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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECI7ON AGENCY 
REGION 3 

234 SOUTH DEARBORN ST. 
CHlCAGO, ILLINOIS 60604 

SHH-12 
Bobby 3. D a v i s  
Uni ted States Department O f  Energy 
Feed Materials Production Center 
P.O. Box 398705 
C i nci  nnat I , Ohio 45239-8705 

RE: FS ilork Plan 
- 

U.S. DOE-fernald 
OH6 890 008 376 

Dear Mr. Dav is :  

On August 10, i990, the United S t a t e s  Department o f  Energy (U.S. DOE! sirbmitted 
a F e a s i b i l i t y  Study (FS) work plan f o r  the remedial a c t i o n  a t  the Feed 
Mate r ia l s  Production Center i n  Fernald, Chio. This document revised a 1988 
version of a FS Mor& plan that  was never approved due t o  tt\e change t o  a 
m u l t i p l e  operable u n i t  scheme, On J u l y  10, 1990, the United S t a t e s  
Environmental P rc tec t l on  Agency (U.S. € P A )  provided some general comments on 
the 1988 d r a f t  t c  provide guidance i n  preparat ion for  the August 10, 1990 d r a f t  
FS work p l a n ,  

The work p lan was reviewed t o  assess  : t s  compliance w i t h  appl icable U.S. EPA 
guidance (OSUER D i r e c t i v e  9355.3-01) and the Natiorial Contingency P l a n  (NCP) as 
presented. 

1. General ly, the F S  work p lan  complies w i t h  the U.S. EPA guidance and t h e  
NCP. Host of t h e  screening and a l t e r n a t i v e  evaluation steps follow the 

d e f i n i t i o n  o f  operable units, establishment o f  remedial ac t i on  
object ives,  and app l i ca t i on  o f  appl icable relevant and appropriate 
requirements that a re  p o t  consistent w i th  the U.S. EPA FS guidance and 
the NCP. 

- 'J.S. €PA guidance. There are,  hodever, a few areas such as the  

2 .  Much of pre l iminary work f o r  the FS has  been completed (Task  11 
Development of A l te rna t i ves  Report fo r  all operable u n i t s  and Task 12 
I n l t i a l  Screening of A l t e r n a t i v e  Operable U n i t s  1 and 4 Reports). 
Therefore, many o f  t h e  specific comments i n  t M s  l e t t e r  relate  not o n l y  
t u  the adeauacy o f  the FS work p l a n ,  but also provide examples where 
e i t h e r  t h e  F 5  work p l a n  o r  U.S. EPA guidance ads not followed. 

The basic non comp:iance with U.S. € P A  guidance i s  t h a t  the F S  work p l a n ,  
Tzsk 11, and Task 12 repor ts  defer  much o f  the a l t e r n a t i v e  development 
( i . e . ,  volumes o f  contaminated materials, s p e c i f i c  remedia l  a c t i o n  
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object ives,  prel Iminary remediation goal 5 ,  and screening o f  process 
op t ions )  u n t i l  l a t e  i n  the FS process ( d e t a i l e d  analysis of a l t e rna t i ves ) .  
U.S. EPA guidance and NCP r e q u i r e  these steps be s u f f i c i e n t l y  developed 
e a r l y  i n  the FS process and t o  the ektent possible, p r i o r  t o  the de ta i l ed  
analys is  o f  a l t e rna t i ves .  

The i n s u f f f c i e n t  a l t e r n a t i v e  development, as presented i n  the Task 12 
repo r t s  f o r  Operable Un i t s  1 and 4, i s  a r e s u l t  o f  the Task 11 repor t  not 
complying w i t h  the FS work plan  o r  U.S. EPA guidance. Unless the non- 
compliances wi th  U.S. E?A guidance i s  corrected I n  the Task 12 reports, 
the de ta i l ed  analysis o f  a l t e rna t l ves  may also lack s u f f i c i e n t  d e t a i l  and 
documentation t o  ddequately support the selection of  a prefer red 
31 t e rna t i ve .  

SPECIFIC CGWENTS: 

3. 

4.  

5. 

6 .  

