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L L A  - -  - - 

Ssucn  ?::ne i 5 ' C A  Ccmments 

- ,  I ,  !lot si 1 ~i :5e tessonsDle ii ternati*tes nave ceen 
=resentea in :he LL/.CA?. .+I I ai tetnatives tnat :he puci ic 
zlgnc beiieqle sr0ulC =e DossiDie snould be ciscussea. at 
:east Zriefiy. y i t ? ?  :ne reasoning as ta wiry they vere 

~i ininacea frs;?: csnsicer2cion eari:i on. 3 a t  v a y  :?.e ~ U D I  ic 

; T U  i y the ces t  . 

-- 

. .  
" - 1  ,,,ic I have c=nz:cence :.id[ :he finai aiternative czosen was 

2 )  ?ow is removing iJ frzm grouna water 2nd discnarging i: 
dntrejtea into :he ri ' ier Ln irnprcvernenc? At least i n  the 
?:iume we can ! ~ c a t e  the U f o r  the finai remeaiation action. 
cnce in :he river. i: i s  not retrievaole. 'r'ou have actuaily 
;ncr,ossea !:s r n o D i ! i t . v / .  srnicn would be caunter t o  tfie goals 
af 2 removai a c t i o n .  :: haraiy seems fair to the cswnscrem 
?oOuiacisn m a  envircnrnenc :o simply throw our contaminants 
i z i s  cr.eir --rater. ?e czcai unccntrailea U in the 
~nv!r=zrnenc ~ e m 3 : r . s  = n e  szme. I t , ' =  ~ u s t  3presa c v e r  i iirger 
zre3. 

. .  

3 )  The ~ i t e r n a t i ~ ~ e  cf ?umD a n d  treat from the eage snd the 
center sf :ne clume simultaneously snouid have been 
=liscussea. 

4 )  Fore recent .9I/FS analyticai data should be incorporated 
than Sept.  15. :%?.(Executive page 4 )  

5 )  Why does the E D ' C A  use effluent discharge data from 
1085-1087? The lo88 monitoring report is out and the !a89 
aata should also be availaDle.(Section 2, page 5 )  

6 )  All cantaminznts. Goth chemical ana raaiologicai. shouid 
ze  cznsicerea. :3t ~ust 3 .  3 e y  are sil of csncern. 

- )  A cr.art showlng all raaionuclides and potentialiy 
hazaraous chemicals that are in the South Plume snould be 
inciudea in the EWCA.  perhaps in the Appendix. For escn. 
che established drinking water limits should be s h o w  with a 
reference as to the source of the information. I f  there is 
no established limit. d full discussion of what theoretical 
!imit t o  use and how it was derived would be useful. 

8 )  The E W C A  states that the plume will not reach the Great 
Miami River in the next S years. When is it projected to 
sctual 1 y reach the river? 

0 )  None cf the alternatives discussed addressed controlling 
the sources of the contamination. I t  is stated that the f u l l  
?I/FS will address this. However. d i d  any of the earlier 
elizinated EE/CA alternatives attempt to do so? 



- 3 )  Table 2-!. Section 2 .  
'dater ~r the South Plume. 
;-re unKnown. Why is this 
lorwara. not  knowing what 
:he total environmental e 
stganics cause violations 
:?e usual FMPC aischarges 

page 18. says organics are in th 
o u t  :hat the magnituae ana exten 

unrtnovn? How can the E V C A  go 
eise may be in the water and wha 
ffects might be? Also. Could the' 

' of =ischarge permits when aaded 
? 

e 
t 

t 

to 

! i )  Figure 2-17 shows dark triangles t o  be residences with 
~ n ~ n o w n  water supplies. There are many on the map. ;lave the 
r e s   dents Deen asked about their water supply? The Rate 
says the map may not show every groundwater user in the 
3rea. Will fur ther  PI work be cone to aetetmine all users of 
:he gtouncwater? .kCUraCy of this information is important 
:a the public and for making aecisions. 

12) Section 2, page 40 states that the plume is moving at 
atbout 220 feet per year. Table ES-1 says the leaaing eage of 
:he plume wouid migrate between 440 and 1100 feet depending 
3n t3e chosen alternative. Is this per year? I f  so, then the 
slternatives woula b c r u  the plume flow? Or is che term 
: e a a ~ n g  eage aifferent ftCm t9at dsed on page 40? ?his is 
z3ntus1ng t z  cne puoiic. 

; 3 >  Wouid ingestion while showering be another exposure 
pathway that snould be considered? 

1 4 )  Was the possibility of a new effluent line to the Great 
?liami Rivet explored, rather than pumping the water back up 
t o  the FMPC? 

15) I t  is the public's dnderstanding that the FMPC regularly 
exceeds the.DOE discharge limits. I f  this is true, how can 
any aaditional discharge of U be considered? 

: 5 >  The E U C A  needs to explain in greater detail how the 
zteatment ?oss~bilities work. Include their purposes and 
strcng ana weak points. ae sure to include those mentioneu 
.;1 Section 4 ,  page 14 and any others the public might :hink 
night De reasonable. Could a discillation process remove the 
d? 

Please remember that all of these comments were made by a 
important to be as 

non-expert. While the answers to some of the questions may 
seem trivial to the experts, it is still 
clear and thorough as possible if community acceptance of 
alternatives is to be maximized. 




