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- -  -w - UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST. 
CHICAGO, ILUNOlS 60604 

REKY TO 

m. ~abby mvis 
U.S. Department of Eheqy 
~ e e d  Materials m-cduction center 
P.O. Box 398705 
Chhnati, Ohio 45239-8705 

RE: EE/cA south Plume 
U.S. DOE Fernald 
OH6 890 008 976 

On April 16, 1990, the united States Department of Estergy (U.S. DOE) dmitted 
a draft ~ i n e e r i r q  Evdluation/cost Analysis (EE/a) for mmval  action #1 
that is to address the scuth rpxrdwaw Ccurtaminant plume at the Feed 
Materials mpduction Center (FMPC) site in Femald, Ohio. 
Esnrironmental pratection Agency (U.S. EPA) has reviewed this draft d-t and 
is disapprc7ving it because of  the deficiencies that have been identified. 

?he united States 

On January 3, 1990, U.S DOE M t t e d  a preliminary version of the draft EE/CA 
for removal action # 3 .  
p r e l h h a r y  draft. 
specifically addressed by the April 16, 1990 draft because hbxml drafts had 
been prepared prior to receipt of U.S. EPA's Oownents. 
COBnments are still relevant and are included below with sane additional 
ccamnents specific to the April 16 draft. 

On March 30, 1990, U.S. EPA provided CQgIPntnts on this 
U.S. D3E informed U.S. EPA that these ammnts  we^ not 

Many of U.S. EPA's 

General ooaronents: 

1. Generally, the EE/cA does not pruvide adequate informtion 
regarding several major areas, including detailed cost 
infomation, the contaminant transport model, NHlEs rquimmnts 
and disdmrge limits, and exploration of treatment ami alternate 
disd.large locations. 

2. Ihe assunptians used in & d a t i n g  risks to p i a l  receptDrs w e r e  
not presented. 
risk. 

These risks need to be present& in term of incremental 
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5. 

6 .  

7 .  

0 .  

9 .  

10. 

11. 

The.- doarments used in c€welophg risk &hates, U.S. DOE doarments 
5400.XX and 5480.M(, wen? not subinitbd w i t h  the EE/CA. A cupy of a l l  
reference materials shauld be prwided to U.S. EPA and the information 
repositories. 

several ref- aze made to pennits required for the 
alternatives dkassed . Section 121(e) (1) of the ocnnpreherrsive 
Environmental ~esponse, ccmpemation, and Liabilities Act 
(cERCLA) prclvides that ltNo Federal, State, or local p m i t  shall 
be reqlljred for that portion of any mmval or remedial action 
Oondllcted e n t M y  onsite, where such remedial action is 
selected and carried cut in compliance with this  section.^^ 
Section 300.5 of the March 1990 National O i l  ard HazardrJus 
substances Cantirxgency Plan (NCP) defines ansite as Vhe areal 
extent of contamination and all  suitable areas in very close 
proximity to the contamination necessary for implementation of 
the resportse action.11. 

several specific COBnments identify the misuse of the term %n- 
site". 
defined d e r  CEElCIA and the Ncp. 

'Be request for these doamrents w a s  p t  forth in the 
CXHmnents 031 the JanUary draft Of the WCA. 

?he tenn lkitell should be used only in its meanhg as 

Tb provide support for a statement by citing "DOE 1988" is 
insufficient. 
statments a m  made w i t h  no reference pmvided for the public to 
detennux? the validity of those statements. ?he reference list 
and tables are pruvided in the doarment and they should be used 
througt.laut the text. 

M o w e r ,  tlmxghout the doarment factual 

when pruviding the 
referenoe setting forth these lquhmmk. 

of an analysis, pltxse cite the 

Ihe historic effectiveness of institutional oantrols presentsd in 
several of the alternatives needs t o  be presented. 

state Applicable and Relevant d Appropriate Reguiremen ts 
(ARARs) should have been identified in oonsultation w i t h  the 
apprapriate state representative. Was this done and i f  so, w a s  
it document&? 

(3xt estimates s h d d  be q l a i n e d  in detail, possibly in an 
appendix. 

I h e c i i d m q e  of the rxrmped cjmmdwaw to the Great Miami will 
reqlLire coordination w i t h  an apprwal fnan the Ohio 
Emironmental Pratection Agency (OEPA) through the National 
Fbllution Discbarye Elimination System (NFDES) permitt% 
program. A mdification to the FMpcls exist- dkchaqe pexdt  
m y  be required. If the discharge is considered to be %n-siW1, 
the aischarge wwuld not be subject to the procedural pennit 
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12. 

requirpsllents a t  the point of . Qilysubstarrtive 
requirementsnustbemet. 

Alternatives that include treatment a& other c l i d x q e  
location!s ncrt fully addressed in the EE/ca. As agreed 
durirrg the negatiations for the 1990 oarrsent -, -le 
Unit #6 wmld be dropped i f  a remclvdl action wuild address the 
Sarth p l m  crmtamination. ?he intent was to irrstall a system 
that d d  ultimately be the findl remedial action for the p l m .  
?he south plume is currently cansidered a part of operable unit 
#5 

13. 'Ihe risk associated with uranium can not be isolated frm risk 
presented by other hazardous substances in the plume. 

14. zhere appears to be an over reliarme on U.S. DOE guidance irrstead 
of U.S. EPA guidance doarmentS. U.S. DOE guidance is amsidered 
1% Be mnsideredll (m) in t h i s  respnse action. zhe 
methdology used to estimate dose equivalents to the general 
public due fm the transport of uranium frran gran3wate.r and 
surface water is the Nuclear watery Agmcy (Mzc) Regulatory 
Guide 1.109. 

U.S. EPA (EPA-HZESTD) to esimate eqoswes to polxilatiom 
following releases of radionuclides fm lowlevel waste disposal 
faci l i t ies,  this methodology and justification for its use should 
be included in the EE/CA. m a t e d  sunorraries for the calculated 
e>q3osure concentrations derived us- this methodology, summaries 
of the risk factors considered in the risk evaluation, d a 
sul~pnary of the calculated risks. 

?his methodology is not presented in this report. 
Because this methodology differs froan the methodology used by 

15. Estimates of when the plume will contact the Great Miami River, 
w i t h  an3 withcut punping, shculd be presented. 

specific -: 

16. Section Es, Page Es-1: ?he language nqaxdmg ' the July 1986 
Federal Facility ocpnpliance Agrement (m) should be Wted 
w i t h  information nqardug ' the 1990 consent Agmment. 

17. Section ES, Page ES-1, ll-&d paragE@: "Releases frm the FMPC?' 
should be d x q d  to read ltreleases on and frr=w the sitel', or 
sane equivalent language. ?he site  is a larger area than the 
m boumkq. e comment also applies to the third sentence. 

.18. Section Es, Page ES-1, L a s t  sentence: ?his Sentenoe is 
incorrect. 
Agreemmt and the decision for perfonnhq the mmcnral action is 
not flpencLing the outcane of the Remedial Investigatian/ 
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and the inplementation of a final 
remedial actionrf. 

?he renrnral action is required by the 1990 e 
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19 . 

20 . 
21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

Section Es, FBge ES-2, F h t  paragralsh: It 
position that an WCA was required for this actian. Ihe 
six- period was nut required for planning of the remval, 
h t  rather for d.raracterization of the plume. 

mt U.S. EPA's 

Section ES, Page ES-2, F i r s t  paragraph: The last Sentence is 
misleaa. zhe N6 was finalized in ?hx-& 1990. 

