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Ms Catherine McCord 
Environmental Review Branch 
Planning and Management Division 
USEPA 
Region V - 5HE-12 
230 S. Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) DESCRIPTION OF 
CURRENT SITUATION 

Dear Ms McCord: 

Reference is made to the August 24 (DOE 322-87) letter to you, to 
provide a response package on USEPA and Ohio EPA comments 
relative to Task 1 - Description of Current Situation. 
DOE has reviewed USEPA-5 and Ohio EPA comments on Task 1 of the 
RI/FS, and a comment response volume is provided in the three 
attachments to this letter which are described as follows: 

0 Attachment 1 - Response to specific USEPA-5 
comments. 

0 Attachment 2 - Response to specific Ohio EPA 
comments. 

0 Attachment 3 - C h a n g e  p a g e s  t o  t h e  
D e s c r i p t i o n  of Current 
Situation document submitted 
to USEPX-5 on January 30, 
1987. 

A revised RI/FS Description of Current Situation incorporating 
all agreed-upon changes will be issued within 45 days of USEPA-5 
approval of the Description of Current Situation. 
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We look forward to your approval of the RI/FS Work Plan. 

Sincerely, 

Site Manager 

DP-84:Reafsnyder 

Attachments (3):As stated 

o1 cc w/atts. 
Bill Franz, USEPA-5 
Amy Blumberg, USEPA-5 
Graham Mitchell, OEPA-Dayton 
Rich Bendula, OEPA-Dayton 
Margaret Wilson, SE-31, OR0 
Bob Sleeman, ER-121, OR0 
Bob Conner, WMCO 
Dick Wilde, AS1 I 
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U. S. EPA COHMENTS TO THE 

DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT SITUATION 
TASK 1 REPORT: 

COMPYENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 1.1 PAGE: - 1-1 
Should specify that studies conducted at the waste storage 
area will be integrated into the final FS report for the 
site. 

RESPONSE: 
The Characterization Investigation Study (CIS), conducted at 
the waste storage area, was initiated to support the EIS and 
implement DOE order 5 4 8 0 . 1 4 .  The relationship between the 
CIS and the subsequent RI/FS was not, therefore, fully 
clarified at the time of Work Plan submittal. An attempt 
was made to integrate the two studies by including a 
sampling plan for the waste storage areas (which essentially 
matched the scope of the CIS) in Section 4 . 2  of the 
technical approach to the RI. This inclusion of the CIS as 
an RI/FS activity negated any need to independently relate 
the CIS to the E'S. 

Subsequent to Work Plan submittal, the C I S  was viewed as a 
separate study that would simply provide an extended data 
base for use in the RI/FS. The revised scope of the RI, as 
detailed in the sampling plan of Volume I, was consequently 
prepared with the objective of augmenting the CIS such that 
all RI/FS data needs a r e  satisfied. T h i s  latter 
relationship between the CIS and the RI/FS has been 
described in the introduction to Volume I: Sampling Plan. 
Individual additions to the waste storage area CIS (e.g., 
monitoring wells in areas contiguous to the pits) can be 
found in the individual sampling plans. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

PAGE: 1-2 SECTION/FIGURE: Section 1.2 - 
Should explain how DOE arrived at the conclusion that 
excessive emissions from Plant 9 operations have caused no 
discernible impacts off-site. 

RESPONSE : 
The release incident, between September and December 1984, 
at the Plant 9 Dust Collector was determined to have no 
discernible impacts off-site in the Investigation o f  

COMM.BQ5 11/19/87 17:lS 1 

000006 



September-December 1 9 8 4  Plant, 9 Excossive Uranium Emissions, 
February 6 ,  1 9 8 5 ,  FMPC, DOE, OR0 0 8 5 5 ,  provided to U .  S. 
EPA. Air monitoring stations, located at the FMPC perimeter 
did not show evidence of elevated uranium concentrations at 
the time of the incident. Various environmental monitoring 
studies perEormed after the release incident showed no 
discernible off-site environmental impacts. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 1 . 2  of ~~ 

the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT: 

PAGE: 1-3  SECTION/FIGURE : Section 1 . 2  - 
Should include a discussion on whether the contaminant 
concentrations in off-sito wells are below U.S. EPA proposed 
criteria. 

RESPONSE : 
The following statement will be added 'to Section 1 . 2 ,  Page 
1 - 3 :  

... the maximum uranium levels observed in these 
w e l l s  is below the proposed D O E  d e r i v e d  
concentration standard as in DOE order 5 4 8 0 . X X  of 
0 . 8 1  mg/l total uranium in ground water, but above 
the proposed U. S. EPA drinking water standard of 
0 . 1  mg/l total uranium." 

A comparison between DOE and promulgated U. S. EPA standards 
will be addressed in the Endangerment Assessment section and 
the Radiological Risk Assessment section of the RI. 

11 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 1.2 of 
the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 1.3 PAGE: 1-3 
Mentions that DOE'S specific objective of the RI is to 
predict future impacts with and without remedial action in 
lieu of future observations. We would appreciate an 
explanation of this statement as we find disagreement with 
its intent. 

RESPONSE: 
The fourth bullet of Section 1 . 3  establishes that one 
objective of the RI is to "Develop, validate, and apply 
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various site models..." The reference to the prediction o €  
future impacts in lieu o f  field obsirvations is meant to 
reflect an important purpose o f  the overall modeling 
efforts, and is not meant as an objective O E  the R I  itself. 
In fact, the application of the models €or predicting futuri 
i-mpacts for all actions other than the "no-action" will _be 

- performed a s  part-of the FS. -_ 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text will be required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

PAGE: 2 - 1 8  SECTION/FIGURE: Section 2 . 2 . 7 . 2  - 
States the Dames and Moore conclusion that the most likely 
transport pathway by which uranium reaches the off-site 
wells is from contaminated surface water runoff to Paddy's 
Run. They further concluded that the uranium is most likely 
not being transported off-site from the waste pit storage 
area via the ground water. The ground water sampling study 
must determine whether these assumptions are correct or not. 
Both pathways are viable. We should ensure that all studies 
at DOE are thoroughly integrated to make this vsrification'. 

RESPONSE : 
The conclusian of the Dames and Moore report was a starting 
point of the RI and provided one basis for the Work Plan. 
It was augmented with other historical and regional ground 
water studies. The RI will not be limited to the specific 
pathway postulated in the Dames and Moore study; all the 
pathways will be accounted €or in the planned study. Refer, 
for example, t o  Section 1.4 in the Work Plan f o r  
clarification o f  these issues. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required €or this r s s p o n s e .  

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 2.3 and PAGE: 2 - 2 5  and 2 - 2 6  
Figure 2 . 1 3  

Both specify that the Knollman grazing areas on FMPC are 
located on areas with high uranium contamination in t5e 
soils. However, DOE does not appear to be proposing to 
conduct further dairy and beef studies of cows grazing in 
these areas. This must be rectified. 

RESPONSE : 
No additional sampling and analysis, other than 'that of the 
ongoing EMR, is planned for dairy products. Such sampling 



and analysis results are a part of the historical data base 
and will be evaluated €or their importance i n  t h z  
environmental pathways analysis. Only milk has been studied 
as an analysis of milk is indicative of beef contamination. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this res2onse. 

COMMENT: 

PAGE: 3-1 - SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3.1 
Should identify all waste generation and disposal practices 
conducted by the National Lead Company of Ohio (NLO) since 
1951. Any other areas not mentioned in this report that 
were used for disposal by NLO will also need to be 
identified. 

RESPONSE : 
The waste qeneration locations are identified in Table 3 . 1 .  . 
Refer to sections 3.6.8 through 3.6.14 and Sections 3 . 7 . 1  
through 3 . 7 . 5  of the Task 1 Report: Description of Current 
Situation for details of disposal practices used at the 
FMPC. Any other areas suspect of containing wast2 will be 
investigated and thz results combined with continued efforts 
to analyze historical data to determine any previous 
disposal practices. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3 . 1  PAGE: - 3-5  
Leaves us to question whether DOE has maintained manifests 
for all hazarhous wastes that have been shipped off-sit%. 
These procedures are relevant and should be followed. 

RESPONSE : 
Manifests are maintained at the FMPC in compliance with RCRA 
and DOT standards. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/PIGURE: Section 3.1 PAGE: 3-7 
Should identify the methods of disposal of all the wasto 
stream.s idontiiied in Table 3.1. 

Ct 
, w  

i 
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RESPONSE: 
Table 3.1 h a s  been revised to include the current 
disposition of each waste stream. 

RESOLUTION: 
The a b o v e  response will be incorporated into Table 3.1 of 
the Task 1 Report: Descri2tion of  Current Situation. 

COMMENT : 

PAGE: 3 - 2 0  SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3.4.1 - 
Leaves us to question whether D O E  will propose t o  
investigate the integrity o f  the Clear Well and whether 
contamination has occurred there. An analysis is 
recommended. 

RESPONSE: 
Detailed sampling of the water and sediments in the Clear 
Well was performed as part of the CIS. An investigation of 
the Clear Well is within the scope of the FMPC sitewide 
RI/FS as defined in the Task 2 Work Plan submittal. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required €or this response. 

COMMENT: 

PAGE: 3 - 2 5  SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3 . 5  - 
Is confusing as to the number and years of operation o f  the 
different incinerators at the facility. DOE must clarify 
the location of the deactivated solid waste incinerator that 
operated prior to 1979 and the location of the oil burner 
which is now deactivated, which DOE proposed to study. DOE 
must further clarify which solid waste incinerator a n d  oil 
burner are the subject of the pending Air Program action. 
The dates of operation of the incinerator and oil burner 
that are the subject of the pending A i r  Program action 
should be identified. In addition, DOE should identify the 
hazardous substances burned at each of these facilities and 
the dates such materials wers burned. . 

RESPONSE: 
The FMPC has six inactive incinerator facilities. A 
deactivated solid waste incinerator is located adjacent to 
the FMPC Sanitary Sewage Treatment Plant. The years of 
operation and typical substances burned at the facility are 
described in Section 3 . 5 . 2  of the T a s k  1 Report: 
Description of Currgnt Situation. . 
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A deactivated oil burner is located adjacent to the FYPC 
Boilsr Plant. This oil burner has, in a large part, been 
disassembled. The years of operation and typical substances 
burned at the facility are described in Section 3 . 5 . 4  o f  the 
Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

A Kellay solid waste incinerator, which is currently o n  
standby status, is located adjacent to the FMPC Refinery 
(Plant 2 / 3 ) .  The Kelley incinerator was operated from 1980 
to May of 1986 at which time operations were discontinued by 
DOE/WMCO. The Kelley solid waste incinerator was issued a 
Permit To Operate by the OEPA. Typical substances burned at 
the incinerator included combustible office refuse, burnable 
process litter and combustible cafeteria waste. No 
hazardous materials are recorded as being incineratored at 
this facility. The Kelley incinerator was a subject of the 
recent Air Program Action. 

The Trane oil burner, which is currently on standby status, 
is located adjacent to the FMPC refinery (Plant 2 / 3 ) .  The 
Trane oil burner was operated from 1982 until May 1986, at 
which time operations were discontinued by DOE/WMCO. As 
defined in the OEPA Permit To Install application, waste 
oils containing minor quantities of degreasing solvents and 
other solvents were typically incinerated at the facility. 
The Trane oil burner was a subject of  the recent Air Program 
action. 

A deactivated graphite burner is located adjacent to the 
FMPC Boiler Plant. The years of operation and typical 
materials burned at this facility are addressed in Section 
3.5.3 of the Task 1 Report: Description of Current 
Situation. 

A classified materials incinerator which is currently on 
standby status, is located adjacent to the FMPC security 
offices. T5e incinerator was used to incinerate classified 
paper wastes. Operations at this incinator were initiated 
in the early 1950's and continued until 1986. 

The Trane oil burner is being investigated as part of a RCRA 
closure. The environmental impacts associated with the 
deactivated oil burner, solid waste incinerator and graph 
burner will be investigated as part of the RI/FS. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Sections 3 
3.5.5, and 3.5.6 of the Task 1 Report: Description 
.Current Situation. , 

i te 

'5, 
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COMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3.6 PAGE: 3 - 2 7  
Mentions the loc3tion o f  th2 South€ield arsa, however i t  is 
not identified in Figure 2 . 2 .  This sito should be shown in 

.. 
Figure 2 . 2 .  - -  . .  

- . _ _  _ _ _ _  
- -  - -  .. - ~-.. - _. - - . .. 

RESPONSE: 
The location of the Southfield area'will be shown on a 
revised site map, Figure 2 . 2  

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Figure 2 . 2  of 
the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3.6.4 PAGE: - 3 - 2 8  
Does not mention how drums are stacked such that DOE can 
make the determination that they are in good condition. If 
the drums are stacked too high and too close together to 
make this determination, DOE is requested to revise this 
statement accordingly. 

