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P.O. Box 398705 
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RE: OU#4-Alternatives 
U.S. DOE-Fernald 
OH6 890 008 976 

Dear M r .  Davis: 

On June 4, 1990, The United States Department o f  Energy (U.S. DOE) submitted 
an I n i t i a l  Screening o f  A l te rna t ives  repor t  f o r  operable u n i t  #4 f o r  the  
remedial response ac t ion  a t  the Feed Mater ia ls  Production Center (FMPC) i n  
Fernald, Ohio. On Ju l y  5, 1990, the  Uni ted States Environmental Pro tec t ion  
Agency (U.S. EPA) disapproved t h i s  document and provided s p e c i f i c  comments 
regarding de f ic ienc ies .  
document. 

On August 6, 1990, U.S. DOE submitted a rev ised 

U.S. EPA has reviewed t h i s  subsequent document and has found t h a t  the U.S. 
DOE has f a i l e d  t o  adequately rev ise  the  repor t  t o  address de f i c ienc ies  
i d e n t i f i e d  i n  U.S. EPA's J u l y  5, 1990, l e t t e r  and t h a t  the  document i s  again 
disapproved. The document does not f u l f i l l  the  requirements o f  the National 
Contingency Plan (NCP) o r  appl icable guidance document (OSWER D i r e c t i v e  No. 
9355.3-01) f o r  t h i s  stage o f  the  FS process. 

GENERAL C M E N T S :  

- 1. The remedial ac t i on  ob jec t ives  (RAO) and pre l iminary cleanup goals have 
not  been improved i n  the revised repor t .  The Comment-Response Document 
accompanying the revised I n i t i a l  Screening o f  ALternatives repo r t  d i d  
propose ROAs and s tated the  proposed RAOs w i l l  be incorporated i n t o  the 
d e t a i l e d  analys is  o f  a l te rna t ives .  This approach i s  d e f i c i e n t  and does 
no t  meet the  i n t e n t  o f  the NCP f o r  several reasons. F i r s t  the NCP 
s ta tes  t h a t  " the f i r s t  step i n  the  FS process involves developing RAOs . . . and pre l im inary  remediat ion goals" (55 Fed. Reg. 8712, March 8, 
1990). 
spec i f y  contaminants o f  concern, exposure routes and receptors, and an 
acceptable contaminant l eve l  o r  range of  l eve l s  f o r  each exposure medium 
( t h a t  i s ,  p re l im inary  remediat ion goal) .  Third, pre l iminary 
remediat ion goals have not been and are required t o  be s e t  f o r  
appropr ia te environmental media and performance standards establ ished 
f o r  selected engineering cont ro l  s and treatment systems inc lud ing  
con t ro l s  implemented dur ing the  response ac t ion  (55 Fed. Reg. 8712 and 

Second, the  ROAs l i s t e d  i n  the  Comment-Response Document do not 
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8755, March 8, 1990). F ina l l y ,  p re l im ina ry  remediation goals should 
e s t a b l i s h  the  po in ts  o f  compliance where they w i l l  be measured (55 Fed. 
Reg. 8713, March 8, 1990). The f i n a l  FS -should be reviewed to- 
determine i f  i t  inc ludes t h i s  in format ion.  

2. Documentation f o r  e l im ina t i ng  remedial technologies and process options, 
as required by the  NCP and R I / F S  guidance document, was not included i n  
the  rev ised repor t .  
procedures' f o r  eval u a t i  ng, def  i n i  ng , and screeni ng a1 t e r n a t i  ves should 
be we l l  documented, showing the  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  each step" (OSWER 
D i r e c t i v e  No. 9355.3-01, page 4-28). Th is  documentation can be 
presented w i t h  speed and e f f i c i e n c y  by us ing the  suggested tab les  
(Figures 4-4 through 4-6) l i s t e d  i n  the  R I / F S  guidance document. 
f i n a l  FS must a l s o  inc lude t h i s  type o f  information. 