Section ES, Page ES-2, F i r s t  paragraph: References to the 
National WFranrrrental Policy Act (NEPA) are not relevant to this 

authority. 

section ES, pase ES-3, Last sen-: 2he RI/E is nut past 
tense. It isnatamplete. 

doarment ard causes canfusion r q a r d u q  * what is the controllirrg 
This doannent should be prepared in awnlame with 
of the NCP an3 not the NEPA. 

section ES, Page ~ - 4 ,  cbntinuing sentence: 
incorrect use of the term off-site and on-site. 
property and on-FMpc property s h d d  be used. 
defined by the NCP and its use in this sen- is dk. 

Section ES, Page ES-4, First paragraph: RI/E data that has been 
mlleckd b e y d  sept-pmber 15, 1989 has to be used for evaluation 
of this reMxml action. 
used. 

is an 
0 f f - m  

The term site is 

?he PlDSt recent data is required to be 

Section ES, Page ES-4, F i r s t  paragraph: Them is m drinking 
water standard for uranium. 

section ES, lage ES-4, First paragraph: All hazard- substanoes 
in the south plum are %m tamiMnt(s) of comsmss for this 
Z - a M N a l .  

Section ES, Page ES-5, Semd ParagraFh: The use of the term 
8soffsitess is incorrect. Again, this should be corrected 
~ o u t t h e d o a r m e n t .  

section ES, Page E-5: The states that %cause the & 
plume is not predicted by the e e l  to nigrate to the &eat Miami 
River or any other surface water oourse within the project life 
of the renaval action (i.e. within five years)...". 
presentd to support t h i s  conclusion. 

Section E, Page ~ - 6 :  'lhe 
SOU IT=^ of gmmdwater contamination, which in this case is 
represmted by the prevention of future releases across the FMPC 
site bcxndary*l. lhis secm%xy objective is nut stat& 
consistently, e.g., in Section 3.2, it is canitted. 

mta is not 

states that 9nitigation of the 
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30. 

31.  

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

section ES, Page ES-5, seoond -: ?he 33 @ calculated 
value is incorred. 
(McL) f o r g m x s a l @ a s h c r u l d b e u s e d , s b w h n o t a  
specific standard for uranium. W m&er may actually need to 
be lwer because of aaitiondl a2&mhnk that are also in the 
south plum. The effective dose. shaild be calculated aver 
sevenw years, not fifty. 
a m  '(to be cansideredll (TBCS) and are not neessarily 
"applicablett -. 
section E, Page B-5,  W pamqrqh: Graundwater 
sur fae water has to be considered as an apcsure pathway in the 
wm. 
Section ES, Fbge ES-6, First para-: ?he discuss im needs to 
be updated with mre recent graundwater RI information. 

zhe 15  pCi/l Maxlmrm ooncentratioa Level 

A l l  of U.S. DOE'S guidance doarments 

to 

Section ES, Page Es-6, Fourth para-: The scope of the rprmval 

TIE! scope is not limited to radionuclides, but is to' includes a l l  
hazardous d x t a m x s .  

action is to remediate the south -m Cantaminant plume. 

CCM taminants need to be further analyzed under this EE/cA. 
Alternatives that address the other 

-ion ES, Page ES-6, Fourth pangraph: Again, the use of the 33 
ug/l figure is inapproPriate and s h d d  be rermved fm the 
entire doarment. 

Section B, Fbge Es-6, Faurth paragraph: The fu&mxbl 
objective of the renwxrdl action is to begin rawdm ' tirm of the 

sixth aperable unit was eliminated. 

Section Es, Page Es-10: ?'able E-1 shaild address cmpliana? With ARARS 
aryl list TBCS. 

s m t h ~ w c o n  taminant plume. 'Ibis is the reasan that the 

Section 1.0: Backgmurd M o m t i o n  should be mted to reflect 
the requirements of the 1990 consent lkjmamt. 

Section 1.0, Page 1-2: NB references sharld be updated to 
reflect  Marrh 1990 finalization of the revised N6. 

Section 2: The s m t h ~ d a d n g r a d i e n t  extent of the uranium plume 
is nut defined. The text should be mdified to include the mDst 
recent information. 

Section 2: 'fhe scluth field area and f l y  ash p i l e s  should be sham 
in a figme. 

Section 2.1, Page 2-4: The existing effluent line was installed in 1952, 
is 4,200 feet long, and is made of 16-hch diameter cast h p i p  w i t h  
a minirmrm.ard rrraximum slope of 0.1% and 12.7%, respectively. ?he second 
p.ragra@ stats  that the same pipeline has a capacity of 6.5 I@, or 
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42. 

43. 

44.  

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50 . 

10 cfs. 
slope of 0.1%. 

Section 2.1,  age 2-4: Leachate f r a n  the "fly-ash piles" ard 
ather disposal in the sa&h field area m y  have caused 
c2mtadmtion fran hazardaus substan=es other than uranium. 
~ n a l y s i s  of grrxlndwater samples fmu a m m l  the waste piles 
shaild include Rad.ium-226 ard Radium-228 because these substan=es 
a m  typical amtaminants of fly-ash. 

Section 2.3,  Table 2-2: Andlyticdl data a uranium fran sampling 
rounds 7 and 8 s h d d  be hl- in WCA. 

'Ibis opacity  calculation is not consistent with a minirmrm I 

xninimm slope required to hamlle 10 cfs is 
agpm.imtAy 2%. 

section 2.3, 'Irables 2-3, 2-4, and 2-5: Samplhq fmu roLlTds 5 and 
6 Was condllcted 9 to 12 n t a ~ t h ~  ago and data t0 be k l u d e d  
in the EE/CA. 

Figure 2-9, R g e  2-20: ?he locatio31 of the S a k h 2 s t  Ohio water 
ocpnpany (SWC) wells s h a d  be sham an this figum. 
putentim=tric surface distribution shcRild also be added to this 
map- 

A 

Section 2.3, paSe 2-27 : The uranium amcentration presented in Table 2 . 3  
is not eons- w i t h  ooncentrations listed in the analyticdl database. 
Uranium ccuw=entrations in the database for mxlitoring well 2015 (raund 
2) is 175 q/l, for mnibrbq well 2068 is 2 ug/1 (xad 2) and 2 ug/l 
(round 3 ) .  

Figure 2-11, Page 2-31: Data frcwwells 2094 and 3137 inaicate 
that  the uranium plume extends far beyona w h a t  is inaiGlW by 
this figure. 
ared of wells 2094 and 3137 and ather recently instdlld wells. 

me iso<=ontaur maps should be extended scuth to the 

section 2.3, Page 2-31: Ihe conoentration cOntOurS for abserved 
uranim ancentrations sham on Figure 2-11 do not closely match 
the simulated present-time uranium comentration predicted by the 
gmxrdwater con taminant transport mcdel shown in Figure A-2. 
S h o e  the predictive model does not match, the conclusions of the 
CMRaminant transport model are suspect. 

Section 2.4.1, paSe 2-41, ?bird paragraph: It iS not clear had 
the Ifapparent historical nature of the plum a n d 1  ard the 
%nticipated accelerated nrovement of the existbq ~ 1 u n - e ~ ~  support 
the mmlusion to treat only the off-site portion of the south 
plume. 

reprt by any specific data. 

