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Mr. Bobby Davis 

P A .  Box 398705 
CincSnnati, Ohio 45239 

U.S. DOE-FMPC 

Dear &W. Davis: 

Attached are Ohio EPA'e comments on the Remedial Investigation 
Rierk Ameeement €or O,U,4, The major deficiency in t h i s  document 
is the lack of data. 
sampling, elant borlngs, and berm sampling reeulta in 80 many 
data gaps that it ie imposleible to develop conclusionB or aesess 
r i s k ,  
sometime ( >  30 daya), we auggest that DOE consider it's options 
to responding to comenta and developing another deficient 
document 

The failare to complete the residue 

Since these data gaps are not going to be filled for 

We are planning to discues RLsk Assessment issues and methodology 
in the near future a t  a meeting with DOE USEPA and Ohio EPA 
staff . 
15 you have any questicns about the attached comments please 
contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Graham E, Mitchell 
DOE Ccordinator 

GEM/acp 

/ 
/' 

C C :  Tom WlnStOA, Ohio EPA 
Jack Van Kley, Ohio AG 
Catherine McCord, U . S .  EPA, Region 5 
Robert Owen, ODH 
Lisa Augulet? Geo Trans 
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General Comment 1: The preparation of thia report should have 
been delayed until a l l  of the needed 
eamplllng of s i l o  waetes, underlying s o i l s ,  
and born soils was completed. This report, 
particularly the risk assessment portion, 
will likely change signlflcantly when the 
result8 from them actLvitie8 are obtained, 
To prepare a report with major: sampling and 
waste characterization s t i l l  needing to be 
performed is nothing ehort of an incredible 
waste of t i m e  and resource8 both on the 
part of DOE and the regulatory agencies 
that have to review euch an incomplete and 
deficient document. Further, the u8e of 
historical eanrpling data to  characterize 
silo wastes is of limited value because o f  
the uncertainty in QA/QC procedures used at 
t he  t ime. 

General Comment 2:  All eamplee taken wlthln the Operable Unit 
4 study area, including Silos 1 and 2, 
should have been analyzed for Actinium-227 
and Protactinium-231. These constituents 
were found in samples frm Si10 3. 
Actinium-227 was discharged into the Great 
Miami River from the FMPC at over 200% of 
DOE'S DCG in 1988. 

General Comment 32 A section of the report or  an appendix 
should be added which provide5 B 
comprehensive list of background levels 
( r o i l ,  surface water) for potential 
inorganic contaminants in the FMPC region. 
Such a list would allow the reader to 
better 888888 the eignificance of any 
contaminant levels detected and reduce 
8earChing though the document, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1. Page ES-6, First Paragraph: Since Actinium-227 is a 
constituent of che 61108, radiological analyaig of the s i l o  
oontente ehould have included t h i o  isotope. 
explain why t h i e  isotope was excluded and di8cusa if future 
samples will analyze for it. 

DOE should 

2 ,  Page ES-7, Second Paragraph: The 8tatement that no 
conclueion can be drawn that the K-65 si108 are the 80urce 
of groundwater contamination should include a conditional 
statement referencing the future resulte from the slant 
boring program. 

0 
- 2  - .  
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Aeeesraxnsrnt 6. U. 4 
Two 

Page 1-1, Third Paragraph: The currant (August, 1990) 
Rernedial Inveatigation of Operable Unit 4 does not fulfill 
the July 1986 Fedezal Facilities Compliance Agrement 
(PPCA) referenced of Page 1-1, paragraph 3 ,  which w a ~  
'tintended to ensure that envisomental impacts aseociated 
wlth past and pree~ent act iv i t ies  at  the W C  are thoroughly 
and adequately fnVe8tigated so that appropriate remedial 
response actions could be formulated, assessed and 

Result8 from the Bern Soil Smnpling, Slant 
Boring Program, and additional Silo Content Sampling, which 
are not included in this document, may have a significant 
effect on s i t e  characterization and the concluaione of this 
Draft Remedial Investigation. 