The R I / F S  guidance document s ta tes t h a t  " the 

The 

3 . The R I / F S  guidance document suggests t h a t  process opt ions i n  the  same 
technology be screened and one o r  two be selected and documented fo r  
a1 t e r n a t i v e  development. 
chemical s t a b i l i z a t i o n  versus v i t r i f i c a t i o n  and s i l o  demoli t ion, no 
se lec t ions  were made and a l l  process opt ions remained i n  a s ing le  
a1 te rna t i ve .  

For the  a1 t e r n a t i v e  which proposes the  use o f  

Pneumatic removal was selected over hydrau l i c  o r  mechanical removal 
methods i n  A l t e r n a t i v e  3 f o r  S i l o  3. However, t he  basis o f  t he  
se lec t i on  was no t  documented as required by the  guidance document. 
S i l o s  1 and 2 ( which conta in  K-65 waste), t he  t e x t  s ta tes t h a t  t he  
removal method i s  t he  same as f o r  A l t e r n a t i v e  3 (pneumatic); however, 
the  f i gu res  and o ther  por t ions  o f  t he  t e x t  f o r  A l te rna t ives  6, 7, 8, and 
9 s t i  11 discuss hydraul i c  and mechanical removal methods. The r e v i  sed 
repo r t  i s i nconsi s tent .  

For 

4. I n  accordance w i th  the  NCP (55 Fed. Reg. 8849, March 8, 1990) and RI/FS 
guidance document (OSWER D i r e c t i v e  No. 9399.3-Ol), operat ion and 
maintenance (O&M) costs must be included i n  the  cost  analysis. 
O&M costs have been ignored throughout the  rev ised repo r t  and must a l so  
be addressed i n  the  f i n a l  FS repor t .  

These 

5. The n ine  a l t e r n a t i v e s  l i s t e d  and screened i n  the  repor t  do not represent 
complete a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  t he  th ree  s i l o s  comprising Operable U n i t  4. 
A l te rna t i ves  1 and 2 address S i l o s  1, 2, and 3, but A l te rna t ives  3, 4, 
and 5 o n l y  address S i l o  3, and A l te rna t i ves  6, 7, 8, and 9 address on ly  
S i l o s  1 and 2. I n  the  f i n a l  FS, A l te rna t i ves  3, 4, and 5 must be 
combined w i t h  6, 7, 8, and 9 t o  incorpora te  new a l te rna t i ves  addressing 
a l l  s i l o s .  A l t e r n a t i v e l y  (as s ta ted  i n  Response No. 2 i n  the  Comment- 
Response Document), the  FS could be r e w r i t t e n  f o r  two sub-operable 
un i ts ;  one f o r  S i l o s  1 and 2 (K-65 s i l o s )  and one f o r  S i l o  3 (metal 
oxide s i l o ) .  

6. The I n i t i a l  Screening o f  A l te rna t i ves  repo r t  on l y  b r i e f l y  discusses 

This po ten t i a l  
response ac t ions  f o r  p o t e n t i a l l y  contaminated s o i l s  and ground water 
surrounding and under ly ing each o f  the  th ree  s i l os .  
contamination could have a s i g n i f i c a n t  impact on the  de ta i l ed  ana lys is  

2 
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- o f  a l te rna t ives .  Although response act ions f o r  the  s o i l s  and ground 
water may be s i m i l a r  f o r  each a l te rna t ive ,  t h i s  i s  not e x p l i c i t l y  
stated, nor does the  repo r t  l i s t  s p e c i f i c  remediat ion goals t o  determine 
the  f i n a l  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  such mater ia ls.  For example the the  repor t  
s ta tes on page 5-24 t h a t  contaminated berm mater ia l  may be disposed o f  
as rad ioac t ive  waste, and clean mater ia l  may be used as f i l l  mater ia l  
elsewhere. This statement does not consider the  under ly ing s o i l s  o r  
ground water, nor does i t  consider wastes t h a t  are contaminated w i t h  
hazardous substances o ther  than radionucl ides. I n  addi t ion,  the repor t  
does not l i s t  the  s p e c i f i c  l eve l s  tha t  w i l l  be used t o  determine i f  a 
mater ia l  i s  t o  be handled as rad ioac t ive  waste o r  as clean mater ia l .  