-re, the assumption that there is no continuing 
souz~=e for the south plume Contaminants isnotsuFportedinthe 

Section 2.4.1, Page 2-41: ?he EE/CA@s definition of an operable unit is 
not mistent w i t h  the NCP, w h i c h  defines an operable unit  as a 
disc=rete part of an entire resporrse action that decreases a release, 
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51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

threat of release, or pathway of m. 
aperable units as a geqraphic area. 

Section 2.4.2, Page 2-42: lh is  section & a d  a&lres the long- 
tenn characteristics of heavy metal wntanination. For -le, 
-pers- and half-lives of the radionuclides in question 
shculd be h l a .  

Ihe n;;/CA defines the 

‘datato Section 2.4.3.1, Page 2-42: Ihe EE/cA does not presents 
of support the statement that uranium is the only contaminant 

in the grourdwater are not persistent ard are far below Mcrs is 

coTy=eTn in the south plume. 

Section 2.4.3.1, Page 2-42: Ihe stat.emmt that 0qan.i~ m c a l s  

nat sufficiently supported. 
indicates that only six out of 29 2000series wells were sampled 
for 0-c andlytes and only one was sampled for organic 
ccBnpOurdS mre than once. 
wells or 400oSeries wells were sampled for o q a n i s .  

T h e  data submitted to U.S. EPA 

In addition, none of the 3000-series 

Section 2.4.3.1, Page 2-42: The EE/cA does nut present any data 

COTY=~M in the south plume. 

Section 2.4.3.1, Page 2-43, Second paragram: ?he EE/CA states 
that chemical toxicity is the principal con=ern for soluble 
uranium ccBnpOundS in the south plume gmurdwater. 
derived concentration limit is based on intake of radiological 
materials. 
based stardad for a chemically-toxic axqanxl. 

to support the statem& that uranium is the only contamhnt of 

Hmever, the 

?he EE/CA should wrt the use of a radiologically 

Section 2.4.3.1, Rige 2-44, second pragngh: Ihe teXt states 
11.. .approximtely 100 acres of off-site pmperty is unrlerlain by 
graurdwater exceedkq the derived concentration.. .I1. 
of totdl volume of Contaminated gr0Un;twater shcolld also be mde 
in order to estimate the potential scope of the action. 
an estimate of totdl acreage above backgmud for each hazardous 
substance should also be presented. 

An estimate 

Also, 

Section 2.4.3.1, Page 2-44, Second Paragra@l: The derived 
ancentration of 33 tq/l shdd also be expressed in tenns of 
excess cancer risk in order that risks posed by this site can be 
campared with other CERCIA actions. 

Section 2.4.3.2, Page 2-44: Information on the location an3 
estinvlted t h  that contaminated surface waters will dischaq eto 
the Great Miami River is necessary to evaluate the passive 
response actions (Alternatives I, 2, ard 3), as well as active 
reqonse actions (Alternatives 4 ard 5 ) ,  if project delays becoane 
a factor. 
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59. 

60. 

61. 

62. 

63. 

64. 

65. 

66. 

Section 2.4.3.3, Page 2-44, Fifth paragraph: A justification for 
the first sentence needs ~ be presented. 
questionable. 
faund in well 2127 at  a cancentratim of 37 W l ,  W e  the 
"derivedf! amcentration of 33 ug/l. 

may be other areas outside the plume with gmurdwaw 
amcentrations of uranium m e  33 ug/l; and (2) this -ter 
may be used for drinking water, fedstock water-, or amp 
irrigation. 

Section 2.4.3.3, Page 2-45: ?he senterU=e %ntreat;ed water is not 
used for drinking water is not acmrate. Informatian 
on recent disaweries and inltustr ial users shcpild be hlUaea. 

Section 2.4.3.3, Page 2-45, Last para-: A third W i a l  
future receptor of d u m  in m t e r  sauth of RYIPC wmld 
include any -vidual who may install a well for potable use, 
crop irrigation, or livestock fran area located within the plume. 

Section 2.4.3.3, Fage 2-45, Last paragraph: Mer the no action 
alternative, future unrestricted potable use of private and 
industrial wells that have been f d  to be contaminated 
considered. 
3062. 

zhe amclusion is 
Figure 2-17 and Table 2.3 dww that uranium was 

lh is well lies outside the 
south plunk3 as defined by the WCA, suggesting that: (1) there 

be 
Wells falling into this category hclude 2060, 2061, 

Section 2.4.3.3, Page 2-45, First para-: The statement that 
potential receptors along Vaddys Run Road to the west  reportedly 
use cisterns with imported water.. .I@ seenrs inaoauate consider- 
the level of anlhmma ' tion and public concern. Dcamntation on 
a dcor-to4mr survey shdd be presented. 
include wells not doarmented as a drinking water same, krt may 
be used for irrigation or animals. 

Sectian 2.4.3.3, Page 2-45, First pamgn@x ?he EE/CA shauld 
pmvide Supporting gmun3water mnitor- data f m  the 
residential and ammercial wells disased .  

Section 3.2, Page 3-1, T h h d  parap@: The identification of a 

consistent with the infomation pmvided in section 2.4.1. 

contribution to groundwater contamination needs to be addressed 
intheEE/C?i. If sediments are still Contributing to gro\ndwater 

stream remediation. If RI infonnatim indicates that sediments 
are not aurrently contributing to graundwater Contamination, this 
infonnatim should be hcludd. 

The SUIvey shculd 

source of uranium f m  FMPC areas north of the south plume is not 

Section 4: The issue of contamimted sediments cantiming 

Contamination, remcNal alternatives need to include sediment and 

0 
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67. Sectim 4.2.2, Alternative 2: ?he results f r u n  all water sq@y 
wells within the plum should be included in alternative 
s<=reening and in Section 2. 

68. section 4.2.3, Page 4-2, Alternative 3: 'Ihere is K) 
substantiation to s u p p r t  the claim that a well disdmqhq f m  

graundwatier dum into the 1- aquifer. 

Section 4.2.3, Page 4-2, Alternative 3: atemate water SUpPlieS 
are p m  for t w o  affected hiustr ies. 
prwidirq alternatie water to other users/Bidats &mld be 
pKI2SXhd. 

section 4.2.3, Page 4-3, second pram: sit- a replacement 
well within the same aquifer, even if it is scseened bel- the 
expcted depth of contamination, is questionable. 
permitted, extreme care nust be taken to ensure well integrity, 
so that deeper portions of the aquifer are not affected. miS 
option assumes that hydrogeologic conditions are extremely well 
UnderStDod and are static, a situation that is not mnpletely 

the base of the aquifer at 50 gpn will not draw COntarmM ' t e d  

69. 
Plans/criteria for 

70. 

If this is 

supported by aLITent data. 

71. Section 4.2.3, Page 4-3, second prag-ra@c It is not clear why 
- both inctustrial users cannot be served froan the same mll alorrg 
Willey Road. 
Figure 4-1, both receptors are locaw adjacent to the proposed 
water line. 

'ibis proposal appears feasible shoe, acmrdhq to 

72. Section 4.2.4.1, Well location: Much of the teXt of this Section 
does not strictly relate to well location. 
mdel predictions of the impact of punpiq may be mre 
appropriate in Section 4.2.4.2. 