RESPONSE: 
The majority of the stored drums at the FMPC may be 
inspected on three sides. Inspection of drums and storage 
areas arp conducted on a weekly basis. Drum storage pads 
are inspected routinely for drum spills and leakages. This 
inspection schedule is sufficient to address the relative 
hazards of these materials. All liquid hazardous rnatsrial 
or drums and solid materials which are in a soluble form are 
stored in a manner which provides a secondary containment 
system. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Table 3.2 PAGE: - 3 - 3 3  
Specifies the FMPC Material code 1 2 9  as having a "high 
uraniua content." We would appreciate an explanation on the 
requirements of this classification. 

FMPC Material Code 1 3 5  should spe'cify if 
classification for uranium that is greater than 
We would appreciate and exact assay number and 
of whether this is still less than a fissionable 

this is a 
2!2% assay. 
information 
quantity. 

COMM.OC3-5 1 1 / 1 9 / 8 7  1 7 : 1 5  7 
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RESPONSE: 
Code 1 2 9  primarily specifies break-out Erom the castings of 
derbies, and may contain as much as 7 0 %  total uranium by 
weight. Code 135 specifies solids removed from the dust 
collectors located at various sites at the FMPC. While all 
these materials are analyzed, their assay may range from 2 0 %  
to as high as 78% total uranium, depending on the original 
location of the dust collector. The assay of a material is 
a detsrmination of the percentage of all isotopes of uranium 
in the material, measured by weight. The subject materials 
are of insufficient quality to be fissile. The material 
does not contain U-235  in quantities exceeding 1.2 percent 
by weight. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3 . 6 . 8  PAGE: - 3-36 
Describes past waste disposal activities. DOE should 
provide U. S. EPA with the sample results of all groundwater 
samples taken in the waste pit storage area, particularly 
during the time that shallow groundwater was pumped as 
described on page 5 - 9 .  The shallow groundwater pumping 
scheme took place in the early 1 9 6 0 ' s .  Data results and the 
reasons for the pumping i n  the early 1 9 6 0 ' s  must be 
reported. 

RESPONSE : 
The shallow ground water pumping scheme was initiated to 
control high levels of nitrates, sulfates, and chlorides 
that were being found in the area downgradient of the Waste 
Pits. The scheme was designed to lower the water table such 
that it was no longer in contact with the Waste Pits. This 
data h a s  been presented to the U. S. EPX in the Aquifer 
Contamination Control Reports to the Manager, 1 9 6 5  through 
1985. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGORE: Section 3 .4  
Offer only uranium, uranium-235 
the facilities. Other radionucl 
facilities, such as the radium 

PAGE: - 3 - 3 8  and 3 - 3 9  
and thorium quantities for 
ides may be present at these 
content at the K-65 silos. 

Their quantities should be recorded. 

.COMM.rdQS 1 1 / 1 9 / 9 7  17:15 - 8  
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Data in this table indicates that, €or K-65 Silos 1 and 2 at 
least, this material should be handled in accordance with 
requirements €or transuranic wastes. U. S. EPA Office oE 
Radiation Programs, on January 2, 1987 offsred a judgement 
(Attachment 4 )  that, €or K-65 wastes stored at t h e  Niagara 

- Falls .Storage Site (NFSS), the concentrations w e r e  
sufficiently high that - 

(1) the K-65 residues should be maintained isolated 
Erom other wastes at NFSS; 

(2) the provisions of Subpart A of 40 CFR 191 should 
be satisfied by the interim storage site; 

(3) t h e  K-65 wastes should b e  disposed of in 
conformance with Subpart B of 40 CFR 191 as soon 
as a suitable repository is available. 

The NFSS K-65 wastes had an average peak concentration of 
520 nanocuries per gram (nCi/gm). FMPC K-65 wastss appear 
to have an avera e concentration of about 1600 nCi/gm 
(assuming 2 gm/cmf for 17600 curies in 7200 yd3). 40 CFR 
191.03 specifies standards of 25  millirem to the whole body, 
7 5  millirem to the thyroid and 25 millirem to any other 
critical organ which, therefore, are applicable to emissions 
of radon. Radon (both Radon-222 and Radon 220) emissions 
will have to be controlled to meet those dose limits. A 
determination should be made for all stored wastes, with 
special attention to thorium wastes, as to whether or not 
the peak concentrations meet or approach the 100 nCi/gm 
criteria for transuranic wastes. 

RES PONS E : 
A July 1 0 ,  1987  letter, W. Bibb, D O E - O R 0  to V. Adamkus, U. 
S. EPA Region 5, addressed the issue of "Applicability of 40 
CFR Part 1 9 1  to the FMPC". A commitment was made as part 
of this correspondence to perform dispersion modeling 
calculations on th2 K-65 silos and thoriurn-containing 
structures t o  determine if the FYPC was in compliance with 
the 25 mrem/75 mrem criteria presented in 40 CFR 191. This 
modeling was contingent upon agreements being reached on the 
technical assumptions required to execute the AIRDOSE-EPA 
and RAD-RISK models. During the July 30, 1987 meeting with 
USEPA-5 in Chicago on the suSject of NESHAPS and Dose 
Modeling at the FMPC, substantial agreement was reached with 
U. S. EPA on these assumptions. The FMPC is therefore 
proceeding with dispersion modzling oE t h e  X - 6 5  
silos/thorium containing structurss as  defined in the July 
10 letter. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 
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CO@lMENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3.6.8 PAGE: 3 - 4 1  
Should include information of  known present problems with 
the waste storage silos, including any continuing problems 
with the structural support and radon releases from the 
silos. The information presented here seems to indicate that 
there are n o  continuing problems at the storage sites. In 
addition, it is recommended that DOE identify the boundaries 
of the burn pit area as part of the RI study. 

RESPONSE: 
The subject of the radon releases and the structural support 
problems are covered in further detail in sections 5.1.9 and 
5 . 2 . 1  of the Task 1 Report: Description of Current 
Situation. 

Additionally, the boundaries of the burn pit were 
investigated in the C I S  report, 1 9 8 7 ,  Geophysical Survey, 
Volume I, submitted to EPA October 2 3 ,  1987. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3 . 6 . 1 0  PAGE: - 3 - 4 6  
Should include analysis of the effects on the m i l k  and beef 
from cows grazing in the Knollman acres as soil is 
contaminated with radionuclides. In addition, it may be 
beneficial to analyze for polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) 
content, the oils that were spread over the fly ash to 
control dust. 

RESPONSE: 
The results of the milk samplss are detailed in Section 
3 . 8 . 4 . 2  of the Task 1 Report: Description of Current 
Situation. Beef will not  be analyzed as an analysis of milk 
is indicative of beef contamination. The inactive fly ash 
pile and possible past use of PCB contaminated oils were 
investigated as part of the CIS. Composite samples 
collected from the inactive pile were analyzed for the 
complete Hazardous Substance List, including PCB's. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

/ 
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COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3.7.1 PAGE: - 3 - 4 7  
Should describe the intsrim rsmedial measures that have been 
made on the c u r r ~ n t  inventories of thorium-bearing 

- - .  c-ompounds. Any waste materials awaiting recycling or 
recovery m u s t  be -stored- i-a-compliance with -RCRA--pur-suant to-- ._ - - 
4 0  CFR Part 2 6 1 . 6  and in compliance with 4 0  CFR 191 high- 
level and transuranic wasts standards. 

RES PONS E : 
Remedial measures developed as part of the Federal 
Facilities Compliance Agreement ( F F C A )  are covered in detail 
in the revised 3 0  day deliverable, submitted to E P A  January 

The actions of these plans and procedure are intended to 
protect the public health and safety of off-site and on-site 
personnel, limit or reduce any possible insult to the 
environment, and control and limit any radioactive releases. 

The thorium compounds ar2 not classified as a waste or waste 
stream. They are identified and accounted for as materials 
of commercial value that are being placed in an approved 
long term retrievable storage facility for their later 
extraction and processing as the need for these materials 
becomes evident. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text will be required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3.7 .3  PAGE: -. 3 - 4 7  
States that "thorium is currently not classified as waste." 
Thorium constitutes a hazardous substance and is therefore a 
proper subject of the RI. 

RESPONSE: 
Thorium stored on the FMPC is not currently classified a s  
waste materials. This subject is covered in greater detail 
in the previous response. 

Samples collected from the FMPC waste storage facilities and 
adjacent areas during the CIS were analyzed for isotopic 
thorium. Selectiv'e .samples collected during the RI/FS will 
also be analyzed for thorium content. The impact associated 
with the identified levels of thorium will be evaluatgd as  
part of the RI risk assessment. 

COMM.CJ05 1 1 / 1 9 / 8 7  1 7 : 1 5  11 
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RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: Table 3 . 7  PAGE: 3 - 4 8  
Does not state anything about the contents of the 2 , 4 4 8  
drums. This information is essential knowledge. 

RESPONSE: 
. The 2 , 4 4 8  drums referred to are located in the miscellaneous 
table since an exact definition of each drum would require a 
separate entry for each of the 2 , 4 4 8  drums. The contents do 
not fit into. a precise category that may be tabulated. 
Typical substance in these drums are gloves and coveralls. 
The subject drums are classified as low level radioactive 
waste materials. The drums do not contain mixed wastes. A 
representative sampling program to verify the R C R A  
classification of these materials and the materials at the 
Plant 1 pad is ongoing at the FMPC. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Table 3.9 PAGE: 3-55 
Leaves us with a question as to whether contaminated 
solvents that are stored in the pilot plant are stored in 
compliance with RCRA. This question needs to be resolved. 

RESPONSE: 
The tanks referred -to are diked,.elevated and are inspected 
daily, with opsrating recor.3~ and i n s p e c t i o n -  l o g s  
maintained. T h e  tanks meot 4 Q  CFR 2 6 5  Subpart J 
requirements for RCRA waste storage tanks, and were the 
subject of an EPA inspection during the week of July 14. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COHHENT: 

PAGE: 3-56 - SECTION/FIGURE: Table 3.18 
States that 35.7 metric tons of high grade .thorium residues 
are stored in Building 67 and West Building 65, and 0 . 2  
metric tons of low grade residues are stored in Building 6 7 .  
For residues with greatsr than 3 0 %  thorium, an estimate of 
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209 
P fi.c how great the assay is will be necessary information and * i f  

there is any potential for fission of this material. 

RESPONSE: 
. The- 3 5 . 7  metric tons of high grade thorium'is stored in 

drums in Building 6 7  and West Building 65. -The-percent 
thorium in each of thes? drums is highly variable, ranging 
from 30% to 100% thorium by weight. An approximate average 
of the thorium contint is 7 5 %  by weight. Thorium is not a 
fissile material. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will 5e incorporated into Table 3.10 of 
the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3.8.1.2 PAGE: 3-61 
States that "radionuclides i n  surface watzr on the 
downgradient off-site locations are substantially reduced." 
This statement should be further qualified to identify, the 
distancz between the sampling locations that were used in 
order to support this comment. 

RESPONSE: 
Sampl 
S amp 1 

ing points W1, W3, and W4 are on the Great Miami River. 
ing points W3 and W4 are approximately 10 and 16 miles 

downstream of Site W1, respectively. Sampling point W6 is 
on the storm sewer outfall ditch, about 2600 feet above the 
confluence with Paddy's Run, and -sampling points w 5 1  W9, 
W10, Wll, w7, and 'vJ8 are on Paddy's Run. The distances of 
sampling points W7 through WlI are approximately 5000, 8000, 
11000, 12000, and 17000 feet below sampling point W5, 
respectively (Figure 3.7). 

RESOLUTION: 
The above resDonse will be incorporated into Section 3.8.1.2 
of the Task 1- Report: Descriptibn of Current Situation. 

COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3.8.2.1 PAGE: 3-61 
Must describe the location and the construction of the 
"numerous" other wells in the vicinity of the FMPC that have 
been investigated over various times. As part of the Task 1 
Report, DOE should be assembling all of this information and 
reporting it to U. S. EPA. This is particularly true, i f  
DOE intands to rely upon the information obtained from, t h s  
'In umer ou s 'I o t h er we 1 1 s . 

13 
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ggP8N S E : 
The subject paragraph in Section 3 . 5 . 2 . 1  is inaccurate. The 
on-site wells are monitored monthly €or total uranium and 
quarterly €or pH, alpha, beta, total uranium, chlorides, 
N03, N03-N, and S04. These wells arz shown on Figure 3 . 5 .  

Off-site wells are monitored monthly €or total uranium and 
pH and annually for 17 di€ferent metals. The wells are 
shown on Figure 3.9. 

The numerous other wells referred to ar3 privately owned 
wells and are monitored on an owners request basis only. 
The numerous other wells are not part of the ongoing 
monitoring well program and are not shown on any map. These 
wells are not intended for use in the RI groundwater 
sampling program. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 3.8.2.1 
of the Task 1-Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT : 

PAGE: 3-62 
3-63 

- SECTION/FIGURB: Table 3.13 
Table 3.14 

Do not offer the source of the presented data. Assuming 
this is 1985 data, with uranium-238 discharges at W-2 
running at 5 4 %  of FMPC guideline, then we can reasonably 
assume discharges to the Great Miami River in the past wers 
higher. This substantiates the need to thoroughly examine 
this rivers environs. In addition, the analytical results 
reported throughout the report indicate that DOE selected 
different radionuclides to analyze at different periods of 
time, at different locations, and €or different media. The 
sampling program should apply consistent analytical 
parameters € o r  the different m e d i a ,  or supply a 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for selecting among t h e  d i f f e r e n t  
radionuclides used for analysis. 

