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~e rollowing cocmments gertain t2 the Draft South Plume
TT,CA catea Marcn 23. :i9°0.

'y Nat ail cf the zsasepnaple iaiternactives nave teen
-resentea in tne EZZ-CA. All alternatives tnat the pubiic
m1gnc pelieve would ce possible snould be ciscussea. at
"sagt oriefly, with asoning as to wny they were
iiminateqg frcm consi ation earivy on. That way e pupnlic
uic mave czoniicence that the final a2jternative cngsen was

Jiy the cest.
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2) How is removing U frcm grouna water a2nd discharging (@
ynt-eateg into the river zn imprevement? At least in the
siume we can !ccate the U for the final remediation action.
Cnce in the river. !t isS not retrievaple. You have actuaily
increacgeag (:s mepility., wnicn would be counter to the goals
of 3 removal action. .t haraily seems fair to the ccwnstream
sgpulaticn ana envirsament Q0 Simply Throw Qur contaminants
iqts tneir water. -he tstal uncentroilea U in the
envirsonment Cemains tne same. 1:t°S JusSt Spreaa cver = larger
zrea.

3) The =iternative cf pump and treat from the eage ang :the .
center <% :the rlume simultaneocusiy should have been
alscussed.

4) More recent RI/FS analyticai data should be incorporated
than Sept. .S, .989.(Executive Summary, page 4)

5) Why coes the EE/CA use effluent discharge data from
1985~1987? The :988 monitoring report is out and the [98°
aata should also e availaple.(Section 2, page 3)

| contaminants. £oth chemical ana raaicliogical. shouid

8) Al
cansicereg, ~ot Just U. They are =2il of ccncern.

ce
<y & crart showing all raaionuclides and potentially
nazaraous chemicals that are in the South Plume shouid be
inciudea in the EE/CA. perhaps in the Appenaix. For each,
the estaplished arinking water |imits should be shown with a
reference as to the source cf the information. [£f there (S
no establishea limit, a full discussion of what theoretical
limit -0 usSe anad how it was derived would be useful.

8) The EZE/CA states that the plume will not reach the Great
Miami River in the next S vears. When is it projected ta
actually reach the river?

Q) None cf the alternatives ciscussed addressed controlling
the sources of the contamination. It i3 stated that the full
"BI1/FS will aadress thig. However., did any of the earlier
eliminated EE/CA ajternatives attempt to do so?
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3) Table 2-!. Section 2. page L8, says organics are in the
sater Of the Scuth Plume. put that the magnitude ana extent
ire unknown. why is this unknown? How can the EE/CA go
:orward. nOt knowing what eise may be in the water and what
-ne total environmental effects might be? Also. could the’
srganics cause violations of zischarge permits when aaded to
-ne usual FMPC discharges?

11) Figure 2-17 shows dark trianglies to be regidences with
Lnknown water supplies. There are many on the map. Have the
~es idents peen asked about their water supply? The note
says the map may not show every groungwater user in the
area. Will further RI work be cone to getermine all users of
:he grouncwater? Accuracy of this information is imporilant
-o the puplic ana for making decisgions.

12) Section 2. page 40 states that the plume is moving at
ipout 220 feet per vyear. Table ES-1 says the leaaing eage of
he plume wouid migrate between 440 and 1100 feet cepenading
on the chasen alternative. Is this per year? If so, then the
alternativeg woulad ingreage the plume flow? Or is the cterm
‘eaaing eage aifferent from that usea on page 40? This is
~anfusing tc tnhne pubiic.

13) Wouid ingestion while showering be another exposure
sathway that should be considered?

14) Wag the possibility of a new effluent line to the Great
Miami River explored, crather than pumping the water Dpack up
<o the FMPC?

1S) [t is the public’s understanding that the FMPC regularly
exceeds the DOE discharge limits, [f this is true, how can
any aaditicnal discharge of U be considered?

1§y The EE/CA neeas to explain in greater detail how the
-~eatment possibilities work. Incluce their purposes and
streng ana weak points. Be sure to inciuce those menticnea
'~ Section 4, page l4 anda any others the public might think

might oe reasonable. Could a disiillation process remcve the
J?

Please rememper that all of these comments were made by a
non-expert. While the answers to some of the questions may
seem trivial to the experts, it ig still important to be asg
clear and thorough as possible if community acceptance of
alternatives is to be maximized.