Page 1-1,  First Paragraph: The Executive Sumnary on page 
ES-1 indicates that the FMPC is located 20 mfles northwest 
o€ Cincinnati, whereas thie eection indicates 15 miles. 

Page 1-6, Saction 1.1, First Paragraph: Contrary to what 
ia stated in the fixat sentence, this RI report doe8 not 
"8erve to document the data collection and analyeis pham 
of the RI/FS for Operable Unit 4 "  becauee this phase is 
incomplete. 

Pags 1-7, Last Paragraphi Thier paragraph atates that any 
underlying a O i l 8  or perched water under Silos I, 2, and 3 
will be incorporated into t he  remedial action program for 
Opezable Unit  4 .  Page ES-2, third paragmph, GuggBglta 
theee areaa will be addressed during the Operable U n i t  5 
FS, Please clarify under which Operable Unlt(8) these 
areas w i l l  be addressed. 

Fag@ 1-7, Second Paragraph: Further explanation of 
"quantifiable", level8 of uranium lsotopee and inorganic 
chemicals i s  needed. Page ES=2, paragraph 2 s t a t a e  that 
radiological and chemical analyeis of atanding rain water 
in silo 4 indicates the preeence of uranium below "level8 
of concern". 

Page 1-7, Third Paragraph: Why are the underground decant 
sump and piping beneath the aolos not included? 

Paga 1-11, Third Bullet: Should read "quantification". 

Table 1-1, Page 1-12: Elemant number 3, related issues, 
f i r s t  bulletr 
ehould replace "buildupib Buildup implies pzesent Pb- 
2lOand PO-210, 

potential accumulation of Pb-210 and Po-210 * 
.. .. _.  
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2 3 .  

21. 
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Page 1-14, Table 1-1: This page is a duplication.of Table 
1-1 on Page 1-12 and ehould be eliminated. A l s o ,  these 
tables have two footnotes, "a8I and "b", which are used but 
are not defined anywhere in the table. These footnotes 
muat be defined. 

Page 1-19, Second Paragraph: Type of solvent used in 
solvent extraction should be noted. 

Page 1-20, Secona Paragraph: What type of containers are 
used to "repackageI8 deteriorated drums, 80-gallon over-pack 
drums 3 

Page 1-20, Second Paragraph: What type of containment is 
provided for the "other waste materials stored in drum8 on 
contained aurf aces ' I  3 

Page 1-20, Fourth Paragraph: The term lqClearwellll la not 
clear or defined. 

Page 1-29, Table 1-2: Hilling Procese column ia blank. 

Page 1-37, Fourth Paragraph: 
contamination occur? Did this occur over extended periods 
of time? What, if any, containment or clean-up measurer 
were implemented? 

Page 1-41, First Paragraph: The Hasen Report is stated to 
conclude that a f8elimeaq fraction contained solubilized 
recrystallized fractions, Are the Radium-contaminated 
barium sulfate 8OlubiliZed or crystallized, o r  is it 
correct as stated? 

How did  thigl eoil 

Page 1-41, Fourth Paragraphr it is indicated that the 
Ketal Oxide silo 4 contains infiltrated rain water, Are 
the other  8 i L O  covers and embankment8 conetructed in a 
similar nanner? If so, what cioes this inply about the 
isolation o f  contents of ail08 1, 2, and 33 What doe8 thie 
imply, if anvhing,  about the etructuxal conditions of the 
silos? 

Page 1-47, Third Paragraph; what is the date o f  this 
Waeton Study? 

Page 2-3, Section 2 . 1 . 3 ;  Gnly Si lo  3's contents were 
analyzed for Actinium-227 and Protactinium-231. 
contents of Silos 1 and 2 a8 weil as the subsurface soils 
should be analyzed for these radio-isotopee. 

The 

4 r - .  
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28 m 

2 3 .  

3 0 .  

31. 