RESPONSE : 
The effects of the uranium-238 discharges at W-2 are studied 
in the Hydrogeologic Study of FMPC Discharge to the Great 
Miami River, ASI, 1987.  In addition, a structured sampling 
program has been presented in the Work Plan for the 91 in 
Section 4.2.1.5. 

RESOLUTION:*. 
NO cfiange in text is required for this response. 
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COHMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Table 3.14 PAGE: 3-64 
Footnote (b) specifies a non-uniEorm collection schedule 
which makes comparisons extremely difficult and/or 

- .  
-- - -  . .  ~ - . . impo.ss~iblq...- The schedules must be consistent. . -  

- . - -  - -- - - - . - _ _  ~ - ~~~ ~~ . - - - -. .- -. 

RESPONSE: 
C o  1 lec t i on schedules f 01 l o w  ex is t i ng Env i ronmsntal 
Monitoring Program schedules. The data is not available in 
any other form. The applicability of this data to the RI 
will be evaluated. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Figure 3 . 8  PAGE: - 3-67 
Displays that no ground water monitoring wells are located 
to the southeast of the FMPC and only one is located to the 
east. Additional wells in both areas are recommended. 

RESPONSE : 
The Ground Water Sampling Plan (including applicable change 
pages resulting from U. S. EPA comments), submitted as  part 
of Volume I: Sampling Plan and the revised Work Plan define 
the proposed monitoring well network proposed under the RI. 
The proposed monitoring network addresses this c o n c e r n .  

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

PAGE: 3-68 SECTION/FIGURE: Figure 3-9 - 
Depicts monitoring well clusters upstream of the FMPC 
discharge pipe o n  the Great Miami River, but none are 
present between the discharge and Paddy's Run (including 
near New Baltimore). Additional wells are recommended 
between the discharge and Paddy's Run. 

Section 3 . 8 . 2 . 1 ,  Page 3-61 had referred to Figure 3.9 by 
stating wells were used at various times. The report should 
state if all wells are potentially usable for the RI study. 

This Task 1 Report should include information on the 
construction of off-site monitoring wells depkted in FigurP 
3 . 9  and any analytical results obtained Erom these off-site 
wells. 
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RESPONSE: 
Previous comments and responses have addresszd these same 
concerns. In summary: 1) Both the updated Ground Watsr 
Sampling Plan (rsvised to include change pages rssultant 
from responses to EPA comments) and the addition of off-site 
monitoring programs address this concern; 2 )  Numerous wells 
at various times is inaccurate as identi€ied in the response 
to the comment on Section 3.8.2.1, these wells will not be 
used in the RI; and 3) Information on the construction of 
off-site monitoring wells was transmitted to EPA during the 
Technical Information Exchange meeting of October 6, 1987. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/PIGURE: Section 3.8.2.2 PAGE: - 3-69 
Discusses the 4 1  site monitoring wells. A site map should 
be included to clarify which "off-site" and "on-site" wells 
will make up the 4 1  well monitoring system. 

RESPONSE : 
The 41 wells are identified in Figure 3.8. There are 35 on- 
site wells and 6 off-site wells. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incofporated into Section 3.8.2.2 
o f  the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Table 3.18 PAGE: - 3-72 
Should compare sampling results to U .  S. E P A  proposed or 
accepted criteria, standards or guidelines. Sampling 
results of wells shown in Figure 3 . 8  should be listed in 
this table. 

RESPONSE : 
These 
standa 

results are compared to DOE derived concentration 
rds for uranium in drinking water as proposed in DOE 

Order 5 4 8 0 . X X .  A comparison between DOE and promulgated U. 
S .  E P A  standards will b e  addressed in the Endangerment 
Assessment section and the Radiological R i s k  Assessment 
section of the R I .  

RESOLUTION: 
NO change in text is required for this response. 
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COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: T a b l e  3 .19  PAGE: 3-73 
Does  n o t  m e n t i o n  t h e  t ime  f r a m e  i n  w h i c n  t h e  d a t a  was  
c o l l e c t e d .  I t  i s  n o t  a r e a s o n a b l e  compar i son  t o  u s ?  tne 
FMPC u r a n i u m  i n  w a t e r  g u i d e l i n e  € o r  t h i s  w e l l  w a t e r  d a t a .  
A t  l e a s t  two s a m p l i n g  p o i n t s  w o u l d  be i n  excess  o f  E P A  
p r o p o s s d  s t a n d a r d s .  

RESPONSE: 
T h i s  d a t a  was c o l l e c t e d  i n  1985 and r e p o r t e d  i n  1986 .  T h e s e  
r e s u l t s  a r e  compared t o  p r o p o s e d  DOE d e r i v e d  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  
s t a n d a r d s  € o r  u r a n i u m  i n  d r i n k i n g  w a t e r .  A c o m p a r i s o n  
b e t w e e n  DOE and p r o m u l g a t e d  U. S .  E P A  s t a n d a r d s  w i l l  b e  
a d d r e s s e d  i n  t h e  E n d a n g e r m e n t  A s s e s s m e n t  s e c t i o n  and  t h e  
R a d i o l o g i c a l  R i s k  A s s e s s m e n t  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  R I .  

RESOLUTION: 
No change  i n  t e x t  i s  r e q u i r e d  f o r  t h i s  r e s p o n s e .  

COMMENT: 

PAGE: 3 - 7 4  - SECTION/FIGURE: S e c t i o n  3.8.2.2 
Is n o t  t a b u l a t e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  t h e  d o c u m e n t .  A n  
e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  u n d e r  t h e  T i l l  Groundwate r  
Q u a l i t y  h e a d l i n e  a s  t o  t h e  amount of  "excess from U. S .  EPA 
d r i n k i n g  w a t e r  s t a n d a r d s "  t h a t  h a s  been de tec ted  i n  w e l l s  
would be b e n e f i c i a l  k n o w l e d g e .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  s e c o n d  
b u l l e t  c o n t a i n s  a d o u b l e  n e g a t i v e .  T h i s  sentence needs  t o  
be c o r r e c t e d .  

Under t h e  S a n d  and Grave l  A q u i f e r  Water Q u a l i t y  - P r o d u c t i o n  
Area, t h e  s e c o n d  b u l l e t  n e e d s  t o  d i s p l a y  a c o n s i s t e n t  u n i t  
of  p C i / l .  

Sand and  G r a v e l  A q u i f e r  Water  Q u a l i t y  - O u t s i d e  P r o d u c t i o n  
Area s h o u l d  q u a n t i t a t i v e l y  c o m p a r e  t h e  b a c k g r o u n d  w a t e r  
s a m p l e s  f o r  m a n g a n e s e  a n d / o r  p h e n o l s .  The  r e p o r t  s i m p l y  
c o n c l u d e s  t h a t  t h e  b a c k g r o u n d  w a s  h i g h  i n  t h e s e  t w o  
p a r a m e t e r s ,  b u t  f a i l s  t o  i n d i c a t e  w h e t h e r  there  was any  
i n c r e a s e .  

T h e  r e p o r t  c o n c l u d e s  t h a t  " g e n e r a l l y  w i d e s p r e a d  V O C ,  
p e s t i c i d e s ,  h e r b i c i d z s  and  heavy  metal  c o n t a m i n a t i o n  h a s  
n o t  been p r e s e n t  i n  g round  water a t  t h e  FMPC." The  r e p o r t  
s h o u l d  i n d i c a t e  w h e t h e r  l o c a l i z e d  a r e a s  o f  t h e s e  
c o n t a m i n a n t s  have  Seen d i s c o v e r e d .  

RESPONSE : 
T h e  comment p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h e  T i l l  Groundwatar  Q u a l i t y  was 
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addressed in the Technical Information Exchange Meeting of 
October 6 ,  1 9 8 7 .  

The identified first bullet on page 3 - 7 4  is meant to state 
that no radionuclides above background levels have been 
detected. 

Utilizing the conversion factor given in Health physics, 
Volume 4 8  No. 5 ,  Page 6 0 1 - 6 3 3 ,  1 9 8 5 ,  the levels above 
background identified in the second bullet on page 3 - 7 4  were 
0 . 7 4  pCi/l to 2 1 . 4 4  pCi/l. 

The subject Sand and Gravel Aquifer data for phenols and 
Manganese was collected as part of the 4 rounds of RCRA 
ground water monitoring. No consistent trend was evident in 
the l e v e l s  of manganese and phenols identified during the 
monitoring program, nor were VOC's, pesticides, or 
herbicides of measurable amounts detected with any 
consistency. Statistical comparisons between indicator 
parameters will be completed as part of the report on round 
5 of RCRA monitoring. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 3 . 8 . ' 2 . 2  
of the Task 1- Report: Descriptibn of Current Situation. 

COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3 . 8 . 3 . 1  PAGE: - 3 - 7 6  
Should identify by name or site symbol the existing and new 
air monitoring sites. 

RESPONSE : 
The nine on-site air monitoring stations and the five off- 
site air monitoring stations are shown in the new Figure 
3.10. The five existing off-site monitoring sites ar2 
identified in Figure 3.10 as the OS1 through OS5. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 
3 . 8 . 3 . 1 ,  and Figures 3.10 of the Task 1 Report: Description 
of Current Situation. Figure 3 . 1 1  will be deleted form the 
text. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3.8.3.1 PAGE: 3 - 7 9  
Conveys the schedule and device for thoron sampling. The U. 
S. EPA, Region V has found alpha track aonitors incapable of 
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giving meaningful results for thoron (rsfer to 1 9 8 5  ' 

Environmental monitoring Report, page 18) 

RESPONSE: 
C o n t i n u o u s  environmental thoron monitoring can be 
accomplished by the "two-filter" msthod using Terradex 
Track-Etch detectors (Health Physics, 3 9 ,  p .  957, -  1 9 8 0  and 
Health Physics, 4 0 ,  p. 6 9 3 ,  1 9 8 1 ) .  This is the method 
currently in use at the FMPC. The 1 9 8 5  EMR, page 1 8  says 
nothing about thoron. Track etch detectors are a widely- 
accepted method for obtaining accurate measurements of radon 
concentrations (FMPC response to Item B of CERCLA Section 
FFCA, 30 day deliverable, DOE to EPA, August 1 7 ,  1 9 8 6 )  

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3 .8 .3 .2  PAGE: - 3-79 
Specifies compliance with Federal and State 24-hour total 
suspended particulate standards. However, it is not stated 
whether all FMPC air monitors met EPA siting criteria in 40 
CFR 5 8 .  During a site visit, it became apparent that a 
western sample site near the Clear Well was in a gully 
sheltered by trees. 

RESPONSE: 
The FMPC air monitoring stations are presently slightly 
below the 2 meter height specified in EPA siting criteria. 
All stations will be brought into compliance with EPA siting 
criteria as per 40 CFR 5 8 .  

The device referred to is a Passive Environmental Radon 
Monitor (PERM). The location was deemed an acceptable PERM 
location by Mr. Franz of U . S .  EPA on June 5, 1 9 8 7 .  

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: Table 3.22  PAGE: 3-84 
Footnote (a) does not clearly identify which concentration 
in the table correlates with which particular Sampling 
Station. This problem needs to be resolved. 
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RESPONSE : 
The minimum concentrations f o r  each year and the station at 
which they occurred will be included in Table 3.22. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Table 3 . 2 2  of 
the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT : 

SECTION/PIGURE: Section 3.8.3.2 PAGE: - 3-85 
Must clarify if locations 1-9 are also known as locations 

A 

BS1 - BS9. In addition, the designations for air monitoring 
sites in Table 3.22 and in this section do not agree with 
those on Figure 3.10. 

We can only assume that the reason for high readings at 
sampler BS3 is due to its location near the incinerator. 
However, it i s  unclear as to why BS2 and BS8 readings are 
not as high since they are located between high reading 
sites B S 1  and BS3. The cause for this discrepancy must be 
i nves t ig a ted . 

RESPONSE: 
Monitors at locations 1-9 are also known as B S 1  - BS9, and 
are currently known as AM1 - AM9. 
The rsason that AM2 and AM8 readings are not as high as 
those o f  AM1 and AM3 are twofold: (1) AM8 was not in 
operation until 1985, and (2) that both AM2 and AM8 are 
farther Erom t h e  site than A M 1  and AM3, especially AM2. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURB: Table 3.23 PAGE: - 3-87 
Footnote (a) indicates that c o m p a r i s o n s  were n o t  
consistently made against the same standard. Each 
applicable standard should be identified. 