Tb avoid oonfusion, 

73. section 4.2.4.1: T h i s  section does present informtian regarding 
the assmptions that 
run. m e  additional infonnation that is required to be presented 
includes pnping rates, the nunber of extraction wells, 
extraction well locations, cmpliance nrulitoring, and values used 
for hydraulic gradient and transrmss ' ivity. lhis infonnation is 
rquindtode- ' if the d t s  of the d e l  are valid. ?he 
data presented in the EE/CA is insufficient to praride for an 
independent verification of the mdel results. If the results of 
the nn3e.l cannot be verified, the conclusions of the authors that 
are based on the results of the mdelling cannot be evaluated. 

=de when the model sirrailations were 

74. Section 4.2.4.1: There does not to be a good correlation 
between the location of the five-yw plume bourdary presented in 
Figure 4-2 and the aUrent location of the plume. 
particularly true in the vicinity of well 2127 and the 
tip of the mdelled plume. 

!this is 
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75. 

76 .  

77. 

78. 

79. 

80. 

81. 

82. 

83. 

Section 4.2.4.1: Clarification dwuld be prwidd m what exactly 
the five-year plume denotes. 

Section 4.2.4.1: This section pmvides disc=uss ion on the 
inadequacy of the proposed pumping -. In order to 
umstmct a punping system, the cbjectives am3 parameters need to 
b2 defined, including the llumkr of bells, pping rates, 
location, and cleanup goals. until a system is designel, or 
these parameters are defined, a ccplrplete analysis can mt be 
campleted. 
of the EE/cA. 

lbisdiscuss ion may be best w e d  to another section 

Section 4.2.4.1: A pumping System that collects water fnan bath 
the center arrd the scuthem 
evaluated for this ram&. ?his scenario m y  prwide the mst 

of the plume should be 

effective long-term solution to control of the axltarmnan ' t plume. 

Section 4.2.4.1, FQge 4-5, 'Ikird parap@: Qmntitative data 
shauld be incorporated into the report t o  wrt the conclusion 
that 1 1 . .  .the continuing release across the site kmwdary via 
grandwater transport are not considered significant when 
CcBnpared to the historical releases that represent the 
hypothesized Unaer1yh-q caurse of the offsite (off-=) plume." 

section 4.2.4.1, Page 4-6, Second and third paragra@~: W o  sets 
of extraction wells s h a d  be considered, one near the oenter of 

another near the southern pdse of the plume b prevent further 
m t a m 3 n m t  migration. 

the plume to extract highly contaminated groundwater, anl 

section 4.2.4.1, Page 4-61 ?hFrd paragraph: me third sentme 
reqlLires further explanation. 
reliance on . . . additional remedial action urxler the RI/FS . .. 
wmld no longer be required.11 

It is unclear why 'I.. .future 

Section 4.2.4.2, Removal options: Orient* the wells north t0 
s a h h  instead of east to west muld renuve the laqest arnXrnt of 
can taminant fmn the largest section of the aquifer if the 
capture zone for a well or p a i r  of wells can e ~ ~ x ~ n p a s s  the width 
of the plume. 

section 4.2.4.2: Ihe inpact of wing faur wells at 500 glmn on 
the contaminant distribution needs to be presenW. 
indicates that the impact will be sufficient to make lxrmping an 
effective &oice, while earlier in the doamrent the effect iS 

'Ibis section 

. A clarification is required. . .  
presented as being rrrrmmdl 

Section 4.2.4.3, Page 4-8, Discharge options: What 
mnicipal wastewater  treatment facility is in the area? 

the closest 

\Q 
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84. 

85. 

86. 

87. 

88. 

89. 

90. 

Section 4.2.4.3, Page 4-8, D-e 
the altemative of discharging water 
needs to be described more fully. 

Section 4.2.4.3, Fbge 4-8, Didmqe 

cptiarrs: ?he elimination of 
far WUth in Paddy's Ehrn 

options: 'Ihe alternative of 
d i s d x q i r q  watt& via a pipeline 
is inadequately evaluated. 
than pnpirq the water back to FMpc. 
justification for ~ o r m p h q  water back to Manhole 175, when m 
benefit is gab-& except diluting FMpc auTent effluent 

Section 4.2.4.4, Fbge 4-9, l kdment  options: 'Ibis section is 
inadequate. 
treatment technologies that can be used to n?muve all the 
hazardous substanoes froan the Fumped graundwater. ?here is rm 
data to supprt the contention that any r a d i a l  
tedmology/treatment option is not cost effective, particularly 
when a description of applicable treatment options are not 
presented. A coanplete list of technologies, a d i s a ~ ~ ~  ian of how 
ea& works, and benefits and costs needs to be prwidd. 

the Village of Femald 
It wcoild definitely be less aqensive 

lhere is inadequate 

?here is no detailed desmiption of qqriate 

section 4.2.4.4, Page 4-9, !hx&nent optiom: ?he lvMxrdl of an 
equivalent mass of uranium frm the current FMpc effluent to off- 
set propased actions is an unacceptdble q m a d . 1 .  
of uranim can be remved frcan the aurent effluent, it should be 
done M a t e l y .  
are not regulated under the facility's N p D S  permit. nEe current 
effluent concentrations (660 pCi/l in 1987) exceed U.S. DOE 
Derived concentration Guides limits of 550 pCi/l. 
is subject to treatment requirementS of U.S. DOE Order 5500.5 
that rquh-es the use of best available technology ( E W )  for 
treatment. 
CQntaminated gmun2wam should not be a mea~zs of achievirrg an 
internal U.S. DOE -t. 

If a cpntity 

The  radionuclides currently be- dkcharged 

lmis effluent 

'Ihe dilution of the auTent effluent with less 

Section 4.2.4.4, Rqe 4-9: The statement that a new treatmerrt 
facility 'I. . .is not cost effective due to the high flm, l m  
cxmcmtration mture of the extra- graundwater.. . I t  is not 
supported. 
trtxibwnttt alternative for renwrved groundkmter. 

' Ihis statemnt is later used to support a ''no 

Section 4.2.4.4, Page 4-9: 'Ihis Section proposes the 
conskruction of a new treatment plant as an alternative, h t  does 
nut propose to use it for gnxlndwater remediatian. 
purpose of this 
remdiation, it is not clear how this alternative on be 
considered a treatment option. 

Because the 
is to evaluate the means for south plunre 

Section 4.2.4.4, hqe 4-9, Third paragraph: ?he 
last sen- in this paragraph is not clear. To what level does 
the inaustry presently treat the c p w r d w a t e r ?  

of the 



91. 

92. 

93. 

94. 

95. 

96. 

97. 

98. 

Section 4 . 2 . 4 . 4 ,  Page 4-9, Fifth param: Any tn3abna-k 
should minimal l y  achieve a net reduction in uranium d - i d m q d  w 
current release rates for uranium exceed d i s d m q e  limits. 

to the G r e a t  M i d  River. As indicated page 5-17, 

Section 4 . 2 . 4 . 4 ,  Bge 4-9: RLe meaning of the last Sentence is 
not clear. To what level does the present irrdustry treat the 
cJlmn&aW? 

section 4.2.4.4,  Bge 4-9: ?he industry's treatment unit could be 
supplement& with additional units anl a d d  be oonsidered for 
tmalxnmt for this remJvdl. 