Fage 2-7, Section 2 . 2 . 3 :  Sea Comment #21 above. 
(18) Page 2-12, Third Paragraph: A technical or trade name 
ahould be used inatead o f  "cookie-cutter" sampler, i f  one 
exiate. 

Page 2-17, Section 2 . 5 . 3 :  It ie unclear how leachable iron 
and maganese can be indicators of contmlnant migration and 
attenuation at the FMPC. 

?age 2-22, Third Paragraph: It is stated here that becaulae 
of the high water level in the 3000-aeries wells in the 
O.U.4 area, It was not p0s6ible to install a bentonite 
pellet seal, and hence these well8 have no betonite sea l ,  
How were t h e m  welle sealed then? Thia statement requires 
8 m e  clarification a0 it euggeats that no bentonite eeal 
WCLS used at all. 
2-6 which shows that the 3000-eeries wells were indeed 
sealed with a bentonite grout and that only the bentonite 
aellet seal wae eliminated. 

Page 2-22, Fifth Paragraph8 Does figure 2-7 show Itall the 
wells that were sampled during the R f "  or all the wells 
within the Operable Unit 4 study area? 

Thia appears to be contradicted by Figure 

Page 3-4, Third Paragraph: Effluent discharge to Great 
X i a m i  River l a  not indicated on Figure 3-2 .  

'Page 3-6, Third Paragraph: 
the storm sewer outfall ditch i8 compared to that of Paddys 
Run stream battam. Neither of the vertical seepage rate8 
are preaentad, 

Page 3-6,  Fourth Paragraph: Paragraph Four statee that the 
storm eewer-outfall ditch  historically conveyed surface 
water run-off from the production area to Paddys Run. Are 
approximate date8 available? How recent were the storm 
water retention basins conatructed? Has runoff from a 10- 
yearr 24-hour rainfall event occurred since the date of 
construction? 

Vertical seepage rates through 

Page 3-16, Second Paragraph: Well 1034 is not indicated on 
tha Glacial Overburdan Fence Diagram in pocket. 

?age 3-27, Section 3 . 7 r  Sscond Paragaraph: Reference to 
the "Town of Hamilton" should be the t ' C i t y  of Hemiltonbl' 

Page 3-28 ,  Second and Fourth Paragraph: Paragraph two  
suggest8 t h a t  FMPC contains eight  mammal species while 
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3 4 .  

35 .  

3 6 .  

3 7 .  

38.  

3 9 .  

Aaeeeement O.U.4 
Flve 

paragraph fout lists h i r t e e n  mammal glpecies on FMPC. T h i 8  
inconsietency should be corrected, 

Page 4-6, Figure 4-4: 
colors ehould be addreeeed in t h e  text. 

The significance, if any, of sample 

Page 4-7, First Paragraph8 Are core sample recovery 
percentages for each boring in Figure 4-4 for 8 f l O  3 
reported as percent of each boring or percent of depth o f  
contents of silo 33 If percentage6 reported are.for 
individual boringe, then why are the percentages (28-356) 
considered adequate to characterize the contents o f  S i l o  3 3  

Page 4-8,  Table 4-18 Clarification is needed in this table 
96 to which silo(8) the "NLO (1980)" characteristics column 
is supposed to be under, 
and 2 and s i l o  3 headings would provide this clarification. 

Page 4-12, First Paragraph: 
to provide dfssirailar conclusions to the of Gels, 1989 
referenced on Page 4-12, Third Paragraph. 

Page 4-13 ,  Table 4-38 Reeults from t h e  Vogel (19&9) report 
on S i l o 6  1 and 2 are incorrectly listed under t h e  Silo 3 
portion of che table. 

Psoper centering of the silo 1 

The ODH, 1988 report appears 

Pages 4-14 and 4-15, Tablss 4-4 and 4-5 (in addition to 
several other data tables distributed throughout the 
seport)r Again, t h i 8  RI report erhould not have been 
prepared on data t h a t  still has not been validated.  