RESPONSE: 
The standards have changed twice during the period shown and 
three different standards are referenced separately in Table 
3.23. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Table 3 . 2 3  of 
the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 3s . 
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20.9 
COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: .Section 3 . 8 . 4 . 1  PAGE: 3 - 9 3  
Should be changed to reference Figure 2 . 1 2 ,  not Figure 2 . 1 1 .  
More information could have Seen obtained from the 
Biological Resources Monitoring Program; i f  gamma scans were 
performed first and subsequently followed by further 
analyses €or specific radionuclides present. In addition, 
the report should identify the locations where milk samples 
were taken and the soil concentrations of the acres that 
were grazed by the sampled cows. 

RESPONSE: 
The correct figure reference is Figure 2 . 1 2 .  

Historically, studies in the region of the FMPC have looked 
primarily for uranium since this is the most likely 
substance to be found. Gamma scans at these locations are 
not part of the Environmental Monitoring Program (EMP). 

The milk samples were taken from cattle which graze on or 
adjacent to the FMPC land. Control samples were taken from 
a remote site in northern Kentucky approximately 3 0  km 
south-east of the FMPC. 

Soil samples results for the FMPC areas are available in 
Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation Report. No 
soil samples are available for the Kentucky location. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 3 . 8 . 4 . 1  
of the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT: 

PAGE: 3-93 - SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3 . 8 . 4 . 2  
Should not only focus on uranium in the sol1 analyses. 

This section makes a citation to Figure 2 . 9  which is an 
incorrect cite. The cite should be to Figure 2 . 1 2  

RESPONSE: 
The identified data in Section 3 . 8 . 4 . 2  was collectsd a s  part 
of the FMPC Environmental Monitoring Program. No other data 
exists as part of this program. 

The reference to Figure 2 . 9  is incorrect, the’correct Figure 
is 2 . 1 2 .  
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RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporat2d into Section 3 . 8 . 4 . 2  
of the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

- -  - _. - . - - - - -  . ._ 
COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: Table 3 . 2 8  PAGE: 3 - 9 4  
Display sampling points 7, 10, and 27 to be close together 
as are points 1 3  and 2 6 .  We question why these are not 
grouped together with the results of sampling efforts. For 
the RI, soil and vegetation sampling points must be added at 
high uranium concentration sites identified in the 1 9 8 5  
Environmental Report (Figure 10, page 2 5 ) .  

RESPONSE : 
The soil sampling program that was conducted as part of the 
EMP was designed to characterize soil concentrations in the 
area adjacent to the FMPC. Each sample was analyzed 
separately and no attempt was made to group samples. As 
part of the RI, a radiation measurements program will be 
conducted along an established grid system. This grid 
system will incorporate the areas identified in the 1 9 8 5  EMR 
as haviilg 'nigh uranium content. Additionally, biased soil 
sampling will take place at all anomalous areas of direct 
radiation as indicated by the radiation measurements 
program. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Table 3 . 2 9  PAGE: 3 - 9 5  
Should include parallel grass and soil samples at locations 
2 2 - 2 9 .  

RESPONSE: 
The results tabulated in tables 3 . 2 8  and 3 . 2 9  are the 
results of two different studies. The collection points 
generally do not correspond. The study tabulated in Table 
3 . 2 9  was the only study t o  compare soil and vegetation 
samples. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 
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COMMENT: 

SECTION/PIGURE: S e c t i o n  3 .8 .4 .2  PAGE: 3-97 
and  T a b l e  3 .30  and 9 6  

R a i s e s  a n  u n c e r t a i n t y  i n  t h e  u s a g e  o f  p o t a t o e s  a s  a n  
i n d i c a t o r  of  f o o d s t o c k  c o n t a m i n a t i o n .  T h i s  p rob lem s h o u l d  
be e v a l u a t e d .  T a b l e  3 .30 l i s t s  t h e  h i g h e s t  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  of 
u ran ium i n  p o t a t o e s  a s  1 . 2 2  pCi/gm. However,  t h e  1981  s t u d y  
b y  B a t e l l e  u s e s  0 . 0 1 6  mg/gm a s  a n  a v e r a g e  u r a n i u m  
c o n c e n t r a t i o n  i n  v e g e t a b l e s .  T h i s  c o n v e r t s  t o  10 .8  pCi/gm, 
a n  o r d e r  o f  m a g n i t u d e  g r e a t e r  t h a n  t h e  p o t a t o  l e v e l .  
M o r e o v e r ,  t h i s  i s  a n  a v e r a g e  l e v e l  w h i l e  t h e  p o t a t o  
c o n c e n t r a t i o n  was a t  peak l e v e l .  I t  m u s t  be assumed t h a t  
v e g e t a b l e s  w i t h  u r a n i u m  c o n c e n t r a t i o n s  g r e a t e r  t h a n  0.016 
mg/gm were measured .  

RESPONSE: 
The u s e  of  p o t a t o e s  a s  a n  i n d i c a t o r  of  u ran ium u p t a k e  h a s  
been  e v a l u a t e d .  Samples of o t h e r  t y p e s  o f  g a r d e n  p r o d u c e  
h a v e  b e e n  c o l l e c t e d  a n d  a n a l y z e d  a s  r e p o r t e d  i n  t h e  1986  
EMR. 

RESOLUTION: 
No c h a n g e  i n  t e x t  is r e q u i r e d  for t h i s  r e s p o n s e .  

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: S e c t i o n  3.8.4.2 PAGE: 3-97 
Shou ld  i d e n t i f y  t h e  a r e a s  where m i l k  s a m p l e s  were t a k e n .  

C o n s u m p t i o n  o f  c a n n e d  v e g e t a b l e s  i s  only o n e  of s e v e r a l  
pa thways  of e x p o s u r e  t o  p e r s o n s  l i v i n g  n e a r  FMPC. The R I  
r e p o r t  m u s t  a s s e s s  t h e  c u m u l a t i v e  e x p o s u r e  f r o m  v a r i o u s  
pa thways .  

DOE s h o u l d  d e s c r i b e  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  i t s  a n a l y z i n g  c e r t a i n  
s a m p l e s  f o r  p a r a m e t e r s  o t h e r  t h a n  u r a n i u m ,  a n d  why o t h e r  
s a m p l e s  were o n l y  a n a l y z e d  for uran ium.  

RESPONSE : 
The a r e a s  where  t h e  m i l k  s amples  were t a k e n  a r e  i d e n t i f i e d  
i n  t h e  f o o t n o t e s  on t a b l e  3.31. 

T h e  S e c t i o n  3 . 6  o f  t h e  RI Work P l a n  w i l l  a s s e s s  t h e  
c u m u l a t i v e  e x p o s u r e  from t h e  v a r i o u s  p a t h w a y s .  

Many of t h e  s a m p l e s  a r e  a n a l y z e d  for f l u o r i d e ,  i n  a d d i t i o n  
t o  u r a n i u m ,  a s  Hydrogen F l u o r i d e  (HF) i s  used  in many of  t h e  
FMPC p r o c e s s e s .  Many s a m p l e s  a r e  n o t  a n a l y z e d  f o r  
p a r a m e t e r s  o t h e r  t h a n  u r a n i u m  d u e  t o  t h e  l i m i t 2 d  s a m p l e  
s i z e .  
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RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required €or this response. 

209 
$.t t;a 

COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: Table 3.30 
Table 3.31 

PAGE: 3-96 
3-98 

Table 3.32 3-99 
Must state against what concentration criteria should these 
foodstuffs be judged or, alternatively, their corresponding 
dose levels as a result of consumption. 

RESPONSE : 
In each table a control sample has been included. This 
sample is assumed to be a background for the area as it is 
collected from a location either upgradient or  remote from 
the FMPC. In Table 3 . 3 0 ,  the control is labeled as such. 
In table 3.32 the control sample is designated a s  the 
upstream sample. In table 3.31 the sample location 2 ,  
identified as a dairy in Kentucky, is considered the control 
sample. 

There ars no concentration criteria for uranium in potatoes, 
milk, and fish. The corresponding radiation dose due to 
ingestion of these foodstuffs will be determined as part of 
the RI. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3.8.5.2 anc 
Section 4.3.2 

response. 

PAGE: 3-102 an( 
4-14 

Suggests the use o f  3 5 . 0  pCi/gm as the acceptable soil 
contamination guideline. Assuming this is natural uranium 
(which was the primary feedstock of the site for decades and 
a l s o  the most protective assumption healthwise), then 10.0 
pCi/gm is a more appropriate level relying upon Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission's uranium guidelines in 46 CFR 52061 
and 5 . 0  pCi/gm may be reasonable relying upon the radium 
content of the EPA standards in 40 CFR 192 

RESPONSE : 
A reference level of 3 5 . 0  pCi/g for uranium-238 in soil is 
intended to be the soil concentration indicated by portable 
survey instrument measurements for which biased soil 
sampling is indicated. This reference level is n o t  chosen 
a;s the remediation guideline, since such a level is 
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209 determined after the environmental dos2 pathways analysis is 
completed as part of the RI/FS. The refzrence level is not 
a concentration corresponding to any "derived" s o i l  
concentration which givzs a maximum allowable dose for t h e  
site. 

Based on a review of the operating history and radionuclide 
emission inventori3s fcr the FMPC, it has been determined 
that uranium isotopes (uranium-238 and uranium-234) were the 
principle radionuclides releasec! from the FYPC which would 
be present in surface soils in the vicinity of the FMPC. 
In-situ detection of these radionuclides in soil requires 
the use of portable radiation survey instruments which can 
detect gamma rays emitted by uranium-238 daughter 
radionuclides (thorium-234 and protactinium-234m). 

Low-energy photons, such as 63 keV gamma rays emitted by 
thorium-234, are best detected with a Field Instrument for 
Detecting Low-Energy Radiations (FIDLER) . Calibration of 
and use o f  the FIDLER are described in the radiation 
measurement procedures of the Sampling Plan. The estimated 
lower l i m i t  of detection (LLD) o f  the F I D L E R  is 
approximately 35.0 pCi/g for uranium-238 in soil. This 
value is based on calculations, discussions with the 

. manufacturer, and discussions with several organizations 
w h i c h  h a v e  u s e d  F I D L E R S  t o  m e a s u r e  uranium-238 
concentrations in soil. This value of the LLD for the 
FIDLER is the principal factor upon which the rsference 
level is based. 

Another factor which influences the choice of the reference 
level is the precedent at other sites which are being 
remediated for uranium-238 contamination. The lowest 
derived soil concentration identified €or such a site 
(Colonie, New York) is 3 5 . 0  pCi/g for uraniurn-238 in soil. 
This concentration yields a calculated annual d o s e  
equivalent to a rssident on the site of 100 mrem and was 
determined by a site specific environmental dose pathways 
analysis. 

Although the reference level of 35.0 pCi/g will be used to 
guide the collection of biased soil samples, the choice of 
the level will not preclude collection of soil samples with 
concentrations of uranium-238 less than 35.0 pCi/g. In 
fact, random soil sampling will be performed throughout the 
site, including areas previously determined to have soil 
concentrations of uranium-238 less than 1 0  pCi/g. 

Additionally, as par.t o f  the procedure to correlate portable 
survey instrument response with surface soil concentration, 
soil samples will be collected from locations ranging frgm 
known low concentrations (1-4 pCi/g) to known slevated 

v 
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concentrations ( 100 pCi/g). After radiochemical analysis 
of each soil sample at the off site laboratory, the measured 
concentration of uranium-238 will be correlated with the 
response of the portable survey instrument taken at the time 
of sample collection. A linear regression analysis will be 
performed on the data to determine the correlation between . 

instrument response and soil concentration. This 
correlation will be perforned at the beginning oE th2 
radiation measurement program and is described in detail in 
the radiation measurement procedures of ths Sampling Plan. 

Since the FMPC is an operating site with stored radioactive 
materials, there are areas with elevated radiation fields. 
These field's, may hinder the use of the FIDLER for direct 
determination of soil concentrations. In these areas, 
FIDLER measurements will be per€ormed and the correlation 
between instrument response and soil concentration (as 
determined by laboratory analysis) will be repeated. 

Upon completion of  radiation measurements on the site using 
the FIDLER, a map of the site will be prepared showing 
isopleths of constant instrument readings. A separate map 
of the site will be prepared showing isoplsths of constant 
soil concentrations of uranium-238 as determined by 
laboratory analysis and instrument response corrilation. 
Since soil samples will be collected and analyzed in areas 
with low concentrations ( 1 - 4  pCi/g) of uranium-238, soil 
concentration isopleths will be generated for all measured 
concentrations above approximately 1 pCi/g. 

Direct radiation measurement will also be made with large- 
volume scintillation detectors. These instruments are the 
most sensitive d-etectors for gamma rays with energies 
greater than approximately 100 keV. Each 100-foot grid will 
be surveyed with these detectors during a complete walkover 
survey with the detector at ground level. Additional 
measurements at grid points (both 100-foot grids and 1,000 
foot grids) will be integrated readings with the detector 
held at one meter above the ground. A discussion of the 
rationale behind the selection of the sampling spacing is 
given in Section 4.2.1.2 of the Work Plan. 

After completion of the walkover survey using large-volume 
scintillation detectors, a map of the site will be prepared 
showing isopleths of constant exposure rates. A separate 
map will be prepared using the results of the integrated 
measurements at one meter height above ea,ch grid point, 
showing isopleths of constant exposure. 