7 ,  

Section 2.2.1, Page 3: The F S  work plan states that  s o i l s  or perched 
ground w a t e r  may eventual ly  be rncluded as p a r t  o f  Operable U n i t  1. The 
FS work p ian  should speci fy when t h i s  determination w i l l  be made. The 
appl icable U.S. EPA guldance requires the volumes and areas ro be 
included in the po ten t i a l  remedy be determined e a r l y  i n  the FS process; 
such as in the development of  a l t e rna t i ves  step or  re f i ned  i n  the 
screening o f  a1 te rna t i ve  steps, 

Section 2.2.3, Page 4: The basic assumption o f  addressing reieases,3iF 
p o t e n t i a l  releases, w i t h i n  Operable Uni t  3 By complying with the Resource:' 
Concentration Recovery Act (RCRA) and other  requirements instead of  the 
remedial i n v e s t i g a t i o n / f e a s i b i l  lty study ( R I / F S )  program i s  not consistent . .. 
w i t h  Sect ion V I 1 1  ( a )  and (b) o f  the 1990 Consent Agreement. These " 
sect ions of  the Conserit Agreement s t a t e  tne i n t e n t  o f  the a c t i v i t i e s  are 
t o  achieve compliance with CERCLA and s a t i s f y  the co r rec t i ve  a c t i o n  
requirements of Sections 3004 (u), 3004. ,(,v),,.and.3008 ( h )  of  RCRA. 
Add i t i on a 1 1 y ;- -wcL;I.I.... - .t h?. .; Con _.r- sent ';Ag re  ehe n t- 4 s t a t  e s - --i t--.i's- 1 n't ended ..-t hay;!'f.@me"a @i%t@P 
of_r~e.lea.s.es-.covered.b~..th9. ..Consent Agreement sha? 1, obviate the need -.fOsg 
f u r t h e r  correctj-ve . .actio& under RCRA";] .Therefore, releases or potent la1 
6.1easE from rhe production a r e a  (Operable U n i t  P3) must be addressed as 
p a r t  of i h e  R I i F S  program and n o t  under separate programs. 
September 10, 1990, l e t t e r  f o r  more informat ion regarding Operable Uni t  
13.  

, - . .  . .  . 

See U.S. E P A ' S  

Section 2 . 2 . 3 ,  Page 4: The scrap metal p i l e s  d re  not i n  operable u n i t  
$43, but rather are  i n  Operable U n i t  #2. 

Section 2.2.3, Page 5 :  The f irst  f u l l  sentence on tn i s  page i s  not  
consistent w'th the f ' rst sentence o f  t h i s  paragraph from the proceeding 
page or the 1990 Consent Agreement. A l l  contaminated s o i l  and ground 
water i s  subject t o  the R I / F S  program as Operable Uni t  #3. 

Section 3.3.1, rage 5: 
a s  part of  Task 12 ! i n i t i a l  Screening cf Al te rna t i ves )  and Task 13 
(Deta i led Analysis nf Al te rna t i ves )  a c t i v i t i e s  i s  not consistent w l t h  the 

The establishment of remedlal act ion object ives 
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a. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

NCP o r  U.S.  EPA guidance. The NCP states the f i r s t  step in the FS 
process involves developing remedial action objectives and prel 'minary 
remediation gcals. These should specify contaminants and media o f  
concern and potential exposure pathways. In accordance with the NCP (page 
8 7 1 3 ) ,  remediation goals should set performance standards to be met during 
implementation as wet1 as the points of  compliance for attaining these 
remediation levels, 

The remedial act ion objectives set in the Task 12 reports for Operable 
Ynits 1 and 4 were not contaminant or pathway specific nor did t h e y  
establish points G f  compliance for  attaining the remediation levels, 

Establishing remedial ac t ions  objectives or  preliminary remediation goals 
(which are initially set as ARARs)  in the detailed analysis i s  not 
consistent with the U.S. EPA guidance, which states that compliance with 
ARARs evaluation i n  t h e  detailed analysis uses "ARARs that have been 
identified in previous stages o f  the R I i F S  process." 

Section 3 . 3 . 2 ,  Page 5: Although the FS kdork plan l i s t s  the types of 
response actions which should be considered, these were not considered I n  
t h e  Task 1 1  report (Development of Alternatiwesj. The three general 
response actions considered in the Task 11 report were too narrod i n  
scope and did not include the six general response actions specified i n  
the or ig ina l  feas ib i l i ty  work plan or U.S.  EPA guidance. Because only 
three general response actions were developed, the discussion on 
technologies and process options i n  the Task 11 repor ts  is confusing and 
is not adequate to meet the screening requirements o f  U.S. EPA guidance. 
Furthermore, the development and subsequet?t screening o f  a1 ternatives 
(Task 12 reports for  Operable Units 1 and 4) is not well supported. 