PACE 4-16, Second Paragraph: PCB concentratione reported 
in this paragraph do not correepond to values reported i n  
Tabla 4-5 for si los  1 and 2 ,  This paragraph a180 states 
t h a t  Toluene wae the only organic constituent observed in 
Silo 3 at concentrstione above the rerspective laboratory 
blank. 
reported in t h i s  paragraph. Appendix B results a l s o  list 
levels of Chloroethane, Acetone, Styrene, Total Xylene& 4- 
Methyl-2-~entanone, Trichloroethane, and Toluene present in 
various silo samplee and whose respective blanks show "no 
detect ion." Such inconefstenciea between data and text  
m a t  be corrected as they lead t9 confusion and su8pect 
:oncluai~ns. 

Results reported in Appendix B conflict with those 

?age 4-19, Third Paragraph: 
is the "breakii between sand and a l l :  s i z e  materials, not  
between sand, s i l t  and clay. 

The 0,074 mm s i z e  desltqnation 
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4 2 .  
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4 4 .  

4 5 .  

4 6 .  

Page 4-28, Second Paragraph: The significance of the 15 
pCl/g value for Ra-226 is unclear. SimilaJAy, in the last 
paragraph on this page, the significance on the 10 pCl/g 
level of U-238 over which only one sample wae found is also 
unclear. Are theee value6 supposed to represent some s o r t  
of action level or are they merely arbitrary aelectiona of 
concentrations for diecusaion purpoeree? Clarification ie 
needed. 

Page 4-29, 4 . 5 . 1 ,  First Paragraph: Thie section state6 a 
"full radiological analysis" was perfomed on subsurface 
soil samples. The radiological analy8ie did not include 
te@ter for Ac-227 or Pa-231 even though the preeence of. 
these elements have been documented in S i l o  3. The wording 
ehould be char,ged to Pitate t h a t  selected rsdiological 
analysia was carried out. 

Page 4-35, Table 4-13: The heading '%ell No." ia incorrect 
as this table liete the result8 of etrfa&m sediment samplee, 

Page 4-37, First Paragraph: Doer the sfatement "any 
leakage of material from the solos might be detected in 
well 1032" depend on the eresumption that the perched 
groundwater beneath OU-4 is continuous? 
be etated a8 such. 

If so, i t  should 

Page 4-39,  Figure 4-9: The map in the lower right-hand 
corr,er of this figure is incorrectly contoured in the area 
of well 2008. Appropriate corrections ehould be made. 

Page 5-1, Ziret Paragraph; 
con8Ldered a contaminant of concern aince at least f i v e  
tsells within the Operable Unit 4 study area ( 1 0 0 8 ,  1034, 
2018, 3005, and 3034) have had one or more 8an\pleS at or 
above the Safe Drinking Water A c t  MCL for  cact?liumo The 
hazards associated with this contaminant must be included 
in the baselins risk assessment f o r  Operabh Unit 4. 

?age 5-2, Second Paragraph: TSe ingestion of contaninated 
surface water from Paddy6 R u n  should also be considered 48 
a potential exposure pathway for the risk aasea~ment. 
Surface water can be contaminated v i a  eurface runoff 
containing soluble uzanium from the Operable Unit 4 study 
area 01: through contaminated groundwater seepage from the 
creek bank. 

Cadmium lahould a180 be 
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Page 5-6, Last Paragraph: Since the Ra-226 pseeent in 
Silos 1 and 2 ie in a rather insoluble form, a8 suggeated 
previously in the t e x t ,  using it as an indicator of 
contamination from the siloer ie not very promising and the 
abeence of Ra-226 in groundwater aamplee may s h p l y  be a 
result of it8 low environmental mobility, 
silos ie in a more soluble form and might cause 
considerable groundwater contamination prior to significant 
levels of Aa-226 being detected, 

Uranium in the 

Page 5-7, Ffret Sentence: Explain the afgnificnnce of 
moieture being detected in the Sflo 2 sample. Is the 
intent here to imply that  the higher the moisture content 
of the silo contents, the higher the potential €or  the 
siloe to be the aource of uranium in the O.U,4 area becaulse 
of increased mobility? 