Section 4.2.4.4,  Page 4-9: ?he fact that Alternative 5 wculd 
generate uranium-mntaining sludges is not a significant negative 
factor. ?he new wastewater treamt plant planned for lcMpc will 
generate similar sl~x%ges for w h i c h  treatment and disposal 
p r w k i o n s  will also have to be mde. 

Section 4.2.4.5, Rxnp and disdmqe: It is not possible to 
evaluate the p x p s e 3  locations of in-r wells because of 
the lack of infomtion on the &el. The proposed locations are 
not supported by the data in the EE/CA. Ihe wells a m  not 
located in a pasition that w i l l  prevent the water supply wells on 
New Haven Road and FMdys Run scuth of New Haven Road frcw 
receivixq contarmM ' tion. 
location of the wells proposed t3mxq.h use of the mDdel. 

Data needs to used to support the 

Section 4.2.4.5, Page 4-10: ?he EE/CA should present the 
rationale for pntphq grourdsater ml to Manhole 175. 
sanpling point a u l d  be relocated to one of the manholes further 
d m  the line, su& a s  Manhole 180. Also, c=reati.q a new 
discharge point shauld be further d e v e l w .  

Section 4.2.4.5, B g e  4-10: If the p m p d  grrxrndwater is brought 
back to FMFC, the water has to be tested prior to m i x i n g  with the 
existhq effluent disd.large. 

T h e  

Section 4.2.4.5, Page 4-10, second paragraph: Given the data in 
Table 2 . 3  and the well locations in Figures 2-11 ard 2-17, the 
definition of the southern plume boundary and the location of 
proposed extraction wells are questionable. Figure 2-11 shows a 
gap of approximately 4000 feet in the mOnitorbq well network 
between Wells 2061 ard 2094, mkbq it difficult to identify the 
southern plume boundary. In addition, Well 2127, with a maximnu 
uranium cmcentration of 37 ug/l, is approximately 2000 feet 
SCRLth of the proposed extraction wells. 
shms that sevexal residential and amruxcial wells are located 
adjacent to and irmnediately upgradient of the proposed 
extraction wells. 

Finally, Figure 2-17 
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99. Secticar 4.2.4.5, Page 4-10, Third paragqh: It b uru=lear Why 
m e r y  wells were designel w i t h  40-foat well screens a t  the tap 
of the aquifer, when data fm 3000-Series wells Mate gramd- 
water contamination a t  depths to a t  least 75 to 100 feet. 
m e r y  well system should be designed With well suxm 
irrstdlled fmn the top of the aquifer to the bottom of the 
existing plum in order to increase efficiency in the m e r y  of 
can taminants. 

%he 

100. Section 4.2.4.5, pase 4-10, Fourth pamgm@x ?he exist- 
effluent line - in 1952 m y  not be large - to 
a e t e  the additional flw. 
for exfiltration to identify bad joints, etc., w h i c h  could 
reintroduce the contaminated grcudwater back into the grand a t  
a different location, needs to be W l e t e d .  

'&sting of the effluent line 

101. Section 4.2.4.5, page 4-10, Fourth paragraph: The EE/cA shcruld 
discuss the rationale for w i n g  groundwater uphill to Manhole 
175. The sampling pint could be relocated to one of the 
manholes damstream, such as Manhole 180, ard the ground water 
cauld be didmryed into the same manhole, w i t h  considerable 
savings in puwer axsumption costs. 

102. Section 4.2.4.5, Page 4-12, F i r s t  paragraph: The last line of 
this paragraph india- that six monitoring well clusters w i l l  
be installed. Figure 4-3, haever,  shcws 11 well clusters. 

103. section 4.2.4.6, pase 4-12: The design of a treatment system to 
ensure that total uranium released as effluent wcruld not exceed 
FMPC release vdlues is djsased  in t h i s  section. 
for not exoeeding this release value shaild be given since the 
current release comentration ex& U.S. DOE guidance. 

?he rationale 

104. Sectian 4.2.4.6, h g e  4-12, Fourth paragrapl: htwisions sharld 
be mde to sample the FMFC effluent prior to treatment. Central 
valves and bypasses should be installed so that when the Uranium 
concentrations are helm the d i m e  limit, the flow can bypass 
the treatment system ard increased pumping of recovery wells my 

oonoentrations ex& the effluent limit, groundwater axld be 
diverted to the treaiment system. 
i f  the -bent is effective a t  removing lw mncentzations of 
contarmnants. 

oax r .  o o n v d y ,  when Saq3ling shows that uranium 

'Ibis cmnent is only relevant 

105. Section 4.2.4.6, Page 4-14, First paragraph: If the treatment 
system is to Operate a t  700 gpn when the extraction wells produce 
1,500 to 2,000 p, not all the contamhmted Qround water will be 
treated before discharge. 'Ibis is nut wnsistent with the intent 
of the treatment alternative, and w i l l  not It.. .ensure that the 

current levels." 
uranium discharge to the Great Miami River is not increased Wer 
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106. Section 4.2.4.6, Page 4-14: Agah, a referen=e k made to design 

levels. 
goals of not in=reasw total uranium d i d m q e s  Wer current 

1990 and requires current levels be l-duced. 
U.S. DOE O r d e r  5400.5 has an effective date of May 8, 

107. Section 4.2.4.6, Page 4-14: Pruvisions should be made to sample 
F)rlpc prior to treabent. Central valves and bypasses ShaiLd be 
installed so that when contaminant concentrations are below the 
dis&aqe limits, the flw can bypass the treatnrent systx?m d 
inrreased Plrmping of rewvery wells may axxr.  

108. Section 4.2.4.6,  h g e  4-14: If the treatment system is to be 
operatad a t  700 g p  when the extractian wlls will be pmducing 
1,500 to 2,000 g p ,  not a l l  of the contaminated gnxlrdwater w i l l  
be treated. 
treatment alternative. 

'Ibis is not consistent with the intent of the 

109. Section 5.1.1,  Page 5-2 : The Statement that %ranim is the only 
mnstituent...that cculd present a public health risk frcmn 
chemical or radiological expswestl is not substantiated by data 
in the E/-. 

110. Section 5.1.1, Page 5-2: D h - e A  contact and inhalation thruugh 
shmering is not considered in the expsure pathways risk 

Section 5.1.1,  Page 5-2: The E / C A  does not pravide sufficient 
data to support the focus on uranium alone. 

analysis. 

111. 

112. Section 5.1.1, Page 5-2: An additional pathway that is required 
to be considered is direct aposure to groundwater resulting fm 
the water of lawns and gardens. 
surface d e p s i t i o n  a t  close prOXimiQ to residents. Inhalation 
of m m z p ~ ~ M  dusts, particularly those associatd with lawn 
w i n g  or gardening, should be cn-sidered. 

?his activity w u l d  -use 

1 1 3 .  section 5.1.1,  h g e  5-2: Ihe wpcsum pathway analysis, along 
with a l l  data and sample cdlailations, is not included and should 
be presented in a separate appendix to the 
wmplete evaluation of this doarment. Section 5 evaluates the 
effectiveness of each alternative in pr0teCti.n~ p b l i c  health, 
using estimated doses to  potentially expsed popilations. 
unclear h w  Uranium doses were calculated for: (1) drinking 
Qround water fm the sauth Plume; (2) other expsums to 
Qrrxlrdwater fmn the South Plume; an3 (3) qxsure to uranium v i a  
water fmn the Great Miami River. 'Ihe EE/CA shaild clearly 
present the assumptions and procedures used to calculate these 
doses, so that the cdlailations can be independently verified. 

to &law for a 

It is 

114. Section 5.1.1, Page 5-2, ?bird paragraph: The environmmtd 
transport Itrodel discussed here and in the folloWing para- 
s h d d  be presented in an appendix. 