Large-volume scintillation detectors will b e  field 
calibrated using a pressurized ionization chamber ( P I C )  at 
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no fewer than 5 0  locations on the site. These locations 
wil'l be chosen uniformly spaced throughout the site so  that 
the range of exposure rates are measursd. The P I C  will be 
calibrated by ths manufacturer with an N B S  traceable 
calibration. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Table 3.35 PAGE: - 3 - 1 0 5  
Leaves us to question whether D O E  has determined the 
chemical or radiological composition of the smoke which is 
released during blowouts at the Rockwell furnace. This may 
prove to be beneficial information. 

RESPONSE: 
Durins top and bottom blowouts, continuous air sampling is 

< 

maintained in the area. Air samples have been analyzed for 
radiological content and found to contain low levels of 
uranium bearing particulates. Chemical content has not been 
analyzed, but process knowledge indicates that the smoke 
contains mainly magnesium fluoride. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Table 3 . 3 5  of 
the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 4 . 2 . 2  PAGE: - 4 - 5  
Makes an incorrect assumption the analysis of on-site 
pathways are more important than the definition of off-sits 
pathways. Both on-site and off-site pathways must be 
analyzed. This is true particularly where contaminants 
migration off-site has already occurred. The sampling 
programs described in the Task 2 Report fail to go off-site 
of FMPC. This is contrary to our agreement. 

RESPONSE: 
Both on-site and off-site pathways will be analyzed as 
presented in the RI Work Plan. 

Extensive off-site sampling results previously obtained from 
other DOE programs will be used as part of the RI. An off- 
site ground water sampling program has also been proposed in 
the rivised Work Plan. 
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RESOLUTION: 
No change in text will be rzquir3d for this response. 

COMMENT 

PAGE: - 4-a  SECTION/FIGURE: Section 4 . 2 . 3 . 3  
States that surveys are underway €or the study of the ELora 
and fauna of the FMPC. These surveys that FMPC intends to 
rely upon, and all other studies and surveys which DOE 
intends to rely upon, must be reviewed by 0 .  S .  E P A  to 
determine whether or not we can rely upon that data. 

RESPONSE: 
These surveys are being performed by an independent 
ecological consultant. The -protocols and results of this 
program will be validated prior to use in the R1. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGORE: Section 4 . 2 . 3 . 4  PAGE: 4 - 8  
Is misleading in its suggestion that the off-site wells that 
demonstrated contamination are not used a s  a potable water 
supply. The date at which these wells were discontinued as a 
potable water supply source should be identified in the 
report. Prior to that date, residents were using these 
wells as a potable water supply. 

RESPONSE: 
The discontinued wells are detailed as follows: 

Well OS-1 discontinued as a potable water supply 
in April 1 9 8 5 .  

Well OS-2 discontinued in 1 9 8 2 - 8 3 .  

Well OS-3 discontinued in 1 9 7 4 .  

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 4 . 2 . 3 . 4  
of the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 4.2.4.1 PAGE: 4 - 9  
Is ?remature in stating that direct contact is not a 

COMM.0QS . 11 / ,19 /87  17:15 28  
2 ,  

..> 

000033 



y - c  r 

principal public health threat. This determination cannot 
be make until the RI is completed. 

RESPONSE: 
All exposure pathways to the public will be evaluated during 
the RI (Section 3 . 6  of the Work Plan), including direct' 
contact. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT : 

PAGE: 4 - 9  SECTION/FIGURE: Section 4 . 2 . 4 . 2  - 
States that DOE intends to rely upon past and current 
studies to compute the inhalation exposure. U .  S. EPA must 
be assured that this data is reliable. 

RESPONSE: 
Inhalation 
peer-revie 

pathways will be evaluated in accordance with the 
wed assessment of atmospheric dispersion and 

associated dose assessment being performed by the Center for 
Disease Control. U. S. EPA has an individual on the peer-' 
review board who will be evaluating these studies. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 4 . 2 . 4 . 2  
of the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT : 

PAGE: 4 - 9  SECTION/FIGURE: Section 4 . 2 . 4 . 3  - 
Should include the Dotential health impacts from the ~~ 

ingestion of surfac; soil or stream sediments by children 
playing in Paddy's Run or the Great Miami River. 

RESPONSE: 
All exposure pathways to the public will be evaluated during 
the RI, including ingestion of surface soil and stream 
sediments. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 4 . 2 . 4 . 3  
o f  the Task 1 Report: Description o f  Current Situation. 

I 

i$ 
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COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 4 . 3 . 1  PAGE: 4 - 1 0  
Mentions that the on-site uranium contamination in 
groundwater near the storage areas was Eirst detscted in 
1 9 8 5 .  DOE should. supply us-with s a m p l e  results, if any wers 
obtained from this arsa in the early 1 9 6 0 ' s ,  when a 
groundwater pump-out scheme was initiated. 

RESPONSE: 
Results of ground water monitoring during that period have 
been presented to the 0 .  S. EPA in the Aquifer Contamination 
Control Reports to the Manager, 1 9 6 5  through 1 9 8 4 .  

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 4 . 3 . 1  PAGE: 4 - 1 1  
Offers a 6 . 8  pCi/l level as a Great Miami River uranium 
concentration in water. Table 3 . 1 4 ,  page 3 - 6 4  and Figure 
3 . 7 ,  page 3 - 6 0  indicate that the upstream uranium level is 
1 . 5 7  pCi/l. 

RESPONSE: 
The 6 . 8  pCi/ value is referenced from Exhibit B dated 
November 1 4 ,  1 9 8 6 ,  Final Interim Report - Air, Soil, Water 
and Health Risk Assessment in the Vicinity of the FMPC- 
Fernald, Ohio, submitted to EPA July 2 7 ,  1 9 8 7 .  The 1 . 5 7  
pCi/l vaLue is referenced from the 1 9 8 5  FMPC Environmental 
Monitoring Report (EMR). The text will identify the source 
of the 6 . 8  pCi/l value. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 4 . 3 . 1  
of the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FLGURE: Section 4 . 3 . 1  PAGE: 4 - 1 2  
Makes references to previous sampling of existing wells in 
the waste storage areas. DOE should idontify the years 
those samples were obtained and provide us with that.data. 

RESPONSE: 
These wells were .sampled during the R C R A  compliance 
sampling. This data was provided to US and Ohio EPA during 
calendar years 1 9 8 6  and 1 9 8 7 .  
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-28Qt RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into the appropriate 
Section of the Task 1 Report: Description of  Current 
Situation. 

COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 4 . 3 . 2  'PAGE: - 4 - 1 3  
Refers to Section 3 . 0  This should be a refzrence to Section 
5 . 0  

RESPONSE : 
Error acknowledged. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 4 . 3 . 2  
of the Task 1 -Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 4 . 3 . 3  PAGE: - 4 - 1 s  
Confirms the need to explore levels for all radionuclides 
likely to have been released from the FMPC. Current data is 
adequate to describe off-site surface soil uranium 
contamination, and is not adequate to characterize on-site 
contamination of soils by radionuclides or hazardous 
chemicals. 

RES PONS E : 
The off-site soil sampling and analysis program conducted by 
IT in support of DOE'S litigation included full scans for 
radionuclides and hazardous chemicals. This data, which has 
been transmitted 'to E P A ,  was o'nly recently released for 
public distribution and can now be used to support the RI/FS 
(as anticipatod when preparing the Work Plan). The data 
base is considered to be sufficient to demonstrate that 
uranium is t h e  key parameter of concern at off-site 
locations. It is also important to note that the proposed 
on-site radiological and soil sampling programs will confirm 
if any on-site spatial trends indicate the potential for an 
off-site concern that is not adequately resolved by the 
existing data base. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 
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COMMENT : 

PAGE: 4-16 SECTION/FIGURE: Section 4.3.4 - 

sampling plan. ~. 

Should include the results of the surface water and sediment 
sampling. Overland flow should be included as part of the 

The DOE rsport should describe the source O E  technetium that 
has been found at slevated locations at FMPC. Tha report 
should also describe the relative ability for plant and 
animal uptake of this element, its solubility and toxicity, 
compared to that of uranium. In addition, where DOE does 
not propose to analyze for this parameter, it should state 
the reason. 

RESPONSE: 
The surface water sampling results are detailed in Section 
3.8.1, Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

Overland flow is be included in section 4.2.1.5, Surface 
Water and Sediment Sampling Plan, of the Work Plan. 

Technetium-99 is a fission by-product and is present .in 
small quantities in FMPC recycle materials. The RI will 
include a risk assessment of the sourco ,  pathways, and dose 
from Technetium-99. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

PAGE: 5-5 - SECTION/FIGURE: Section 5-1.6 
Should confirm that until DOE makes the required analysis 
for the 44 other categories of potential RCRA waste, these 
wastes must be stored in compliance with RCRA. 

RESPONSE : 
The following statement will be added to Section 5.1.6, page 
5-5: 

"Based on historical records and process knowledge, it 
is not believed that the 44 other catagories of stored 
matzrials are applicable to RCRA standards." 

This concern is identical to a U. S. EPA comment on the 
revised deliverable submitted January 23, 1987 in response 
to CERCLA items A 1  - A7 of the RCRA section, FFCA. The 
concern is addressed as part oE the D O E  response to the 
subject EPA comments, 
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a RESOLOTION: 
The above response will be incorporatsd into Section 5.1.6 
of the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 5.1.7 PAGE: - 5-6 
States that a "sliqhtly elevated" amount of uranium-238 was 
detected in soils outside the sits boundary. The detection 
limit for the aerial survey should be provided along with 
the soil sample results in order to interpret data. 

RESPONSE: 
The lower detectable limit of the aerial survey was 5 
microroentgens per hour (gR/h) exposure rate. The 
corresponding value given for the lower detectable limit was 
1 5 0  pCi/g of U-238, but in conjunction with the concurrent 
soil sampling effort, concentrations as low as 6 5  pCi/g of 
0 - 2 3 8  were detected. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 5.1.7 
of the Task 1 -Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 5.2.1 PAGE: 5-7 
Should clarify that corrective actions taken at the K-65 
silos arz interim measures only. 

RESPONSE : 
The referenced measures taken at the K-65 silos are interim 
measures only. Section 5 . 2 . 1 ,  fourth paragraph will be 
amended to clearly reflect this fact. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above resDonse will be incorporated into Section 5.2.1 
of the Task 1 -Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 5.2.2 PAGE: - 5-8 
States that a study is currently underway to determine 
whether Pit 4 cla-ssifies as a RCRA hazardous waste 
impoundment. This is contrary to our agreement. DOE has 
acknowledged that Pit 4 is a RCRA hazardous waste pit. 

- 
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hazardous substance, had Seen admitted into Pit 4 .  A 
closure plan has been developed and submittsd to U. S. E P A  
for approval, recognizing Pit 4 as a RCRA hazardous waste 

- - .  - . facility. . -  - 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 5 . 2 . 2  
of the Task 1 -Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT: 

PAGE: 5-9 - SECTION/FIGURE: Section 5.2.4 
Should describe why a protective pumping scheme was 
initiated at the waste pit area. DOE should provide U. S. 
E P A  with analytical results from groundwater samples 
obtained from the waste pit area in early 1960’s 

RESPONSE : 
The shallow ground water pumping scheme was instigated to 
control high levels of nitrates, sulfates, and chlorides 
that were being found in the area downgradient of the Waste 
Pits. The pumping scheme was designed to lower the water 
table such that it was no longer in contact with the Waste 
Pits. Data has been presented to the U. S. EPA in the 
Aquifer Contamination Control Reports to the Manager, 1965 
through 1 9 8 s .  

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this .response. 

COMMENT : 

Section 6 . 0  SECTION/FIGURE: PAGE: - 6-1 
through 6-7 

Should state that the boundaries for the study area for the 
RI are preliminary boundaries only. The boundaries must 
extend outward, off-site, a s  contamination is found. 

Throughout Section 6 . 0 ,  DOE references numerous studies that 
it intends to rely upon to satisfy data requirements for the 
FS. We must be assured that we can accept that data before 
U. S. EPA agrees to the sampling p l a n s  proposed by DOE. 

RESPONSE : 
The preliminary boundaries for the RI/FS, as described in 
Section 6.0, were established on an environmental media- 
specific basis in response to the curront extent of 
knowle,dge ,.on. physical limitations to contaminant transport, 

2: . ‘ ,  I. ~ 
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available monitoring data, and the Eindings of previous 
studies. It is recognized, however, that the boundaries 
will h a v s  t o  be extended outward i f  the extent of 
Contamination is found n o t  to be deEined by the proposed 
study boundaries. 

The previous studies referenced in section 6 . 0  will be used 
to determine the scope of the RI. If at all possi5le, the 
data used in the RI will be generated by the RI. 

2-09 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 
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OEPA COMMENTS TO THE 
TASK 1 REPORT: 

DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT SITUATION 

COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3.8.2.2 PAGE: - 3-69 
Discussion of the 41 site monitoring wells is meaningless 
without their locations being identified on a site map and 
include in this section. It is not clear which "off-site' 
and "on-site" wells make up the 41-well monitoring system. 

