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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

230 SOUTH DEARBBRN ST. 
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604 

SEP 0 4 is90 
~ . . - 

FACSIMILE AND 
FEDERAL EXPRESS 

M r .  Bobby Davis 
U.S. Department o f  Energy 
Feed Mate r ia l s  Product ion Center 
P.O. Box 398705 
C inc inna t i ,  Ohio 45239-8705 - 

Dear M r .  Davis: 

On Januarv 3, 1 , t h e  Un 

REPLY TO THE A'ITENTION OF 

5HR-12 

RE: EE/CA South Plume 
U.S. DOE Fernald 
OH6 890 008 976 

ted States Department o f  Energy (U.S DOE) 
submi t t e d - a  p re l im ina ry  vers ion  o f  a d r a f t  Engineering Evaluation/Cost 
Ana lys is  (EE/CA)  f o r  rkmoval a c t i o n  #3 t o  address the  south groundwater 
contaminant plume a t  t h e  Fernald s i t e .  
Environmental P ro tec t i on  Agency (U.S. EPA) provided comments on t h i s  
p r e l  i m i  nary  d r a f t  repor t .  

On March 30, 1990, the  Uni ted States 

On A p r i l  16, 1990, U.S. DOE submitted the  d r a f t  EE/CA as requ i red  by the  1990 
Consent Agreement. 
de f i c ienc ies  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  our  May 17, 1990, l e t t e r .  

U.S.  EPA disapproved t h i s  d r a f t  document because o f  t he  

On August 1, 1990, U.S. DOE submitted a rev ised EE/CA t h a t  proposed t o  
c o l l e c t  contaminated groundwater from the  leading edge o f  t he  contaminant 
plume and discharge i t  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  Great Miami River .  
t h i s  removal i s  t o  p rov ide  an a l t e r n a t e  water supply t o  t h e  Paddy's Run 

A second aspect t o  

- companies. 

U.S. EPA i s  approving t h e  p o r t i o n  of t h i s  removal a c t i o n  t h a t  invo lves  
p rov id ing  an a l t e r n a t e  water supply t o  the  commercial operat ions along 
Paddys's Run Road. 
t h e  aqu i fe r .  I n  accordance w i th  t h e  1990 Consent Agreement, a work p lan  fo r  
t h i s  removal a c t i o n  must be submitted t o  U.S .  EPA w i t h i n  t h i r t y  (30) days. 

Th is  w i l l  prevent t he  f u r t h e r  drawdown o f  contaminants i n  

Regarding t h e  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  t h e  south groundwater plume, t h e  EE/CA does not  
support t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  pu t  f o r t h  by U.S. DOE (pumping water back t o  t h e  
p l a n t  and d i r e c t l y  d ischarg ing  t o  t h e  Great Miami R iver  w i thout  t reatment) .  
U.S. EPA i s  d isapprov ing t h i s  p o r t i o n  o f  the EE/CA. 
contaminants from groundwater t o  sur face water w i thout  t reatment  i s  
unacceptable and does no t  comply w i t h  the  requirements o f  t he  Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and L i a b i l i t y  Act (CERCLA) and t h e  

The t r a n f e r r i n g  o f  
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/' Nat ional  Contingency Plan (NCP). The bas is  f o r  t h i s  disapproval i s  
i n  t he  f o l l o w i n g  comments. 

1. 

2. 

3 .  

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

The r i s k  assessment considers uranium as the  o n l y  contaminant o f  
concern. 
w i t h i n  t h e  area o f  concern. 

Current U.S. EPA p o l i c y  i s  t o  address all chemicals found 

The r i s k  assessment on l y  q u a n t i f i e s  the  increased r i s k  above background 
concent ra t ions  r e s u l t i n g  from d i  r e c t  d i  scharge of contaminated ground 
water t o  t h e  Great Miami River. Risk assessments are requ i red  t o  
q u a n t i f y  t h e  t o t a l  r i s k .  

The r i s k  assessment does no t  take  i n t o  account the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of 
d ischarg ing  from t h e  waste p i t  area (proposed operable u n i t  1 removal 
ac t i on ) ,  o r  o ther  y e t  t o  be i d e n t i f i e d  sources. 