115. Section 5.1.1, Page 5-3: l lAva lue  of 2.7 uq/l/kq/day ....used as 
the acceptable intake rate for umnim was derived in an earlier 
report (IT 1989). khat report is this? Has it been mimed and 
validated? 

116. Section 5.1.1, Page 5-3: l W d u m  - . . .~& exceed 
backgram3 concentrations in the o f f s i t e  smth ~1urne.f~ -lain 
why backpard -txaticns are a basis for makirq a decision. 

117. section 5.1.1, Page 5-3: Data needs to be presented that sqprk 
the statanent that llthis condition has been generally 
satisfied.. .in suppr t  of the RI/Fs.ll 

118. M i o n  5.1.1, Page 5-3: Us- a 730 l/yr water intake, a 50%/50% 
activity mix of uranium-238 and uranium-238, ard canversion 
factors from Federal Guidance Doarment 11, a 19 pCi/l (29 ug/l) 
figure is calculated. 

Section 5.1.1, Page 5-3: As previously stated, it is not 
appropriate to use this 4 l~irem effective dose equivalent for 
uranium. use of this number is inconsistcent w i t h  aurent 
regulations d e r  the Safe Drinking Water A c t .  A limit of 15 
pCi/l (22.5 w1) for gross alpha is mre CXMsistent with the 
intent of the regulations. 

119. 

120. Section 5.1, Page 5-3, second FQram: ?he EE/cA nust shad how 
the acceptable daily intake of 2.7 ug/kg/day w a s  derived and not 
just ref- another report. 
document arrd all asswp3tions, including esthted daily 
intake and acceptable daily intake) and calaitations mst be 
pmided. 
U.S. DAIS Risk Assessmnt for Smerfm% Volume I--Hurrran Health 
Evaluation Manual (part A l .  

?he WcA i s  an independent 

The risk assessment evaluation nust be OOnsiStent w i t h  

121. Section 5.1.1, R3ge 5-3, Fourth pangra@~ An explanation of the 
assunptiorrs used to convert the U.S. DOE guideline of 4 m y r  
into a grolndwater concentration of 33 uq/L s h a d  be presented. 
Pruvide a regulatory citation for the 100 mrem limit h this 
paragraph. 

122. Section 5.1.1, Page 5-4, First paragraph: State the saurce of the 
derived mncentration threshold ( & e m i d  toxicity) of 95 ug/l 
for uanium. 

123. Section 5.1.1, Page 5-4: A refenma2 is mquired for the 
statenrent that Ita com=entration of. .  . a t  the limit of 33 tq/1 is 
below the derived concentration threshold of 95 ua/l for chemical 
toxicity in 

Section 5.1.1, Page 5-5: IlThe objective of plume Control will be 
evaluated by an alternative, as well as the portion of the south 

124. 
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125. 

126. 

127. 

128. 

129. 

130. 

131. 

132. 

plume that Will be ocrkmlled. A precis? quantifimtion of this 
factor is limited by the m i n i n g  uncertainties as  to the nature 
and extent of the leading, southern edge of the plume.** Hclw 
precise does this quantification need to be in order to h i t i a t e  
installatian of the system? Why has this information not been 
abtained? U.S. EPA guidance calls for the EE/CA to prwide a 
f m r k  for m u a t i n g  and selecting alternative tedmolcqies 
(Fh&l 30, 1988). 

section 5.1.2, Page 5-5: 
m t i a n s  an both the Weal plume to the south of the FMpc 
and the degree to Whi& the plumes have already miXed. M a k l  
results indicate, hmever, . .*I. D i m &  ckservations should be 
going on right now. 

section 5.1.2, Page 5-5, semnd pram: Ihe 
factornn and nnremaining Uncertahtiedn in the last Sentence should 
be specified. 

section 5.1.2, Page 5-5, Fcolrth paragra#x The first and SBCord 
sentences are contradictozy. 
(first  sentence), it is not clearhm the @el results can shcncr 
otherwise (secord sentence). 

m i n s  a lack of direct 

Inthis of 

I f  the plumes have already mixed 

section 5.1.4, Page 5-61 second paragrqh: Ihe aisooun t r a t e u s e d  
through& the EE/CA is 5 percent. 
specifies that a 10 percent discaunt rate is to be used. 

Ihe EPA EE/cA guidame 

Section 5.1.4, Page 5-6, Second paragYa@I: 2he text states that 
I*. . .Cost estbnates are intenled to pnxride an accuracy of f 25 
peramt.*' While this level of accxlracy is acOeptable for 
preliminary m/FS activities,  the intent of an EE/cA is to 
prwide a higher level of aamracy in Cost estimation. 
that the objective of an 
10-15 percent shmld be attainable. 

Given 
is cost analysis, aaxuacy of f 

Section 5.2.1, Page 5-6: Calculated doses of 36, 18, 88, and 47 
mrem are presented. 
pdditiandlly, none of these calailatians include exposue 
ampnen t s  due to vegetation watering, mawing, and ga&nhy. 

Section 5.2.1, Page 5-6: The uranium concentrations and 
assuqtions used throughcut this section (and for all subsequent 
alternatives) to calculate radiation and uranium intake doses 
should be specified. Cdlculations should be presented either in 
the text or in an appendix for verification. 

No t h e  intend. is specified. 

!Section 5.2.1, Pages 5-6 and 7: The EE/CA muSt shuw how 
radiation doses were c a l a i l a t d  for the a l l  pthways, inCludhq 
drinking water. 
hypothetical maximally expcs& reaeptOr and the average aposed 
receptor. 

These calculations must include both the 

'Ihe inaividual data that w a s  used to calculate avenge 
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133. 

134. 

135. 

136. 

137. 

138. 

139. 

140. 

141. 

canditians plllst also be pruvided. It is unclear what 
data was averaged and how it was averam. Again, the term 
%it&* is behq misused. 

sectian 5.2.1, Page 5-7, ?bird param: List the mss of the 
uranium disd.rarged by each user of OOntamuLa tedgmurdwater. 
Specify had the figure of 1500 paunds of 
calculated. 

uranimwas 

Section 5.2.1, Page 5-8: It is not clear hud the risk of 
exaxdirg the limit of 4 m r m  relates to the Hazard Index. 

section 5.2.1, Page 5-8, secard Paragxi@: The EE/cA nust show 
hcw the Haimd Inlices were cdlculated for the exposed 
individuals. 

Section 5.2.2, Page 5-9: The statanent that "plume m i x k g  wxld 
also mtinue or wmld oc(xv.. . * I  is confusing. 
reference to plume mixing indicates that there is none. 
WZTeCt? 

An earlier 
Which is 

Section 5.3.1, Page 5-9: What historicdlly has been the 
effectiveness of institutional controls? If no regulatory or 
statutory authority exists for such **mtmls," this should be 
made clear in the evaluatian of the alternatives. 
reluctant to -rd to U.S. EPA inquiries in the past because of 
its concerns that institutional controls will be relied on in 
lieu of adequak eqineerirq solutions. 