Page 5-7, First Paragraph: 8110 1 and S o i l  2 residues were 
determined to contain 1400 ppm and 1800 ppm uranium 
respectively (page 4-7, second paragraph), Paragraph one 
on page 5-7 etates that the K-65 e i l o s  are not identified 
as 8ourcee of uranium. Should this conclusion atate  the a- 
65 s i l o s  are not a source of uranium contamination i n  the 
groundwater? 
not been determined to be a source of groundwater 
contamination, correct? 

They are a potential Bource, but they have 

Page 6-1, Section 6 , l :  For reason8 etated in Comment #45 
above, cadmium should also be conaidered a contalnant of 
concern. 

Page 6-2, Section 6.2, Second Paragraphx The definition of 
a %orking level month* daould be provided. Lifetime 
exposure of Fndividuels living in the vicinity of the FMPC 
boundary should not be conaidered the 8me as occupational 
exposures of thoae who work a t  the facility. 

Page 6-3, Section 6.3: The chemical toxicity of cadmium 
ahould be con6idered in the toxicity aeee81ment fer reaplons 
stated previously. 

Page 6-3, Second Parsgraph: "Operable unit action level 
concenrrationa of concern . . ' I  Should this read: 
"operable unit action level concentrations?" Are these 
action levels listed? 

8 
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59 
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Page 6-3, Laet Paragraphr 
11RfD,t8 the t e x t  rahould define it aa the "Reference Dorae" so 
the reader can better comprehend the text. 

Page 6-4, Section 6.4, Risk Characterization: ft is 
inconsiatent with USEPA risk aeeeeement methodology to 
calculate carcinogenic rf6k0 in terms Of "risk8 of fatal 
cancer," 
f a t a l  and non-fatal. DOE'S presentation of carcinogenic 
risk in this manner ia very misleading and can give the 
appearance that carcinogenic risks are amaller than they 
really are. Total carcinogenic rieks (fatal and non-fatal) 
should be calculated in the risk ~aaesament. 

Prior to the use of the acronym 

USEPA does not separate carcinogenic risks into 

Page 7-5, Fifth Paragraphr While it is true that 40 CFR 
300 Subpart E g vee &n acceptable cancer r f e k  ran e of 1 x 

risk level shall be used a6 the point of departure for 
determining remediation goals when ARARB are not available 
or are not sufficiently protective. 

loo4 to 1 x 10- t I it also states that the 1 x 10- i! 

Bullet items on bottom o f  Page 7-6 and top Page 7-7: The 
rationale for conefdering 25% of annual dose lMter, MCLs, 
proposed MCLa, etc. a8 remedial action objectives should be 
provided here, (i.e., why is 25% used as opposed to IO%, 
50%, 7 5 % ,  or some other percentage?) 

Appendix B, SurEace Soils Radiological Results: Surface 
soil ohouLd have been analyeed for Ac-227 and Pa-231 for 
preViOU8ly etated reaeons. 

Appendix B, Surface Soil8 Bozfng/Well Logar These logs 
should have a legend that define8 the meaning of 
abbreviations such a8 t 'lOyA, "5/8,  tlUSCS," IrTSP," etc. 
It must be remenrbered that this will be a public document 
when finalized and the public will not know what them 
thing6 mean. 
meaning of Borne of theae abbreviations. 

In fact, Ohio EPA i s  unclear a6 to the 

Appendix C, Tablem Surface Water General Chemical 
Reeults: 
letters aseociated with certain values represent (i.erI "B" 
and "E"). This will allow the reader to better ~ ~ 6 8 8 8  the 
significance of levels reported. 

Appendix C, Table: Surface Water Hazardous Substance List 
I ieaul ts :  Data are provided for only two site&, t1A81T=0211' 
and " W - l l i i .  The location of neither of these sites is 

A footnote should be included stating what the 
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6 5 .  

