Pg .#: Line #: Code: C 
Comment: 
original designs. Q,,, for the 2000 year event is used in some places and PMP is used 
in others. The revised design appears to meet design requirements using Qmaxr but not 
using the PMP. Please provide justification and supporting calculations using the 
appropriate flow assumption. 

Different Q,,, assumptions appear to be used between the revised and 
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