Section 3 . 3 . 5 ,  Page 7: 
the FS work plan 5 s  in compliance with the U.S. €PA guidance. 
the evaluation of process opt ions was not fol:owed i n  the Task 11 report 
3r Task  12 rpport f o r  Gperable ; inits Bl and #4.  The Task 1 1  r e p o r t  
discusses two removal techno:ogies: hydraul ic/pneumatic (with three 
associated process options) rnechanicJl (rv.i;h three associated process 
options). However, the Task i l  reDort does not screen the process options 
associated with these removal technologles for  Operable Unit #4 with 
respect t o  effectiveness, implementability or cost. Furthermore, the Task 
12 report for Operable Unit #4 uses three removal process options 
(mechani ca 1 auger, hydraul i c dredge, and pneumatic dredge) whS c h  sere not 
descrfbed o r  screened in the Task 11 report .  

The evaluat ion of process options a s  presented in 
However, 

Section 3 .3 .5 ,  Page 8: 
the FS work plan complies w i t h  U.S. E?A giiidance. 
followed fr! the Task i l  report. 
options was not specific co operable u n i t s .  

Section 3 . 3 . 5 ,  Page 8: 
work plan complies with U.S. EPA guidance. 
I n  the Task 11 or Task 12 reports f o r  Operable Unit #4. 
evaluations aid not include operation and maintenance costs. 

:he evaluatlon of effectiveness as aescribed in 
However, it was not 

The effectlveness evaluatlon of process 

The evaluation of  cost as descrfbed in <he FS 
However, i t  was not followed 

The cost 

3 I 



12. Section 3.3.6, Page 8: 
FS work plan complies with U.S.  EPA-guidance. 
followed in the Task 11 report for all operable units or Task 12 report 
for Operable Units 61 and #4. For example, the Task 11 report includes 
the technologies o f  waste stabilization and treatnent of water as part of 
several assembled alternatives for Operable Unit 1. Specific process 
options representative of technology types were not assembled into 
al ternat ives in the Task 1 1  report. Furthermore, at the end o f  the Task 
12 report for Operable !hit 1, specific process options representative of 
technology types here still not tornolned into remedial al ternatjves. 

The assemblv of alternatives as described i n  the 
However, it was not 

13.  Sectlon 3.3.6, ?age 9: If an alternative i s  carried through to the 
detailed analysis o f  alternatives (Task 13) I t  is not usually appropriate 
to further evaluate between process options within a technology. 
necessary, additional definition of Drocess option i s  to be conducted 
during the Alternative Screening Process ( T a s k  12) as outlined i n  Section 
4.3 o f  the U.S. EPA guidance. After this additional alternative d e f l n i t i o n  
and screenjng it i s  appropriate to select one or two process options 
representative of a technology type for  an a:ternatj;.e t o  SP carried t o  
the Detailed Analysis of Alternatives. 

I f  

14. Section 3.4.2, Page io: The definition o f  volumes and areas of media of  
Interest a described in t h e  FS work p l a  complies bvith U.S .  EPA guidance. 
Hokever, the Task 12 report f o r  Operable Unit #1 did not accurately define 
the volume of materials to be remediated ( i t  excluded the 5 feet of  soil 
surrounding and underlying the waste p i t s ) .  
report did not present specific definition on where Operable Unit 1 ended 
and it's interrelationship with Operable Unit #5. 

In addition, the Task 12 

15. Section 3.4.2, Page 11: The description of cost evaluation in the FS 
work plan comblies with the U.S. €PA guidance; however, the Task 12 
report for Cperable Unit $4 did not lnc!ude operation and maintenance 
cost. 

i6. Section 3.5.1, Page 14: ' h is  step in tne k S  process i s  intendea to 
define a i  ternatives were appropriate so the evaluation criteria can be 
applied consistently ano to deveiop a plus 50, minus 30 percent cost .  
However, i t  appears form the Task 12 reports f o r  Operable Units #I and # 4  
this step in the detailed analysis of  alternatives i s  being used t o  
further evaluate (no t  further d e f i n e )  process options. Additional 
alternative definition t s  appropr iate when t h e  assumed s i z i n g  o f  the 
process option (note singuiar use o f  process option) must be revised. 
Therefore, the guidance document implies that process options have been 
screened in the development and screening o f  alternatives steps and that 
process cptions represeqtative o f  technologies have a1 ready been 
assembled into alternatives carried forward into the detailed analysis. 