RESPONSE: 
The 41 wells are identified in Figure 3 . 8  and consist of 3 5  
on-site wells and 6 off-site wells. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 3 . 8 . 2 . 2  
of the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Table 3 . 1 7  PAGE: 3 - 7 0  and 
3 - 7 1  

Perchloroethylene (#18 on list llD'') and tetrachloroethylene 
(#44 on list "D") are the same compound. 

RESPONSE: 
Perchloroethylene and tetrachloroethylene are the same 
compound. This is the list referenced from the Results of 
Round 1 Ground Water Sampling, FMPC, Fernald Ohio, Dames and 
Moore, 1986 .  

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 

COMMENT: 

PAGE: 3 - 7 2  - SECTION/FIGURE: Table 3.18 
Sampling points T l S ,  1D are not shown in Figure 3.8 .  Why 
are the results o f  the remaining wells shown in Figure 3 . 8  
not listed in Table 3 . 1 8 .  Footnote "b" does not make any 
sense. 

RESPONSE : 
Sampling point T1S should be labeled as 1s. It is combined 
with 1D as a cluster well. This well is located but not 

f I  
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209 prjs 
labeled on Figure 3 . 8  (just east oE pit 2 ) .  This will b4 
corrected. The wells listed in Table 3 . 1 8  were sampled as 
part of the Environmental Monitoring program. The remaining 
wells shown on Figure 3 . 8  are part of tne RCRA compliance 
program. These results have Seen supplied in Task 1 through 
4 of the- RCRA program, and submitted in 1 9 8 6 - 1 9 8 7 .  Footnots 
* ' 5 "  should read "Concentration in air- a-nd watsr above 
natural background." 

.. 
.. - .  

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Table 3 . 1 8  and 
Figure 3 . 8  of the Task 1 Report: Description of Current 
S i tua t ion. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Table 3 . 1 8  and 
Table 3 . 1 9  

PAGE: 3 - 7 2  and - 
3 - 7 3  

Should provide uranium concentration equivalents between 
pCi/l and mg/l. 

RESPONSE: 
The conversion factor used at the FMPC at the time this data 
was taken, for ug/l to pCi/l was 0 . 6 7  pCi/ug of uranium in 
natural equilibrium (Health Physics, Volume 4 8  No. 5, Pages 
6 0 1 - 6 3 3 ,  1 9 8 5 ) .  

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Table 3.18  of 
the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT: 

PAGE: 3-74 SECTION/FIGURE: Section 3 . 8 . 2 . 2  - 
Second bullet item: The first sentence uses poor grammar 
and its meaning is unclear. In the fourth bullet item, what 
is meant by the I'TP" designation after the well numbers? 

RESPONSE: 
The identified first bullet on page 3 - 7 4  is meant to state 
that no radionuclides above background levels have been 
detected. The ''TP" designates "Test Pit", a 1 0  foot deep 
well, installed after the excavation of a test pit. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 3 . 8 . 2 . 2  
of the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 
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209 
COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: T a b l e  3.20 PAGE: 3-81 
F o o t n o t e : b :  s h o u l d  i n d i c a t e  what c a l e n d a r  p e r i o d  c o n s t i t u t e s  
a f i s c a l  y e a r .  

RESPONSE : 
T h e  FMPC f i s c a l  y e a r  (FY)  e x t e n d s  from O c t o b e r  1 t h r o u g h  
Sep tember  30 of t h e  f o l l o w i n g  y e a r .  P r i o r  t o  1 9 7 6 ,  t h e  
f i s c a l  y e a r  e x t e n d e d  from J u l y  1 t o  J u n e  30 of t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
y e a r .  

RESOLUTION: 
The above  r e s p o n s e  w i l l  b e  i n c o r p o r a t e d  
t h e  T a s k  1 R e p o r t :  

i n t o  Table  3.20 of  
D e s c r i p t i o n  of C u r r e n t  S i t u a t i o n .  

COHXENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: S e c t i o n  3 .8 .4 .1  PAGE: - 3-93 
Second p a r a g r a p h :  What is  a q u a d r a t ?  

RESPONSE: 
As used  i n  t h i s  c o n t e x t ,  a q u a d r a t  s p e c i f i e s  a c i r c u l a r  a r e a  
i n  which t h e  sample  w i l l  b e  t a k e n .  

RESOLUTION: 
No c h a n g e  i n  t e x t  i s  r e q u i r e d  for t h i s  r e s p o n s e .  

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: S e c t i o n  3 .8 .4 .1  PAGE: - 3-93 
F i r s t ,  t h i r d ,  a n d  f i f t h  p a r a g r a p h s :  R e f e r e n c e s  t o  f i g u r e  
2 . 1 1  s h o u l d  b e  F i g u r e  2 . 1 2 .  

RESPONSE: 
E r r o r  acknowledged .  

RESOLUTION: 
The above  r e s p o n s e  w i l l  b e  i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  S e c t i o n  3 .8 .4 .1  
of  t h e  T a s k  1 R e p o r t :  D e s c r i p t i o n  of  C u r r e n t  S i t u a t i o n .  

COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGURE: S e c t i o n  3.8.4.2 PAGE: - 3-93 
Las t  p a r a g r a p h :  r e f e r e n c e  t o  F i g u r e  2.9 s h o u l d  b e  F i g u r e  
2 . 1 2 .  

RESPONSE : 
E r r O K  acknowledged .  
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RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 3 . 9 . 4 . 1  
of the Task 1-Report: Description oE Current Situation. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Tables 3 . 2 8 ,  3 . 2 9 ,  3 . 3 0  PAGE: - 3 - 9 5  to 
3 . 3 1 ,  3 . 3 2 ,  and 3 . 3 4  3 - 9 9  

What is meant by Bq/g in the footnotes in these tables? 

RESPONSE: 
Bq/g stands for Becquerel per gram, a SI unit representing 
radioactivity per unit weight, being one (1) disintegration 
per second per gram. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Table 3 . 2 8  of 
the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 4 . 2 . 3 . 4  PAGE: - 4 - 8  
Second Paraqraph: It should be stated what the contaminated 
private wells-south of the FMPC are used for, if they are 
not currently used for a potable water supply and whether 
these contaminated wells are still accessible by the public 
for potable or other use. 

RESPONSE: 
The discontinued wells are detailed as follows: 

Well O S - 1  discontinued as a potable water supply 
in April 1985 .  ' 

Well OS-2 discontinued in 1 9 8 2 - 8 3 .  

Well OS-3 discontinued in 1 9 7 4 .  

These Wells are still used for non potable water supply. 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 4 . 2 . 3 . 4  
o f  the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation. 
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COMMENT: 

SECTION/FIGURE: Section 4.2.4.3 PAGE: 4-9 
The ingestion mode must consider potential health impacts as 
a result of ingestion of surface soils or stream sediments 
by children playing in Paddy's Run or the Great Miami River. 

All exposure pathways to the public will be evaluated during 
the RI (Section 3.6 o f  the Work Plan), including direct 
contact. 

RESPONSE: 

RESOLUTION: 
The above response will be incorporated into Section 4.2.4.3 
of the Task 1-Report: Description of Current Situation. 

COMMENT : 

SECTION/FIGORE: Section 4.3.3 PAGE: 4-14 
First paragraph: The text should provide the basis for 
which 35 pCi/g is used. by FMPC as a reference point for 
"acceptance of decontaminated areas." 

RESPONSE: 
A reference level of 35.0 pCi/g for uranium-238 in soil is 
intended to be the soil concentration indicated by portable 
survey instrument measurements for which biased soil 
sampling is indicated. This reference level is not chosen 
a s  the remediation guideliner since such a level is 
determined after the environmental dose pathways analysis is 
completed a s  part of the RI/FS. The reference level is not 
a concentration corresponding to any "derived" soil 
concentration which gives a maximum allowable dose for the 
site. 

Based on a review of the operating history and radionuclide 
emission inventories for the FMPC, it has been determined 
that uranium isotopes (uranium-238 and uranium-234) were the 
principle radionuclides released from the FMPC which would 
be present in surface soils in the vicinity of the FMPC. 
In-situ detection of these radionuclides in soil requires 
the use of portable radiation survey instruments which can 
detect gamma rays emitted by u r a n i u m - 2 3 8  daughter 
radionuclides (thorium-234 and protactinium-234m). 

Low-energy photons, such as 63 keV gamma rays emitted by 
thorium-234, are best detected with a Field Instrument for 
Detecting Low-Energy Radiations (FIDLER) . Calibration of 
and use of the FIDLER are described in the radiation 
measursment procedures of the Sampling Plan. The estimatsd 
lower limit of detection ( L L D )  o f  the FIDLER is 

mCOMM.BQ5 11/19/87 1 7 ~ 1 5  4Q 

000046 



approximately 35.0 pCi/g for uranium-238 in soil. pT&fS 

value is based on calculations, discussions with th2 
manufacturer, and discussions with several organizations 
which h a v e  used FIDLERS to m e a s u r e  u r a n i u m - 2 3 3  
concentrations in soil. This value o f  the LLD for the 
FIDLER is the principal factor upon which the reference 
level is based. 

Another factor which influences the choice o f  the reference 
level is the precedent at other sites which are being 
remediated for uranium-238 Contamination. The lowest 
derived soil concentration identified for such a site 
(Colonie, New York) is 35.0 pCi/g for uranium-238 in soil. 
This concentration yields a calculated annual d o s e  
equivalent to a resident on the site of 100 mrem and was 
determined by a site specific environmental dose pathways 
analysis. 

Although the reference level of 35.0 pCi/g will be used to 
guide the collection of biased soil samples, the choice of 
the level will not preclude collection of soil samples with 
concentrations of uranium-238 less than 3 5 . 0  pCi/g. In 
fact, random soil sampling will be performed throughout, the 
site, including areas previously determined to have soil 
concentrations of uranium-238 less than 10 pCi/g. 

Additionally, as part of the procedure to correlate portable 
survey instrument response with surface soil concentration, 
soil samples will be collected from locations ranging from 
known low concentrations (1-4 pCi/g) to known elevated 
concentrations ( 100 pCi/g). After radiochemical analysis 
of each soil sample at the off site -laboratory, the measured 
concentration of uranium-238 will be correlated with the 
response of the portable survey instrument taken at the time 
of sample collection. A linear regression analysis will be 
performed on the data to determine the corrslation between 
instrument response and soil concentration, This 
correlation will be performed at the beginning of the 
radiation measurement program and is described in detail in 
the radiation measurement procedures of the Sampling Plan. 

Since the FMPC is an operating site with stored radioactive 
materials, there are areas with elevated radiation fields. 
These fields may hinder the use of the FIDLER € O K  direct 
determination of soil concentrations. In these areas, 
FIDLER measurements will be performed. and the correlation 
between instrument response and soil concentration (as 
determined by laboratory analysis) will be repeated. 

Upon completion of radiation measurments o n  the site using 
the FIDLER, a map of the site will be prepared showing 

, :;t. 
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209 
isoDleths of constant instrument readings. A separate map 
of ;he site will be prepared showing isopleths of constant 
soil concentrations of uranium-238 as determined by 
laboratory analysis and instrument response correlation. 
Since soil samples will be collected and analyzed in areas 
with low concentrations (1-4 pCi/g) of uranium-238, soil 
concentration isopleths wi 11 be generated €or all measured 
concentrations above approximately 1 pCi/g. 

Direct radiation measurement will also be made with large- 
volume scintillation detectors. These instruments are the 
most sensitive detectors for gamma rays with energies 
greater than approximately 100 keV. Each 100-foot grid will 
be surveyed with these detectors during a complete walkover 
survey with the detector at ground level. Additional 
measurements at grid points (both 100-foot grids and 1,000 
foot grids) will be integrated readings with the detector 
held at one meter above the ground. A discussion of the 
rationale behind the selection of the sampling spacing is 
given in Section 4.2.1.2 of the Work Plan. 

After completion of the walkover survey using large-volume 
scintillation detectors, a map of the site will be prgpared 
showing isopleths of constant exposure rates. A separate 
map will be prepared using the results of the integrated 
measurements at one meter height above each grid point, 
showing isopleths of constant exposure. 

Large-volume scintillation detectors will be field 
calibrated using a pressurized ionization chamber (PIC) at 
no fewer than 50 locations on the site. These locations 
will be chosen uniformly spaced throughout the site s o  that 
the range of exposure rates are measured. The P I C  will be 
calibrated by the manufacturer with an NBS traceable 
cal ibr at i on. 

RESOLUTION: 
No change in text is required for this response. 
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NOTE: - 
As of February, 1987, the Clear Well no longer received 
process dischaiges, only Waste Pit runoff. Sections 3.4.1, 
3.4.2, and 3.4.3, Figures 3.5 and 3.6, and Section 5.2.6 of 
the Task 1 Report: Description of Current Situation will be 
changed to reflect the change of status of the Clear Well. 

Figure 4.1 has been rearranged for clarity and will be 
incorporated into the Task 1 Report: Description of Current 
Situation. 