7. The repor t  does no t  address the  f a c t  t h a t  the  K-65 waste w i l l  need t o  be 
hand1 ed as h igh  1 eve1 wastes ( re1 evant and appropr iate requi  rement ) w i t h  
the  same degree hea l th  hazards and i s o l a t i o n  requirements as t ransuranic  
wastes meeting the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  40 CFR 191,02(i) and U.S. DOE Order 
5820.2A, Attachment 2, D e f i n i t i o n  39. The ARARs f a i l  t o  inc lude the  
standards f o r  t he  management and disposal o f  spent nuclear fue l ,  h igh  
leve l ,  and t ransuranic  rad ioac t ive  waste, as c o d i f i e d  a t  40 CFR 191, 
Subparts A and B as a re levant  and appropr iate requirement. The U.S. 
DOE Order should be l i s t e d  as a t o  be considered (TBC) requirement. 

8. Requirements f o r  the disposal  o f  byproduct mater ia l  associated w i t h  the  
processing o f  uranium and thorium f o r  source mater ia l  content, c o d i f i e d  
a t  10 CFR 40, Appendix A, should be added as an ac t i on  ARAR. 
the  mater ia ls  associated w i t h  Operable U n i t  #4 (such as low s p e c i f i c  
a c t i v i t y  sediments, some contents o f  S i l o  3, and residues fo l low ing  the 
rad ionucl ide e x t r a c t i o n  processes considered i n  c e r t a i n  a l te rna t ives ,  
e tc .  ) w i  11 be s i m i  l a r  to, i f  not i den t i ca l  with, “by-product mater ia l  I’ 
as def ined under Sect ion l l ( e ) ( 2 )  o f  the Atomic Energy Act, and w i l l  
requ i re  the  same degree o f  s t a b i l i z a t i o n  and containment af forded 
uranium m i l l  t a i l i n g s .  The ARAR c i t e d  provides standards consis tent  
w i t h  U.S. EPA’s M i l l  Ta i l i ngs  Standard a t  40 CFR 192 (a l ready considered 
an ARAR f o r  Operable U n i t  #4) and technica l  c r i t e r i a ,  ownership, and 
s i t e  surve i l lance considerat ions and groundwater p ro tec t i on  c r i t e r i a  f o r  
d isposal  o f  such mater ia l .  

Some o f  

9. A l l  o ther  ARAR comments presented i n  the ARAR review sessions are 
requi red t o  be incorporated i n t o  the repor t .  

SPECIFIC CWENTS: 

I n  many cases, the  s p e c i f i c  comments made on the  f i r s t  version o f  the 
I n i  t i  a1 Screeni ng o f  A1 t e r n a t i  ves repor t  were i nadequatel y o r  i ncompl e t e l  y 
addressed. The most important o f  those s p e c i f i c  comments are l i s t e d  below 
wi th  a b r i e f  statement as t o  the  def ic iency.  The chapter and page numbers 
r e f e r  t o  the  o r i g i n a l  review comments. 

10. Page 1-6, Sect ion 1.3.3:  
r e l a t i v e l y  h igh  concentrat ions and volumes would a f f e c t  the  se lec t ion  o f  
a l te rna t ives .  

The d i d  not address how thorium present i n  

3 
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11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

Page 2-2, Sec i o n  2.1.2 and Page 2-3, Figure 2-1: I n  ponse t o  the 
concerns- about the  _general response act ions and i nconsi stenci  es i n 
Figure 2-1, A S I / I T  deleted Figure 2-1, but  t h i s  de le t i on  does not - 

adequately address the  concerns. 

Page 2-3, Sect ion 3.2: 
was not  adequately addressed. 
inc lude t h i s  informat ion.  

Further in format ion concerning t ime estimates 
The t h i s  document and the  f i n a l  FS must 

Page 3-6, Sect ion 3.5: Although the  assumptions used i n  the  analys is  o f  
a l t e rna t i ves  were l i s t e d  i n  the Comment-Response Document, they were not 
included i n  the  revised repor t .  Add i t i ona l l y ,  .the response document 
s ta tes t h a t  the  s l a n t  bor ing w i l l  conf i rm the  l eve l  o f  contamination 
f i v e  fee t  below the  s i l os .  This statement i s  not  supported by the 
current  s l a n t  bor ing  program work p lan which ind icates the  s lan t  borings 
w i l l  on l y  sample subsoi ls  as c lose as 8 f e e t  beneath the  s i l o s .  