&io has been 

Section 5.3.1, Page 5-9, Faurth paragrqh: Indicate the gnxmd- 
water can=entrations used to calculate doses for the drhkirq 
water pathway. 
appmximtely 2 .5  ug/l for maxhnn qYOSUn2. S h  Alternative 2 
is designed only to prevent apsure to axlcentraticns abuve 33 
ug/l, there is m justification for using this conclentration as a 
maxirmrm level. 

It appears that the axcentration is 

Section 5.3.1, Rige 5-10: The statement that the generation of 
uran.ium-Whq sludges wauld represent an additiondl pblic 
health or e n v h m t a l  conems is nut aaxrate, unless the site 

the doarment (page 6-4) needs to be eliminated or clarified. 
misaMMges the sludges. This statement hese, and el- in 

Section 5.3.1, Page 5-10: Calculations an3 assumptions used in 
the calculations for detemhhg maxirmrm an3 average exposures 
must be provided. 

Section 5.3.4, pase 5-12, ~ec0r-d pragraph: section 5.3.3 implies 
that additional mxlitorhq wells wauld be instdlled as a 
ccp.rp3onent of Alternative 2. 
included in the oost estimate. 

FluIpc apsures are also relevant. 

cbsts for these wells are not 
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142. 

143.  

144. 

145. 

146. 

147. 

1 4 8 .  

149.  

150. 

151. 

152. 

Section 5.4, page 5-12: Alternatives that evaluate an atemate 
water supply sh=ruld include pmvkiorrs for the pmper 
of existirq co3ltaminated wells to assure that its use curtailed. 

Section 5.4.1, Page 5-12, Fourth paragra@~: The assunptians 
amcemhg the relative amanrts of uranium dkharged by FMPC and 
theindustr ies along Paddy's Ihrn Road are 
in the Wa. 

described earlier 

Section 5.4.1, Page 5-13, SeCcKld paEqaph: Alternative 3 
includes an alternate water w l y  and is mre protective than 
Altemative 2. 
doses for the drinking water pathway are the same for both 
alternatives. 

?bus, it is not clear why maxinarm and average 

Section 5.4.2, Page 5-15: In the ttEffectivenes: Other Factorsvt 
secticn, IIO m t i o n  is made of the potential r ~ &  for U.S. Army 
cbrps of Engineers permits for the stream crossing. 

Section 5.4.4, Page 5-16, Fix& paragraph: Capital costs shauld 
include the cost of additional mnitorhq wells mentioned in the 

Section 5.5.1, FQge 5-16, Fourth p g r a p h :  The e s t h t e d  uanima 
disd.large for the f i r s t  year is too low. Figure A-8 indicates 
that the average uranium concentration in water withdrawn frcnn 
the aquifer w i l l  be appmximtcely 10 q/l, assLmLing equal prmping 
of all faur wells. Assurmng ' mntinuous aperation, ard using the 
relationship between q/l and pCi/l on page 5-3, the annual 
loa- discharged into the river w i l l  im=reaSe appmxhaWy 27 
mCi rather than 6 mCi. 

P W i -  paragraph. 

Section 5.5.1, Page 5-16, Fourth paragraph: Figure A-9 shclws the 
annual uranium loadirrg to the Great Miami River during the f i f th  
year Will be 2,150 pounds, XWt 1,750 pounds. 

Section 5.5.1, Page 5-16: 
likely results in a discharge rnnber lawer than 1500 -/yr 
(appmximtely 1300 l k / y r ) .  

Ocanpliance with U.S. DOE orders would 

Section 5.5.1, Page 5-16, Faurth paragraph: aUrent release 
esth tes  for uranium in paragra@ 1 (440 mCi/1500 pcwds) 
differ  froan &hates on page 5-8 (448 mCi/1500 pounk). 

Section 5.5.1, Page 5-17, F i r s t  paragraph: The inforination on 
actual current releases s h a d  have been presented in an earlier 
subsection of Section 5. Exgosum estimates should be based on 
these actual releases, rather than on discharge limits that may 
or may nat be attained in the future. 

Section 5.5.1, Page 5-17, F M  para-: D i l u t i n g  the e 
FMPC discharye with contaminated water extracted f m  the aquifer 
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will 1- the release canoentration, but it will increase the 
total LMSS of uranium dischaqed. 

Section 5.5.1, Page 5-17, seoord pmagmph: Under AlteJrnative 4, 
the amount of uranium enterirq the Great Miami River w i l l  
increase, ormnpared to Alternative 1 (no action). 
themfore, not clear haw dcffes frran qpsure to river wahr can 
decrease fnmn 0.8/0.4 mrem to 0.7/0.3 mrem. 

153. 

It is, 

154. section 5.5.1, Page 5-17, param: Alternative 4 involves 
I f  the 2LIIyxLnt of 

to 

extracting contaminated water frrmn the aquifer. 
cuntaminated water &cmxses, it is not clear why maxirmm doses 
for the drinJcing water pathway should increaSe 
Alternatives 2 ard 3.  

155. Section 5.5.1, Page 5-17, First paragraph: aUrent U.S. DOE 
(TBCs) release concentrations limit is 550 pCI/l with future 
Concentration values of 100 pCl/l. 'Lhe aurent value is 660 
pci/l. Any alternative providing for t h i s  process (xH(p3romises 
U.S. DOE Order 5400.5 nqukirq Best Available Technology (BAT) 
to be. -lied to mncentrations a u r e n t l y  be- dischag& a t  the 
FMPC. 

156. Section 5.5.2, Page 5-18, Second paragraph: The basis for the 
conclusion that there w i l l  be an ttimpruve(d) envkmmental 
c o d t i o n  for aquatic biotatt is not clear. 
the amount of uranium discharged to the Great Miami River will 
increase, even i f  the concentration of the dis&arqe will be 
lower. 
given the f l w  rate of the disdaqe (4.5 cfs) ccmpared to the 
river flaw (3,460 cfs)  . 

Mer Alternative 4 ,  

Any hypothetical concentration effect will be negligible 

157. Section 5.5.2, Page 5-18, Fourth paragraph: The decision to 
locate pmpceed extraction wells so close to residential am3 
cammercial properties should be reconsidered. 
that existing wells w i t h i n  the principal zone of drawown for the 
extraction system are believed to be screened in a deeper 
aquifer. The screen intervals should be amfirmed before 
finalizing extraction well locations. 

Section 5.5.2, Page 5-19, second parap@: The canstructian 
period t h e  frame has nuw been chaqed fmm 6 m n t h s  to I 2  
mnths. 
as a result of this change. 

The WCA states 

158. 

No change in the costs of Al-tive 4 has been noted 

159. Section 5.5.3, B g e  5-19, Fifth paragraph: Ihe lengthy atd 
uncertain NPDES permit process for Alternative 4 shcpild be 
sufficient reason to reject this a l m t i v e .  
that additional dims to the Great M i d  River a d  be 
permitted, given that Flvlpc is not meeting current discharge 
limits (see Page 5-17). 

It seen\s unlikely 
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160. Section 5.5.3, Page 5-19, Fifth pragm@: c;rauldwater shaild be 
tested for any problemtic chemicals. 