- 
- .  

Table 3.9 has been corrected, see the appropriate change 
Page. 
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TASK 1 REPORT: 
DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT SITUATION 

USEPA CHANGE PAGES 

EXISTING: Section 1 . 2  

A total of 123.9  kg of slightly enriched uranium were 
lost to the atmosphere from Plant 9 operations over an 
approximate time period from September 1984 to December 
1984.  The excessive emissions caused no discerniblz 
impacts off site; an intensive in-vivo whole body count 
of Plant 9 workers indicated n o  significant 
incorporation of uranium in the lungs. 

PROPOSED: A total of 1 2 3 . 9  kg of slightly enriched uranium was 
lost to the atmosphere from Plant 9 operations ov2r an 
approximate time period from September 1984 to December 
1984.  Air monitoring stations, located at the FMPC 
perimeter did not show evidence of elevated uranium 
concentrations at the time of the incident. Various 
environmental monitoring studies performed after the 
release incident showed no discernible off-site 
environmental impacts. According to the investigation 
reports, the excessive emissions caused no discernible 
impacts off site, and an intensive in-vivo whole body 
count of Plant 9 workers indicated no significant 
incorporation of uranium in the lungs (Investigation of 
September-December 1 9 8 4  Plant 9 Excessive Uranium 
Emissions, February 6 ,  1 9 8 5 ,  FMPC, DOE, OR0 0 8 5 5 . ) .  

EXISTING: Section 1.2 

0 Uranium in Off-Site Wells 

Laboratory analyses of NLO samples (collected 
since 1 9 8 1 )  have indicated that the uranium 
concentration in the water of three off-site wells 
may be elevated with respect to wells upgradient 
from the FMPC. However, these concentrations are 
below D O E  g u i d e l i n e s  a n d  the upper linit 
recommended by the U.S.  Public Health Service. 

PROPOSED: o Uranium in Off-Sito Wells 

Laboratory analyses of NLO samples (collect2d 
since 1 9 8 1 )  have indicated that the uranium 
concentration in the water of three off-site wol?s 
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may b2 elevated with respect to wells upgradiont 
from the FMPC. However, the maximum uranium 
levels observed in these wells is below the 
proposed DOE derived concentration standard as i n  
DOE order 5480.XX of 0.81 mg/l total uranium in 
ground water, but abovs the proposed 0 .  S. E P A  
drinking watsr standard of 8.1 mg/l total uranium. 

EXISTING: Table 3.1 

PROPOSED: (Replace with 

EXISTING: Section 3 . 4 . 1  

the attached Table 3 . 1 )  

The General Sump flow design is shown in Figure 3 .5 .  
Pretreated liquids are collected at the General Sump 
where solids are allowed to settle prior to the waste 
water flowing to Pit 5 and then to the Clear Well for 
further solids removal. The Clear Well also receives 
runoff from the general site area. 

Effluent from the Clearwell and noncontaminated 
supernatant from the General Sump are combined with the 
sewage treatment effluent and stormwater runoff and 
discharged to the Great Niami River through the main 
effluent line following sampling at the NPDES discharge 
point. 

PROPOSED: The General Sump flow design is shown in Figure 3 . 5 .  
Pretreated liquids are collected at the General Sump 
where solids are allowed to settle prior to the waste 
water flowing to the Bio Surge Lagoon ( B S L )  , and then 
to the aiodenitrification Tower (BDT) where excess 
nitrates are removed. Prior to 1987 wasts water flowed 
from the General Sump to Pit 5 and then to the Clear 
Well before combining with sewage trsatment effluent 
and non contaminated supernatant from the General Sump 
and discharging to the Great Miami River through the 
main effluent line, following sampling at the NPDES 
discharge point. Flows from the BDT now flow through 
the sewage treatment plant prior to NPDES sampling and 
discharge through the main effluent line. 

EXISTING: Figure 3.5 

PROPOSED: (Replace with the attached Figure 3 . 5 )  

EXISTING: Figure 3.6 

PROPOSED: (Replace with the attached F,igurs 3 . 6 )  
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EXISTING: Section 3.4.2 

T h e  clear water overElows t o  the ultraviolet 
disinfection unit, then to Manhole 175 ,  and discharges 
to the Great Miami River. A biodenitrification 

document. The sewage plant effluent is analyzed for 
total suspended solids, volatile solids, pH, total 
€ecal coliform bactsria, alkalinity, total settled 
solids, and biochemical oxygen demand. 

- facility is contained -in Section-_ 5 . 2 _ . 6  of this 

PROPOSED: T h e  clear water overflows t o  the ultraviolet 
disinfection unit, then to Manhole 1 7 5 ,  and discharges 

' to the Great Miami River. The sewags plant effluent is 
analyzed for total suspended solids, volatile solids, 
pH, total fecal coliform bacteria, alkalinity, total 
settled solids, and biochemical oxygen demand. 

EXISTING: Section 3 . 4 . 3  

The outfall ditch may be acting as a source and 
transportation mechanism f o r  a b o v e  background 
concentrations of radionuclides in the off-site ground 
water (H&R, 1985)  

The storm sewer outfall now discharges into the newly 
constructed storm water retention basin. This 
retention basin is designed to accommodate a 2-yearr 
24-hour storm event 

PROPOSED: The outfall ditch may be acting as a source and 
t ranspor tat ion mechan i s m  Eo r a bo ve ba c kg r o u  nd 
concentrations of radionuclides in the off-site ground 
water (H&R, 1986) 

The Clear Well now only receives stDrm water runoff 
from the waste pit area. Previously, the Clear Well 
also received waste water from the General Sump prior 
to discharging to manhole 1 7 5 .  The Clear Well now 
discharges to the B S L .  

The storm sewer outfall now discharges into the newly 
constructed storm water retention basin prior to 
discharging to manhole 1 7 5 .  This retention basin is 
designed to accommodate a 2-year, 24-hour storm event 

EXISTING: Section 3.5 

Four faci l i  ties--the Hexafluoride Reduction Plant 
(Plant 7 1 ,  the solid waste incinerator at the east sits 
boundary, the graphite burner, and the oil burner have 

_ _  
CHANGE.PG5 11/19/87 19:!32 3 

000053 



-- 209 
been completely deactivated. Plant 7 ,  however, is 
still used for storage purposes. 

PROPOSED: Four faci l i  ties--the Hexafluoride Reduction Plant, a 
solid waste incinerator at th2 FMPC Sewage Plant, a 
graphita burner and an oil burner adjacent to the 
Boiler Plant have been completely deactivated. Three 
other noteworthy facilities - a Kelley solid waste 
incinerator, a Trane oil burner and a classiEied 
materials incinerator have Seen placed on standby 
status. 

EXISTING: Section 3 . 5 . 5  (New Section being added) 

PROPOSED: 3.5.5 RELLEY SOLID WASTE INCINERATOR 

The Kelley solid waste incinerator, which is currently 
on standby status, is located adjacent to the FMPC 
Refinery (Plant 2 / 3 ) .  The Kelley incinerator was 
operated from 1 9 8 0  to May o f  1 9 8 6  at which time 
operations were discontinued by DOE/WMCO. The Kelley 
solid waste incinerator was issued a Permit To Operate 
by the OEPA. Typical substances burned at the 
incinerator included combustible office refuse, 
burnable process littsr and combustible cafeteria 
waste. The Kelley incinerator was a subject O E  the 
recent Air Program Action. 

EXISTING: Section 3.5 .6  (New Section being added) 

PROPOSED: 3.5 .6  TRANE OIL BURNER 

The Trane oil burner, which is currently on standby 
status, is located adjacent ,to the FMPC refinery (Plant 
2 / 3 ) .  The Trane oil burner was operated from 1 9 8 2  
until May 1 9 8 6 ,  at which time operations w e r e  
discontinued by DOE/WMCO. As defined in the OEPA 
Permit To Install application, waste oils containing 
minor quantities of degreasing solvents and other 
solvents were typically incinerated at the facility. 
The Trane oil burner was a subject of the recent Air 
Program action. 

EXISTING: Section 3 . 5 . 6  (New Section being added) 

PROPOSED: 3.5.6 CLASSIFIED MATERIALS INCINERATOR 

A classified material incinerator which was used 
exclusivly to burn classiEied paper wast? is located 
adjacent ot the FMPC security off-ices. The incinerator 
which is on standby staus, was operated from the early 
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1 9 5 0 ' s  until 1 9 8 6 .  No hazardous materials are recorded 
as being burned at this Eacility. 

EXISTING: Figure 2.2 

PROPOSED: (Replace with the attached Figure 2.2) 

EXISTING: Table 3 . 9  

Oil and Organics 

Contaminated Solvent (1,1,1 Trichloroethane) 2 , 2 0 0 . .  . 
(North Solvent Storage Tank-AX) 

Contaminated Solvent (1,1,1 Trichloroethane) 2 , 2 0 0 . .  . 
(South Solvent Storage Tank-CR) 

Contaminated S o l  vent 
(l,l,l Trichloroethane) (T5) 

PROPOSED: Oil and Organics 

Con tami na t2d Solvents 
(l,l,l Trichloroethane) (T5) 

EXISTING: Table 3 . 1 0  

High Grade Residues 
( > 3 0 %  Th.) 

PROPOSED: High Grade Residues 
( > 3 0 %  Th. Avg. 7 5 % )  

3 5 . 7 . .  . 

EXISTING: Section 3 . 8 . 1 . . 2  . .  

3 5 . 7 . . .  

1 0 , 0 0 0 . .  . 

1 0 , 0 0 0 . .  . 

Sampling location W2 is the Einal access point prior to 
discharge to the Great Miami River. Samples are 
continuously collected in proportion to the flow and 
composited for a 24-hour period. These samples are 
analyzed for uranium content and radioactivity due to 
alpha and beta particles. Table 3.13 lists the average 
concentrations for 1 9 8 5  compared to federal guide1 ines 
for uncontrolled areas. The highest percent of 
guideline for any of the radionuclides is that for 
total uranium ( 5 4 . 5  percent). Table 3 . 1 4  summarizss 
the average concentrations of radionuclides in surface 
water for the other ten monitoring locations. Although 
elevated uranium concentrations occur along the on-site 
location, radionuclides in surface water o n  the 
downgradient off-sits locations are substantially 
reduced. 
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PROPOSED : 

E X 1  STI NG : 

Sampling location W2 is the final accsss point prior to 
discharge to the Great Miami River. Samples are 
continuously collected in proportion to the Elow and 
composited for a .24-hour period. These samples are 
analyzed for uranium content and radioactivity due to 
alpha and beta particles. Table 3.13 lists the average 
concentrations for 1985  compared to federal guide1 ines 
for uncontrolled areas. The highest percent of 
guid@line for any of the radionuclides is that for 
total uranium ( 5 4 . 5  percent). Table 3.14 summarizes 
the average concentrations . o f  radionuclides in surface 
water for the other ten monitoring locations. Although 
elevated uranium concentrations occur along the on-site 
location, radionuclides i n  surface watsr on the 
downgradient off-site locations are substantially 
reduced. Sampling points W1 and W3, and W4 are on the 
Great Miami river. Sampling points W3 and W4 are 
approximately 10 and 16 miles downstream of Site W1 
respectively. Sampling point W6 is on the storm water 
outfall ditch, about 2 6 0 0  feet above the confluence 
with Paddy's Run. The distancos of sampling points W7 
through W11 are approximatsly 5 0 0 0 ,  8 0 0 0 ,  1 1 0 0 0 ,  120GI0, 
and 17000 foet below sampling point W5, rsspectively 
(Figure 3 . 7 ) .  

Section 3.8.2.1 

PROPOSED : 

EXISTING: 

There are 4 1  ground water monitoring wells used to 
evaluate potential off-site migration of FMPC releases. 
The on-site wells are monitored quarterly and the off- 
site wells monthly. Locations of these wells are 
shown in Figure 3.8 .  In addition, water samples have 
been obtained from numerous other wells in the vicinity 
of the FMPC at various times (Figure 3 . 9 ) .  Quarterly 
samples from the on-site wells are analyzed €or uranium 
and gross alpha and beta. M o n t h l y  samples from off- 
site wells are analyzed €or uranium. 

There are 41 ground water monitoring wells used to 
evaluate potential off-site migration of FMPC releases. 
The on-site wells are monitored monthly for total 
uranium and quarterly for pH, Alpha, Beta, total 
uranium, chlorides, N03, NO3-N and S04. These wells 
are shown in Figure 3 . 8 .  Off-site wells (Figure 3 . 9 )  
are monitored monthly for total uranium and p H  and 
annually for 17 different metals. 

Section 3 . 8 . 2 . 2  

Ground water quality measurements prior to the 
initiation of the 41-well monitoring program were 

2 :CHANGE. PGS 11/19/87 19:02 6 

8 .  
' :. 

a .  

000056 



l a r g e l y  limited to determination o f  uranium 
concentrations. 

PROPOSED: Ground water quality measurements prior to the 
initiation of the 41-well monitoring program (Figure 
3.8) wers largely- limit~d to determination - .  o f  - uranium 
concentrations. 