Page 3-7, Sect ion 3.5.4: 
technica l  reason why implementing o f f - s i t e  disposal may be much easier 
than on-s i te  disposal .  

The revised repor t  does not address the 

Page 4-7, Sect ion 4.1; Page 5-15, Section 5.4.1.6; Page 5-23, Section 
5.6.1.1: The response t o  the comments on these sections o f  the 
o r i g i n a l  repo r t  are not adequately addressed. I f  hydraul ic  removal was 
used, water treatment may very  we l l  be required. The response i s  

the water cannot be recycled t o  the  mining head. 
s o l i d i f i c a t i o n  i s  not  selected as a process option, the water cannot be 
disposed o f  as p a r t  o f  t h i s  remedial act ion.  
i nd i ca te  t h a t  the quan t i t y  o f  water generated can be up t o  tw ice  the  
o r i g i n a l  waste volume; the repor t  does not seem t o  consider the  volume 
o f  water needed f o r  the  s o l i d i f i c a t i o n  process. 

inadequate f o r  th ree  reasons. F i r s t ,  a f t e r  a l l  the waste i s  removed, . _  
Second, i f  

Third, vendor estimates 

Page 5-3, Sect ion 5.1.4: 
repor t  i s  not  adequately addressed. There are costs associated w i t h  the  
O&M o f  technica l  moni tor ing equipment which are stated t o  be $1 m i l l i o n .  
I t  i s  not  adequate t o  add O&M o f  the  equipment t o  the t e x t  and not 
change the cost. 

Page 5-4, Sect ion 5.2.1; Page 5-7, Section 5.3.1: 
under the  s i l o s  has been removed, some discussion i s  needed concerning 
downward m ig ra t i on  o f  contaminants. 

This comment on t h i s  sect ion o f  the  o r i g i n a l  

Now t h a t  grout ing 

Page 5-23, Sect ion 5.6.1.6: 
o r i g i n a l  repo r t  was not addressed. 
r i s k  associated w i t h  t rans fer  from one s i l o  t o  another would be much 
less  than packaging required by o ther  a l t e rna t i ves .  

Page 5-24, Sect ion 5.6.2.2: 
addressed. 
short-term r i s k  t o  the  environment. 

The quest ion on t h i s  sect ion o f  the 
It would seem t h a t  the  short-term 

The comment on t h i s  sect ion was not  
The reduct ion i n  packaging f o r  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  reduces the  
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. - 20. Paqe 5-25, Section 5.7.1: The e f f e c t  o f  increased moisture i n  K-65 
. -  waites on- removal was no t  addressed. . -  

As d e t a i l e d  above, t he  rev ised d r a f t  I n i t i a l  Screening o f  A l te rna t i ves  i s  
inadequate. 
i d e n t i f i e d  by U.S. EPA and the  document i s  disapproved. 
the  terms o f  the  1990 Consent Agreement, U.S. EPA i s  invok ing dispute 
r e s o l u t i o n  as provided f o r  i n  Paragraph 6 o f  Section X I I .  
reocmmending t h a t  we meet f o r  in formal  dispute reso lu t i on  on Septebmer 11, 
1990, a t  1O:OO am i n  Chicago. 
date, or suggest an a l t e r n a t i v e  date t o  which a l l  necessary p a r t i c i p a n t s  can 
agree, w i t h i n  f i v e  ( 5 )  days o f  t he  date o f  t h i s  disapproval. 

The r e v i s i o n  does no t  address the  de f i c ienc ies  prev ious ly  

U.S. EPA i s  

I n  accordance w i t h  

Please conf i rm your a v a i l a b i l i t y  f o r  t h i s  

S i  ncerel y, 

Catherine A. McCord 
Remedial P ro jec t  Manger 

cc: Richard Shank, OEPA 
Graham Mi t che l l ,  OEPA - SWDO 
Leo Duffy, U.S. DOE - HDQ 
Joe LaGrone, U.S. DOE - OR0 