Sectim 5.6.1, Page 5-21, Second paragraph: It is not clear why 
hazaxd inc'Lices for Alternative 5 (whid~ includes treatment arrl 

hazard indices for Alternative 4 (Page 5-20). 

/ 

161. 

redtuced uranium lcddiqs to the Great Miami River) exoeed the 

162. Section 5.6.2, Page 5-21, Fifth paragraph: T h e  SeCQnd Senten=e of 
the fifth paragraph shouldbe changed to  indicate that the total 
mass of uranium w i l l  not exceed =Is dk&mrge limit, rather 
than the %cisting FMPC release value". Eki2StiJ-g releases 
already ex- the discharge limit. 

163. Section 5.6.2, Page 5-22, T h k d  p a r a w :  ?he mass of Uranium in 
the sludge w i l l  be less than the l~lass of uranium in the untreated 
water pnped to the river under Alternative 4 .  
techniques for handling the sludge s h a d  be presented. 

mpposed 

164. Section 5.6.2, Page 5-22: The amoUnt of uranium sludge generated 
by Altemntive 5 shauld be relatively snall. 
praperly, the sludge shculd not pose a significant prblic health 
or environmental threat. 

If handled 

165. Section 5.6, Page 23: On p g e  19, the follwing statement is 
a m  to and easement ac-xoss other properties made: Wmmal 

w i l l  be requird.ll Is this also true of Altermtive 5? 

-ion 5.7.1, Page 5-24: The chemidspecific TBC of.33 ug/l is 
derived froan U.S. DOE Order 5400.5. 
derivation have previously been presented. 
also requires treatment. 
TBC. 

a .  

166. 
m t s  rqardmg * t h i s  

'Ibis U.S. DOE Order 
'Ihis fact needs to be addressed as a 

167. Table 5-1: ?his table Contains no air emissions standards. 
Wauld no ARARs exist for the process axl  operatian. 

168. Table 5-1, Page 5-26: Are any wetlands lomted within the Scuth 
Plume area? 

169. Table 5.1, Page 5-28: ?he EE/CA did not consider any 
alternatives that includes the reinjection of groundwater. 
Where is such an alternative considered? If so, is it not on- 
site such that only substantive requirements need be met? The 
second ARAR should be deleted. 

170. Table 5.1, FQge 5-28: W l e  Unit 6 is listed under the sixth 
?his requires revision. 

171. Table 5.1, Page 5-30: Wsbblished clmup standnrds for 
h c t i v e  uranium mill tailing sites: sane standards may be 
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172. 

173. 

174. 

175. 

176. 

177. 

178. 

179. 

applicable to the FMFC &al respmse". What are they3 s<mae 
others be relevant and appropriate. 

Section 5.7.2, Page 5-31: 
(CDE) wetlands pennit m y  be required for the Stream C Z C S S ~  
necessary for the alternate water q l y  in Alternatives 3, 4, 
& 5.11 will these activities be considered offsite? 

addition, a Qrps of -hers 

Section 5.7.3, Page 5-31: A ref- k made to supervision by 
the U.S. Nuclear Replatory ' 

a result of releases fran FMPC. The N€tc authority ard 
nxphmmts s h d d  be clearly delineated. 

ion (m) of actions taken as 

section 5.7.3, Action-Specific ARARs and m: "...are also 
subject to U.S. EPA pursUant t0 40 CFR 264 and 40 CFR 300.@@ Ihe 
process and cpxation are also subject to 40  CF'R 262. 

Section 5.7.3, Page 5-32: Wanagement of residuals fnmn the 
treatment and disposdl actions will be regulated under the NRC 
land disposal rules (10 CFR 62) and U.S. DOE Order 5820.2.Il If 
these residuals contain hazardous wastes, the hazardaus waste 
portion of those residuals are subject to the 40 CFR 268 Laryl 
D i s p o s a l  Restrictions. 

Section 6.3, paSe 6-2: As stated, the ~xap and treat altexnative 
has been given slightly higher preference due to reauction in 
dis&arye concentrations. 
and U.S. DOE'S Guide 5400.5 nquhment for treatmnt is not 
addressed in the WCA. 

The preference of CERCLA for treatment 

Section 6.3, Page 6-3, second -graph: The ~~unassociated 
releases fram EMpc operations" are not subject to regulation 
UnderCERcLA, ardhencearenotrequiredbySARAtoenploy 
treatment fx&nologies that pemmenUy and significantly reduce 
toxicity, ncbility and volume. 
CcanpariSOn m y  be valid, it does not ta)ce into accocITlf: the 
specific intent of the SARA e t s .  ?he EE/cA should be 
xrcdified to include remval and treamt of the scuth plume 
alone as a separate alternative. 

%us, althcmgh this risk 

Section 6.3, page 6-3, S e a x d  paragraph: Ihe dkharge needsto 
be treated. 'Ihe current dixharge already exceeds limits and it 
is a regulatory reqUirement to ARARS. 'Ihe NCP states that 
them shculd be a preference for permanent solutions using 
treatment technologies. 

Section 6.3, Rige 6-3, Third paragram: ?his -graph M d  
further describe @tongoing plans for a mre ccanprehensive and 
effective treatment facilityg1 and should state when the facility 
will be caplet&. 
effective treatment. shmld also be pravided. 

Documentation that this facility Will pmvide 
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180. 

181. 

182. 

183. 

184. 

185. 

186. 

187. 

Section 6.4, Page 6-4: It is unclear that the trea- Cptim 
will not be necessary to be protective of pblic health and the 
envimnment in the futum. Removal actions shall, to the extent 
practicable, amtribute to the efficient performance of any 
anticipated long-term remedial action with respect to the release 
oancerned (40 CF'R 300.415(c)). 

section 6.4, Page 6-4, 
true for any cleanup where grmrdwater is treated. Hawever, the 
preference for treatment implicitly allows productian of sludge 
where toxicity ard volume of waste are rettuced, especially where 
it ray be necessary to implement the same treatment system for 
protection of pblic hedlth and the e n v h m t  in the future. 
The implementation of the treatment systan now wcruld appar to be 
consistent with final. d a t i o n .  

bullet: ?his s t a t  mild be 

section 6.4: The option of both mitigat- the migration of the 
plume at the lcw-mncmtration front edge an3 treatment of the 
more ooncentrated portion of the plume shauld be considered as an 
alternative in this =/a. The generation of highly concentrated 
uranium slwe (seam3 bullet) is not a sufficient redson to 
reject Altemative 5. 

pgpendix: Portions of the appendix wwld be me appropriate for 
the main text of the doc=ument. 

Section A.3.0, Mcdel calibration: ?he values that were used for 
hydraulic conauctivity and recharge are required to be presented. 
An explanation on hcw t h e  values were derived should also be 
presented. 'fhis information is necessary for evaluation of the 
I.node1li.q. Tknns, such as, Veasonable estimatestt are too vague 
to be of any use. 

Sectian A.3.0: An explanation of the interaction betwem surface 
water and graundwater in the &el is required. An explanation 
of hcw the primary sources areas, Paddys Run ard drahge dit&, 
were addressed in the d e l  is required. 

Figure A-2: 'fhis diagram indicates that the mdel does not 
pmvide a good simulation of the plume southwest of FMX. 

Figure A-2: There is h d e q u a t e  grounctWater mnitoring well 
wverage -out the area where the model predicted there 
shauld be amtanktion. 