Even a f t e r  addressing the  concerns ra ised i n  t h e  s p e c i f i c  comments on 
t h e  r i s k  assessment, i t  i s  u n l i k e l y  t h a t  d i r e c t  discharge (w i thou t  
t reatment)  t o  t h e  Great Miami R iver  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  a r i s k  g rea ter  than 
1E-06 because contaminated ground water w i l l  be d i l u t e d  by a comparably 
l a r g e  sur face water body. 
cons i s ten t  w i t h  CERCLA. 

This  method o f  lower ing r i s k  i s  no t  

The EE/CA s ta tes  t h a t  organic  chemicals have been observed i n  a few 
samples, bu t  no t  on a p e r s i s t e n t  basis. However, data i s  no t  presented 
t o  support t h i s  statement. 
eva lua t i ng  whether treatment i s  needed o r  the  type o f  t reatment  needed. 
Th is  i s  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  concern g iven the  lack  o f  data from near the  
Paddy,s Run Road s i t e .  

Th is  may be a s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r  i n  

The EE/CA does no t  present any da ta  t o  subs tan t ia te  t h e  background 
concent ra t ion  o f  uranium ( o r  o the r  p o t e n t i a l  contaminants). Surface 
water da ta  prov ided i n  the  R I / F S  a n a l y t i c a l  database i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  
o n l y  one sample had a t o t a l  uranium concentrat ion above 1 ug/L 
(apparent method de tec t i on  l i m i t ) .  
2 ug/L. None o f  t h e  repor ted s p e c i f i c  uranium isotopes had a c t i v i t y  
concent ra t ions  grea ter  than 1.0 pCi/L (apparent method de tec t i on  l i m i t ) .  
The establ ishment of background concentrat ions i s  key t o  t h e  d i r e c t  

d ischarge a l t e r n a t i v e  because t h e  r i s k  assessment focusses, on increased 
r i s k  above background and t h e  determinat ion no t  t o  t r e a t  t h e  
contaminated ground water i s  based on t h e  comparatively small mass o f  
uranium being added t o  t h e  Great M i a m i  River. 

Sample 01102 had a concent ra t ion  of 

The reasons l i s t e d  i n  the responsiveness summary f o r  why t reatment  o f  
t h e  contaminated ground water i s  not  v i a b l e  are not  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  
j u s t i f y  a non-treatment a l t e r n a t i v e .  
t reatment  p l a n t  (AWWTP) w i l l  be opera t iona l  i n  1994, t h e  responsiveness 
summary a l s o  s ta tes  t h a t  t he  A M P  w i l l  not  t r e a t  any o f  t h e  
contaminated water from environmental media ( e i t h e r  ground water o r  
surface water) .  Second, t h e  d iscuss ion  on t h e  background concent ra t ion  
o f  uranium i n  t h e  Great Miami R iver  i s  no t  supported. Third, t he  
est imates o f  $50 m i l l i o n  and 3 years t o  implement a t reatment  system 

Although t h e  advanced wastewater 
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appear t o  be excessive. 
removal range from $1 t o  $8 m i l l i o n  i n  c a p i t a l  costs  and 0.5 t o  1.5 
years t o  implement. 

Estimates from vendors experienced i n  uranium 

8. Because t h e  A W P  w i l l  no t  be used t o  t r e a t  contaminated ground water, 
t h e  EE/CA should p r o j e c t  t he  estimated loading o f  contaminants i n t o  t h e  
Great Miami R iver  beyond t h e  5-year a n t i c i p a t e d  removal a c t i o n  t ime 
frame. 

9. As s ta ted  on page 7 of t h e  Responsiveness Summary, “The i n t e n t  o f  any 
removal a c t i o n  . . . i s  t o  abate, minimize, s tab i l ize, -  m i t i ga te ,  o r  
e l i m i n a t e  a re lease o r  t h r e a t  p r i o r  t o  a f i n a l  a c t i o n  i f  the re  i s  a 
t h r e a t  t o  p u b l i c  h e a l t h  o r  t he  environment.” However, t he  issue of 
eco log ica l  assessment, as requ i red  under the  NCP (40 CFR 300.415) and 
t h e  i n t e n t  and scope o f  removal ac t ions  described there in ,  was no t  
addressed i n  t h e  r i s k  assessment. 