EXISTING: Section 3.8.2.2 

No radionuclides above.background have not been 
detected in well 12 (upgradient). 

PROPOSED: No radionuclides above background have been detected in 
well 12 (upgradient). 

EXISTING: Section 3.8.2.2 

Wells Is, 3, 4, 5, 10, 13s, 13d, 19s, 19d, 21s, and 22s 
have uranium levels above background (1.1 to 32 u g / l ) .  

PROPOSED: Wells Is, 3, 4 ,  5 ,  10, 13s, 13d, 19s, 19d, 21s, and 22s 
have uranium levels above. background ( 0 . 7 4  to 21.44 
pCi/l). 

EXISTING: Section 3.8.3.1 

Continuous air sampling is carried out at nine 
locations on or near the plant boundary as shown in 
Figure 3.10. There are also three additional locations 
o f €  site with monitors currently in operation. One 
additional off-sit= station will be operation in 1987. 
These four off-site stations are shown in Figure 3.11. 

PROPOSED: Continuous air sampling is carried out at nine 
locations on o r  near the plant boundary as shown in 
Figure 3.10.Thers are also five additional off-sit2 
monitoring stations located to the south, south-west, 
west, north-east, and east, as shown on Figure 3.10. 

EXISTING: Figure 3.10 

PROPOSED: (Replace with the attached Figurg 3.10) 

EXISTING: Figure 3.11 

PROPOSED: (Remove from text, including Table of Contents) 

EXISTING: Table 3.22 

PROPOSED: (Replace with the attached Table 3.22) 
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EXISTING: Table 3.23 

1980 
Concentration ... 
% of guideline ... 
1982 
Concentration ... 
% of guideline ... 
1983 
Concentration ... 
% of guideline ... 
1984 
Concentration ... 
% of guideline ... 
1985 
Concentration ... 
% of 

Ref: 

a) 

guideline ... 
... 
Guideline was 2x10'3 pCi/l for 1973-1980, 4x10'3 
pCi/l for 1982 and 1983, and 2~16'~ pCi/l for 1984 
and 1985;1973-1980 guidelines from DOE manual, 
Chapter 0524, Appendix A, Table 11: 1982-1985 
quidelines from D O E  Order 5480.1A, Attachment XI- 
i, Table 11. 

PROPOSED: 1980 
Concentration ... 
% of guideline (a) ... 
1982 
Concentration ... 
% of guideline (b) ... 
1983 
Concentration ... 
% of guideline (b) ... 
1984 
Concentration . . . 
% of guideline (c) ... 
1985 
Concentration :. . 
% of guideline (c) ... 
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EX I ST I NG : - 

PROPOSED: 

E X 1  S T I N G  : 

PROPOSED: 

E X 1  S T I N G  : 

PROPOSED : 

E X 1  S T I N G  : 

PROPOSED : 

E X 1  S T I N G  : 

P@Q9 
Ref: ... 
a) Guideline for 1 9 7 3 - 1 9 8 g  was 2 ~ 1 8 ' ~  pCi/l. DOE 

manual, Chapter 0 5 2 4 ,  Appendix A, Table IT. 

b) Guideline €or 1 9 8 2 - 1 9 8 3  was ~ x ~ C J ' ~  pCi/l. D O E  

b) Guideline for 1 9 8 4 - 1 9 8 5  was 2 ~ 1 8 ' ~  pCi/l. DOE 

order 5 4 8 0 . 1 A ,  attachment X I - 1 ,  Table 11. 

order 5 4 8 Q . l A ,  attachment XI-1, Table 11. 

Section 3.8.4.1 

Fish were collected from three reaches of the Great 
Miami River (Figure 2 . 1 1 )  in September, 1 9 8 5 .  

Fish were collected from three reaches of the Great 
Miami River (Figure 2 . 1 2 )  in September, 1 9 8 5 .  

Section 3.8.4.2 

Peels from potatoes at sample station number one 
(Figure 2 . 9 )  contained greater uranium than potatoes 
sampled off-sit5 in Indiana. 

Peels from potatoes at sample station number one 
(Figure 2 . 1 2 )  contained greater uranium than potatoes 
sampled off-site in Indiana. 

Table 3.35 

Blowouts occur relatively frequently, usually with 
release of smoke. 
(both top and bottom) 

Blowouts occur relatively frequently, usually with 
release of smoke containing low levels of uranium 
bearing particulates. 
(both top and bottom) 

Figure 4 .1  

(Replace with the attached Figure 4.1) 

Section 4.2.3.4 

Private wells to the south of the FMPC have been 
observed to have elevated levels of uranium. None of 
these wells are used as a potable water supply, 
however. 

1 1 / 1 9 / 8 7  1 9 : 0 2  9 .. .. . I c 
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PROPOSED: Three private wells to the south of the FMPC have been 
observed to have elevated levels of uranium. However, 
these wells wers discontinued as potabls water supplies 
in 1 9 7 4 ,  1 9 8 2 - 8 3  and in 1 9 8 5 .  These wells are still 
used €or non potable water supply. 

EXISTING: Section 4.2.4.2 

Much of this determination may be based on existing 
data and the results of other completed and ongoing 
studies, as appropriate. 

PROPOSED: Much of this determination may be based on existing 
data and the results of other completed and ongoing 
studies, such as the atmospheric dispersion study being 
performed by the Center for Disease Control. 

EXISTING: Section 4.2.4.3 

Potential health impacts associated with an ingestion 
exposure mode have five principal components. 

PROPOSED: Potential health impacts associated with an ingestion 
exposure mode have six principal components. 

0 The ingestion o f  surface soil or stream sediments. 

EXISTING: Section 4 . 3 . 1  (fourth paragraph) 

Not only is the observed value close to background, but 
it is less than the value of 6 . 8  pCi/l considered as 
background in the nearby Great Xiami river. 

PROPOSED: Not only is the observed value close to background, but 
it is 12ss than the value of 6.8 pCi/l considered as 
backqround for the nearby Great Miami river in the - 
Final Interim Report - Air, Soil, Natzr and Health Risk 
Assessment in the Vicinity of the FMPC - Fernald, Ohio, 
IT, 1 9 8 7 .  

EXISTING: Section 4 . 3 . 1  

Previous sampling of existing wells indicates 
Contamination in this aquifir in the area immediately 
downgradient of the waste pit area. 

PROPOSED: Previous sampling of existing wells (Results of Round 
1-4  Ground Water Sarnolinq, Dames & Moore, 1 9 8 5  - 1 9 8 6 )  - ~ _ _  .. & -  

indicates contamination in this aquiEer in the area 
immediately downgradient of the waste pit area. 



EXISTING: 

PROPOSED: 

EX1 STING : 

PROPOSED: 

EX I ST I NG : 

PROPOSED : 

EX1 STING : 

PROPOSED : 

EXISTING: 

PROPOSED : 

EXISTING: 

PROPOSED : 

Section 4.3.2 (fourth paragraph) 

Wastes containing asbestos have Seen disposed in the 
sanitary landfill, in Pit 4 and in st2el drums, as 
discussed in Section 3 . 0 .  . -  

Wastes containing asbestos have Seen disposed in the 
sanitary landfill, i n  Pit 4 and in steel drums, as 
discussed in Section 5.0. 

Section 5.1.6 

(New sentence being added at the end of 'the first 
paragraph) 

Based on historical records and process knowledge, it 
is not believed that the 4 4  other catagories of stored 
materials are applicable to R C R A  standards. 

Section 5.1.7 

The levels were below the detzction limits of .the 
aerial systems, however. 

The levels were below the lower detection limit of 5 
microroentgens per hour (uR/h) of the aerial sys tems, 
however. 

Section 5.2.1 

Various options were investigated as remedial actions 
for the silos. 

Various options were investigated as interim remedial 
actions for the silos. 

Section 5.2.2 

Pit 4 is known to have received and EPA toxic hazardous 
waste (barium) and is currently being studied to 
determine whether the site contains hazardous waste as 
def ined by RCRA. 

Pit 4 is known to have received an E P A  toxic hazardous 
waste (barium), and a closure plan for the pit has been 
submitted to the E P A .  

Section 5.2.6 

(Delete entire section from text, including table of 
con tents) 

CHANGE.PG5 11/19/87 19:02 11 
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TASK 1 REPORT: 
DESCRIPTIONS OF THE CURRENT SITUATION 

O H I O  EPA CHANGE PAGES 

EXISTING: Section 3 . 8 . 2 . 2  

Ground water quality measurements prior to the 
initiation o f  the 41-well monitoring program were 
l a r g e l y  limited to d e t e r m i n a t i o n  of u r a n i u m  
concentrations. 

PROPOSED: Ground water quality measurements prior to the 
initiation of the 41-well monitoring program, shown on 
Figure 3 . 8 ,  were largely limited to determination of 
uranium concentrations. 

EXISTING : 

PROPOSED: 

EX1 STING : 

PROPOSED: 

EXISTING: 

PROPOSED: 

EXISTING: 

PROPOSED: 

Table 3 . 1 8  

P 3  0.15 .. 
T1S 6 . 8 9  .. 
1D 0 . 1 9  .. 
P3 0 . 1 5  .. 
1s 6 . 8 9  .. 
1D 0 . 1 9  .. 
Table 3 . 1 8  

Guidelines used by FMPC for uranium are more stringent 
than levels set by 10 CFR Part 2 0 ,  appendix B r  
Concentration in A . 2  and w a t e r  above natural 
background. 

Guidelines used by FMPC for uranium are more stringent 
than levels set by 1 0  
Concentration i n  air 
background. 

Table 3 . 1 8  

(New footnote being added 

CFR Part 2 0 ,  appendix E, 
and w a t e r  above natural 

after Footnote b)  

c) For uranium, 1 ug/l converts to 0 . 6 7  pCi/l (Health 
Physics, 1985) 

Figure 3 . 8  

(Replace with the attached Figure 3 . 5 )  
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EX I ST I NG : 

PROPOSED: 

EX I ST I NG : 

PROPOSED 2 

EXISTING: 

PROPOSED: 

EXISTING : 

PROPOSED: 

EXISTING: 

PROPOSED : 

EX1 STING : 

PROPOSED : 

E X 1  STING : 

Section 3.8.2.2 

No radionuclides above background have not been 
detected in well 12 (upgradient). 

No radionuclides above background have been detected in 
well 12 (upgradient). 

- .._ - _  

Section 3.8.2.2 

Elevated chloride (Well MW-19TP) and sulfate (Wells MW- 
19TP, MW-21TP, and MW-22TP may indicate contamination 
due to waste disposal activities. 

Elevated chloride (Well MW-19TP) and sulfate (Wells MW- 
19TP, MW-21TP, and MW-22TP may indicate contamination 
due to waste disposal activities. TP designates a well 
installed in a 10 foot deep test pit. 

Table 3.20 

b) Wet scrubber data based on fiscal year 

B) Wet scrubber data based on fiscal year, Oct. 1- 
Sep. 3 0 ,  prior to 1976 fiscal year was July 1 - June 30 
Section 3.8.4.1 (first, third and fifth paragraphs) 

(Figure 2 ..11) 

(Figure 2.12) 

Section 3.8.4.2 (second paragraph) 

(Figure 2.9) 

(Figure 2.12) 

Table 3.28 

( 4 )  Bq/g in parentheses. 

(4) Becquerels per gram (Bq/g)  in parentheses. 

Section 4.2.3.4 

Private wells to the south of the FMPC have been 
observed to have elevated levels of uranium. None of 
these wells are used as a potable water supply, 
however. 
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- . 3 e v .  No. : 0 
Date :  L/30 /87  

- . . . . . -. .- 

.~ - -  

LEGENO: 

+ S~NCLE WELL LOCATION 

~PROOUCTION WELL LOCATIO1 

CLUSTER WELL LOCATION 

FIGURE 3.8 
GROUND WATER MONITORING WELL LOCATIONS 
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TABLE 3.22 
MAXIMUM AND M I N I U M  U R A N I U M  CONCENTRATIONS 

AT THE FMPC ( p C i / l  x 10 - 5 )  

Sampl i ng Max imum Sampling M i n i m u m  
Year S t a t i o n  C o n c e n t r a t i o n  S t a t  ion Concent r  a t  

1973 AM6 4.58 AM3 0 .01  

. 1974 AM 1 3.42 AM4 0.03 

1975 AM3 5.77 AM4 0.B.2 

1976 AM 1 7.08 AM5 0.03 

1977 A M 1  3.40 AM4 0.02 

1978 AM3 23 -00 A M 5  . 0.01  

1979 AM3 2.30 AM4 0.02 

0 -02  

1981  AM2 6.10 AM7 0 .01  

1980 AM3 2.30 AM 1 

1982 AM 1 3.80 AM5 0 .01  

1983 AM5 10.00 

1984 AM3 18.80 

1985 A M 1  3.10 

AM2 0.02 

AM5 0.03 

AM7 0 .01  

Ref:- NLO 1986; 198Sa; 1983; 1982; 1981; 1980;  1979;  1978;  
1977;  1976; 1975; 1974; 

3-8 4 
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