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M r .  Bobby Davis 
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5HR-12 

RE: R I / F S  WORK PLAN ADDENDUM 
TREATABIL ITY STUDY 
OPERABLE UNIT  4 
U.S.  DOE Fernald 
OH6 890 008 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

On September 6, 1990, t h e  Uni ted States Environmental P ro tec t i on  Agency (U.S. 
EPA) prov ided comments t o  the  Uni ted States Department o f  Energy (U.S. DOE) 
on an August 6, 1990, Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study ( R I / F S )  work 
p lan  addendum f o r  Operable U n i t  #4 t h a t  inc luded a t r e a t a b i l i t y  study. 

Per a September 7, 1990, telephone conversat ion w i t h  Jack Craig, U.S. EPA i s  
supplementing t h e  September 6, 1990, l e t t e r  w i t h  the  enclose attachment. 

If you have any questions, I may be contacted a t  (312/FTS) 886-4436. 

Remedial P r o j e c t  Manager 

Attachment 

cc: Richard Shank, OEPA 
Graham M i  t c h e l  1 , OEPA 
Leo Duffy, U.S. DOE - HDQ 
Joe LaGrone, U.S. DOE - OR0 P 
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1. Ihe prooesses described in this study do not coincide with the program 
goals, that is to screen technologies b determine the suitability for 
treat- the K-65 residues to be able to dispose of them as I m  Level 
Radioactive Waste or in a d t a y  landfi l l .  Ihe study is geared only 

separation of lead and uranium f m  the residues, a s s u m h ~  i f  
treatment m e s  these radionuclides, it will also m e  the other 
radionuclides present. However, the mjor amtamhnts of ooncern in 
the K-65 residues axe radium an3 thorium, shoe these are the 
radionuclides that have been measured a t  levels that justify the 
mnagement arrl disposal &an%rds a t  40 CFR 191 as relevant ard 
appropriate m@remrats. 
this study to ensure that radium and thorium will be mmovd. mus, 
there is no evidence that treatment will be useful in meet- the goals 
of t h i s  stlxiy. 

There are no radionuclide analyses planned in 

2. This doamrent s h a d  include of the apected radionuclide 
anisSions frm this pmject, to ensure cmpliance w i t h  the radionuclide 
emissions standard at 40 CFR 61, Subpart H. 

3. This document has so many abvicus flaws in it that it - as i f  it was 
not even reviewed by U.S. DOE before Sutnruss ' ion to U.S. EPA. 

1. Rge 2, para- 4 - 'Ihe assamption that remval of lead an3 m u m  
will also ICeMNe other radionuclides in the residues &mild be justified 
for all radiokotopes in question, h-1~1- thorium, d u m ,  bisrarth, 
atrd polonium. 

2. Rge 2, p a r a w  5 - 'Ibis p a r a w  is too general. What reMJvdl 
fraction of the radionuclides is requFred, and what  residual levds of 
radimlides are acceptable to all- the midues to be disposed of in 
a hazardrus waste laxmill? 

3. Page 3, para- 1 - If the o p t h  leaching medium d corditions will 
be thee. that give that greatest lead a d  Uranium ramal, why is only 
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the lead cxxltent to be de- in the leachate to judge the 
treatment's success? The uranium level and levels of other 
radionuclides should also be detemhe3. 

4. Page 3 ,  para- 2 - A continU.sus radon lrronitor shaild  be used instead 
of a CAM to nreasure radon emissions f m  the glove box.. 
the statement that radon emissions w i l l  be minimal in field operations. 

Also, quantify 

5 .  Page 4 ,  para- 1 - How will the results of th i s  treatability study be 
used to guide the methods used in the Removal Action for the silos? The 
EE/a does not address treatment. 

6 .  Page 4 ,  "a!& IA - Describe h m  samples of the residues in Silos 1 and 2 
w i l l  be C c a n p o S i M  by weichted averaue, accordins to physical 
properties. 

7 .  Page 5 ,  "a!& IB - Preliminary baseline analyses should also include 
those for thorium, bisrmrth and polaniUm. 

8 .  Page 7 ,  paragraph 1 - The processes described on this page for Task IIA 
are not sufficient. Radium, thorium an3 uranium levels should be also 
determined by ganuna scan or al- spectroscapy in both the residue an3 
the extract to justify that these radionuclides are not carpeting in 
this process with lead. 

9. Page 8, Task IIB - The analysis pmposed for Uranium is not apprapriate. 
A l p l a  or f l u o r h t r y  analysis should be perform& instead. 
Also, checking for radon leaks aKlLnd the glove box With a survey meter 
is hadequate. Radiation su~vey meters are incapable of detect- radon 
gas or radon decay pruducts. 
then it can be assumed that radon is leaking art of the glove box, too. 

If there are air  leaks in the glove box, 

10. Page 8 ,  last Sentenoe - ate criteria for success is u n a w l e .  
Radium ani thorium are the contaminants of cancern. 

11. Page 9, Task V - It is not al=propriate to mke the &ision whether or 
not to carry each -le -ite thraqh the m i n d e r  of the 
scxeening programs a t  this p i n t  because the rrrajor a m  taminants of 
conoern have not been analyzed for (radium d thorium). 

12. Page 10, 'hsk VI1 - Specify and describe hckJ it will be determined here 
i f  the lead-& residue is belcrw the radiological requirements for LIW. 
Define the criteria for m. Hm can this conclusion be drawn w i t h o u t  

the f u l l  array of radiological constitumts? ('Ibis CaarPTlent det3mumng 
is also appruprhte for Task VIIB ard 7hsk -11.) 

* .  