10. Models used f o r  exposure assessment and t h e i r  accompanying parameters 
and assumptions a re  not  adequately described o r  p roper l y  referenced. 
I n d i v i d u a l  parameters should be de f ined (e.g., t r a n s f e r  c o e f f i c i e n t ) ,  
and t h e i r  relevance t o  t h e  model discussed. It i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  
asce r ta in  t h e  s u i t a b i l i t y  o f  a model w i thout  t h i s  in format ion.  I n  
add i t ion ,  i t  i s  no t  known whether the  parameter values used i n  t h e  
exposure assessment represent l o c a l  o r  reg ional  condi t ions.  

11. The uranium isotopes present i n  the  ground water should be stated. If 
more than one iso tope i s  present, then r a d i a t i o n  dose c a l c u l a t i o n s  w i l l  
be needed f o r  each isotope, us ing s p e c i f i c  dose conversion fac to rs .  If 
o n l y  Uranium-238 i s  being considered, then t h i s  should be made c lear .  
A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  a second dose c a l c u l a t i o n  should be made i f  more than one 
uranium iso tope i s  present i n  t h e  water. Natural uranium i s  composed o f  
equal a c t i v i t i e s  o f  U-238 and U-234. These doses would be add i t i ve .  

. 

12. Responsiveness Summary, Page 73: The response t o  comment 112 i s  no 
adequate. U.S. DOE’S assumptions and ca l cu la ted  doses from a l l  
pathways, i nc l  ud i  ng d i  r e c t  exposure resu l  t i  ng from the  water ing of 1 awns 
and gardens. The accumulation o f  uranium i n  surface s o i l s  i n  c lose  
p r o x i m i t y  t o  homes may r e s u l t  i n  excessive d i r e c t  exposure and 
i n h a l a t i o n  hazards. Watering o f  lawns w i t h  water w i t h  up t o  20 p C i / l  of 
uranium may r e s u l t  i n  s o i l  concentrat ions i n  t h e  10 t o  50 pCi/g range. 

13. Responsiveness Summary, Page 36: The responses t o  Comments 30, 34, and 
119 conta ins  i r r e l e v a n t  in fo rmat ion  on a l i m i t  f o r  uranium i n  d r i n k i n g  
water. The response c i t e s  U.S. EPA’s groundwater p r o t e c t i o n  p o r t i o n  o f  
t h e  proposed standards f o r  t he  c o n t r o l  o f  res idua l  r a d i o a c t i v e  ma te r ia l s  
from i n a c t i v e  uranium processing s i tes ,  which sets a l i m i t  o f  30 pC i / l .  
The response says t h a t  based on d iscuss ions between U.S. EPA and U.S. 
DOE t h a t  t he re  was agreement t o  use 30 pC i / l  as an a l lowab le  l i m i t  f o r  
d r i n k i n g  water. Th is  statement i s  no t  t r u e  and the re  i s  no cu r ren t  MCL 
f o r  t h i  s contami nant. 
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he work p lan  f o r  he a l t e r n a t e  water supply must b submitted w i t h i n  t h i r t y  
(30)  days o f  t h i s  approval. The p o r t i o n  o f  t h i s  removal t h a t  invo lves  the  
c o l l e c t i o n  o f  t h e  south groundwater contaminant plume i s  disapproved and U.S. 
EPA i s  invok ing  t h e  in formal  d ispu te  r e s o l u t i o n  process as provided f o r  i n  
Paragraph C o f  Sect ion I X  o f  t h e  1990 Consent Agreement. U.S. EPA i s  
recommending t h a t  we meet f o r  in formal  d ispu te  r e s o l u t i o n  on September 11 a t  
2:OO pm, i n  Chicago. 
f i v e  ( 5 )  days o f  t h e  r e c e i p t  o f  t h i s  d isapproval .  

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

Please contact  me a t  (312/FTS) 886-4436 i f  you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

6 4  M % d l  
Catherine A. McCord 
On-Scene Coord inator  

cc: Richard Shank, OEPA 
Graham M i t c h e l l ,  OEPA - SWDO 
Leo Duffy, U.S. DOE - HDQ 
Joe LaGrone, U.S. DOE - OR0 
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