6 6 .  

6 7 .  

I 

provided on Ffgure 2-4. 
these two sites ahould be given i n  the text ox on the 
figure . 
Appendix C, Sedimentt!i/Analytical Resulte: The locatlon of 
sampling point W - l l t t  should be provided as noted above. 

Appendix C, Tablee: 
Results8 
the reader can tell what letter8 such BB "XU, I' 'IB8lc and "J" 
stand for. 

A deocription of the location of 

Sedhent Hazardous Substance Lfst 
A footnote should be provided with the table so 

Appendix E, General Comsntsr 
asseasment incorrectly refers to tables and figurers aa 
Table 1-1 and Figure 2-1, for example, instead of Tables 
El-1 and Figure E2-1, Appropriate comectfona should be 
zade to these reference6 in the text. A h 3 0 8  88 previously 
stated, cadmium should be considered B containant of 
concern eince at least five wells within the Operable Unit 

MCL for cadmium. The hasards aesociatad w i t h  this 
contafflinant must be included in the baseline risk 
aeeesament f o r  Operable Unit 4. 

Appendix E, Page Ex$, Second Paragraph: As previously 
stated, the ingestion of contaminated surface water from 
Paddy8 Run ahould be also considered a8 a potential 
expoeure pathway for the risk asae~ement. Surface water 
can be contaminated via surface runoff containing soluble 
uranium fonn the Operable Unit 4 atudy area or through 
contaminated groundwater seepage from the creek bank. 

Appandix E, various place8 throughout the risk aeeessment: 
It i8 inconsistent with USEPA risk assessment methodology 
to calculate carcinogenic risks in terms of "risks of fatal 
cancer." USEPA does not separate carcinogenic rieks into 
f a t a l  and non-fatal. DOE'o presentation of carcinogenic 
risk in this manner is very misleading and can giva the 
appearancs t h a t  carcinogenic risks are emaller than they 
really are, 
*should 5e calculated in tha risk a88e8sment. 

The text throughout the risk 

4 study area (1008, 1034, 2018, 3005, and 3034 
one or more samples at or above the Safe Drink 

Total carcinogenic risks (fatal and non-fatal) 

Appendix E, Page E x i i i ,  Second Paragraph: 
"There ie no indication that  leaking le occurring from the 
s i l o s  at the present time." ie preaumptuous. Historical 
accounts document leaks from the 8ilOS w i t h  no accounts of 
how or if the leaks were fixed. 

To state that 

d Sampling at present ha6 
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6 9 .  

7 0 .  

71. 

7 2 .  

Ten 

not proven that the contamination in area of Operable Unit 
4 Lan't attributable to the siloe. Until mch time as 
sampling prove6 conclueively that the ell08 are not 
leaking, DOE should refrain from making auch statements. 

Appendix E ,  Page Exiv, Larrt Paragraph: Few studies have 
truly researched the  effect@ of chronic dosee of radiation 
on mammals and birds. To state that I( e Operable Unit 
4 does not appear to contribute to acologlcal risksn is 
inappropriate, eince little knowledge on the chronic 
effects of radiation on the environment is available, Such 
expoeure on a long-term baefs may indead pore a significant 
risk to the animal and plant cammunitiee around Operable 
Unit 4 ,  

Appendix E, Tableo E2-3, $2-5, E2-6, and E2-7: It I s  
unclear how DOE utilized the analytical data for parameters 
that were below detection limits in its calculation of 
average concentrations. In obtaining the average6 listed 
in the above-mentioned tablea (and other tables throughout 
the RX and ri8k asseesment doC~n~nt8), the value used to 
compute averages for those compound8 that were below 
detection limits nust be 1/2 of the detection limit, rather 
than zero. If this was not dona, then the average 
concentrations given in the tables are misleading and must 
be recalculated using 1/2 of the detection limit of each 
reepective compound. 