1 7 .  Section 3.6, Page 18: 
Criter!a is acceptable; i t  should be noted that the NCP (page 8731) places 
special emphasis on long t e r n  effectiveness and permanence, and reduction 

While the re la t ive  weighing 01 the five balancing 

I 



o f  t.oxicity, rnobil lty, or volume through treatment, duricg the femedy 
selection process.  

18. Section 4.1, Page 3: ;his section of  the work plan omits the method of 
a1 ternative definition. The level of alternative development in the Task 
:2 reports f o r  Operable U n i t s  #l and #O Is not sufficient t o  adequately 
evaluate the alternatives against the two threshold and five balancing 
criteria in the detailed analysis o f  a1 ternatjves. 
alternative definition, (or  more appropriately in the alternative 
screening as outlined in Section 4.3 o f  U.S. EPA FS guidance) needs to be 
more completely addressed. 
Units #1 and #4 states this portion o f  the FS (Task 13) will be used t o  
further screen out prccess options and more accurately def !ne remedial 
action objectives and preliminary renediation goals, However, at this 
stage of  the FS process, alternatives should already be assembled from 
process options representative of  technology types. The U.S. €PA guidance 
sta tes  the  definition step o f  the F S  process should focus on incorporating 
treatability study d a t a ,  sizing of a specif ic  process option, or providing 
sufficient development of an alternative t o  provide a consistent level of 
detail to allow the evaiuation c r i t e r i a  to be applied consistently. 

Therefore. extensive 

For example, the Task 12 report for Operable 

19, Section 4.4.1, Page 6: 
further clarifjcation. 
critical in the evaluation o f  a1 ternatives ana the interrelation between 
Operable U n i t s .  U.S. EPA guidance recornmends that the interrelationship 
between media (in t h i s  case Operable Units #1 and #5) be evaluated early 
i n  the FS process ( i  , e . ,  Alternative Screening Process). 

The second and t h i r d  paragrapns on thls  page need 
80th paragraphs present assumptions which are 

20. Section 4.8.1, Page 16: 
(capital costs )  do not include the costs incurred by temporary or 
permanent suspension of  s i t e  operations. 
community is typically evaluated under community acceptance. 

Sect ion  5.6.1, page 13: ARARs are ;rlso applicable to contamination at 
the c,curce 3s we1 1 a s remote receptor and therefore are required lo be 
eva 1 ua ted 

Expenses associated wi th  implementing a remedy 

However, economic impact to the 

21 .  

22. Section 5.5.2, Page 18: Specifis references tor U.S.  DOE and U.S. €PA 
technical guidance must be cited. 

23. Section 5.6.2, Page 13: The statement "U.S. € P A  guiaance wouid typicaliy 
establish the most critical receptor at the  controlled boundary o f  the 
site.. .I' is not accurate, The NCP (page 8710) uses t h e  concept of the 
reasonable maximum exposure scerrarjo appl ied to both current and future 
use conditions. Current land use scenarios presented in the base line 
risk assessment should consider both actual risk due to current  condit ions 
and potential r i s k s  assuming no remedial action. Future use scenarios are 
c:assifiea i n t o  one of these areas, (1) residential, ( 2 )  
commercial/industriaI, ( 3 )  recreational, as well as ecological use O f  the 
property such as agricultural. 
should consider the nighest (most significant and therefore usually 
resfdentlal) r i s k  to be protective. 

Future land use assumptions generally 



Based on the d e f i c i e n c i e s  i d e n t i f i e d  above, U.S. EPA i s  disapproving the  FS 
work p ian .  
the date  of th i s  l e t t e r .  

A revised FS work plan must be submitted wi th in  t h i r t y  (30) days of 

Please contact  me a t  (312)  or  FTS 886-4436, i f  there are any questions. 

S i  ncere l  y , 

L a f l c &  
Catherine A .  McCord 
Remedial Project  Manager 

Enc 1 osure 

cc: Richard Shank, OEPA 
Graham Mitchell, OEPA-SWDO 

Joe LaGrone, U.Y.  DOE - OR0 
Leo Duffy, U.S.  DOE - HDQ 