Appendix E, Page E2-6, Seaand and Third Paragraphrr Ohio 
EPA does not believe that all of the volatile organic 
compounds that were detected in silo samples are the result 
of blank contamination and/or are lab contarninante and can 
consequently be dismissed, Appendix B results ehow level6 
of Chloroethane, Acetone, Styrene, Total Xyleners, 4-Methyl- 
a-Pentanone, Trichloroethane, and TolucPne to be present in 
various silo samples where respective blanks show "no 
detection.Il These compounds must be considered in the risk 
aSBg8Bments 

Appendix E, Page E2-20, Last Paragrapht AS previously 
mentioned, using Ra-226 a8 an indicator of contaminante 
ariginatlnq from the eilos is questionable due to ita 
relative ineolubility in its pre8ent atate. 

U Appendix E, Page E2-25, F i r a t  Sentence: The sentence 
starting "No wells . . is. incorrect and should be 
removed. Table E2-11 shows one 2000 aeries well within the 
vlclnity of Operable unit 4 having Ra-226 levels of 4 , 3  
?Ci/L, approximately 4 times the background level reported. 
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Appendix E, Page E2-25, Second Paragraph: The sentence 
starting "No other overburden wells . . . I 1  ip1 falee and 
should be removed. The results in Table E2-11 reveal that 
at least one overburden (1000 seriee) well exhibited 
concentrations above baakground and 95% tollsranca levels 
for the following metals: barium, cadmium, chroxnium, lead, 
manganese and mercury. Such blatant discrepancies between 
the data and the t e x t  are quite disturbing and suggest that 
DOE i s  somewhat careless in its preparation of thie 
<locuent . 
Appendix E, Page E2-25, Third Paragraph: Why j.8 the 
average background total uranium concentration for surface 
water in the vicinity of FWPC based on samples from the 
Great Miani Rives? Background samples should either be 
collected from Paddye R u n  upstream of any FMPC effects or 
from a tributary of comparable size and drainage area in 
the region. The GMR ha0 B much larger drainage area and 
receives numerous industrial and municipal discharge& eome 
of  which discharge uranium (e.g., DOE MOUND). Ueing 
background smplee from the GMR to assess levels found in 
Paddys Run i s  inappropriate. 

Appendix E, Table E3-1: 
definition of future land u8e being defined as that land 
cae 100 yeare from the present. 
that occurs in t h e  immediate future and beyond and which 
under a no action scenario could expoee populations to 
contaminants. Therefore, the assumptions made in the risk 
aseeesment relating to the 100-year future u m  muet be 
changed to be coneistent w i t h  er traditional future use 
scenario. 

Ohio EPA does not agree with DOE'e 

Future use la any land use 

Appendix E, Pages E3-15 and 16, Table E3-3: Please explain 
the significance of using an FI (defined a8 the time spent 
as waking or sleeping hours) of 1 for the exporure pathway8 
listed on them pageer. 

Appendix E, Pages E3-23 and E3-241 The ingestion rate of  
contaminated drinking water ia not given. 
rate should be 2 l/day for both radiological and chemical 
contaminants. 

The ingeetion 

Appendix E, Page E3-32, Firet Paragraph, La8t Sentence: 
This sentence should state ". . . would be exposed to acute 
toxic concantrations . . ." A8 it stands, the sentence 
implies that chronic doaee will not be encountered. 
Chronic toxic doee8 for aquatic organisms have not been m 
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well documented, making any statements about theas 
questionable. 
reeult in aquatic community degradations and thia should be 
pointed out in the text. Factor6 mch as decreased 
fertility o r  growth can decrease biotic integrity. 

Effecte other than acute lethality can 

79, Appendix E, Page E4-6, Table E4-1: Footnote8 need to be 
added to this table  defining what the letter8 IING" and 'Idn 
mean so that the reader can understand the table betrex. 

80. Appendix E, Page FR-7: DOE ehould use the most current 
USEPA Health Effects Aesessment Summary Tables vo~ume, 
volume referenced here hapi been superseded by at leaet 
three updates, 

The 
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