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1. 

RESPONSES TO US. EPA COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT FINAL EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT 5 

Original Comments 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section#: Pg.#: 1 Line#: 
Original Comment #: 1 
Comment: 

Commentor: Saric 

The signatory for U S .  EPA should read: 
William E. Muno, Director 
Supefind Division 
United States Environmental Protection Agency - Region V 
Agree. The signatory will be revised as requested. 
As noted in the response. 

Response: 
Action: 

Code: C 

2. Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section#: Pg.#: Line#: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 2 
Comment: The document must be revised to better esplain the process used to originally select the 

proposed MCL of 20 pg/L as the FRL< and the risk methodology used to change the 
MCL from 20 to 30 pg/L. Also, the change in risk presented by the proposed revision to 
the FRL should be included. This will aid the public in their understanding of the 
revision. 
Agree. As discussed during the June 18, 2001 teleconference with US EPA, Ohio EPA, 
DOE-FEMP and Fluor Fernald Inc., the Explanation of Significant Differences opening 
paragraph of Section 3.1 will be deleted and replaced with the following text: 

Response: 

3.1 Summan1 of Differences and Basis for Change 

The final remediation levels for the Great Miami Aquifer adopted in the Operable Unit 5 
ROD are designed to achieve Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs or, in the absence of 
MCLs. the 1 s IO” Incremental Lifetime Cancer Risk (ILCR) or 0.2 Hazard Quotient 
(HQ) values for individual constituents through the drinking water pathway (Operable 
Unit 5 ROD, page 9-33). At the time of ROD signature (December 15, 1995), EPA had 
not yet promulgated a final MCL for uranium in drinking water: The 20 pg/L proposed 
uranium MCL (Federal Register Volume 58, Number 138, pages 33050 and following, 
July 18. 199 1) was therefore utilized as the representative uranium MCL in the ROD 
pending the outcome of EPA’s actions in setting the final MCL. The final MCL for 
uranium in drinking water was recently established at 30 pg/L (National Primary 
Drinking Water Regulations, Federal Register, Volume 65, Number 236, pages 76707 
and following, December 7 ,  2000) and the proposed MCL has been superceded. 
Therefore, the final remediation level for uranium in the Great Miami Aquifer is being 
changed from the proposed standard (20 pgL) to the final standard (30 pgk) to be 
consistent with EPA’s December 7,  2000 rulemaking. 

Both the proposed MCL and the final MCL compare favorably to the 1 x IO-’ ILCR value 
for uranium in the Great Miami Aquifer (27 pg/L) identified in the Operable Unit 5 
Feasibility Study, page 4-19 (DOE, 1995). Adoption of the new final standard will not 
change the conclusions of the risk assessments used to support the remedy decision 
making process at the FEMP, and remains consistent with the fhdamental groundwater 



remedial action objective of attaining Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs throughout the 
affected portions of the aquifer. 
The Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) \vi11 be revised as noted in the 
response. 

Action: 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section#: 1.2 and 3.1 Pg.#: Line#: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 3 
Comment: 

Commentor: Saric 

A specific reference to the proposed MCL document (Federnl Register Volume 58, 
Number 138, pages 33060 and following, July 18, 1991) should be added to sections 1.2 
and 3.1. 
Agree. The noted reference will be added as requested. 
As noted in the response. 

Response: 
Action: 

, 
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RESPONSES TO OEPA COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT 5 

Original Comments 

Proposed Revisions (February 2001 Letter) 

4. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section#: NA Pg.#: NA Line#: NA Code: C 
Original Comment #: 1 
Comment: Though not mentioned in the subsequent ESD, this document references changing the 

groundwater injection limit to 30 pg/L for uranium. This change is not acceptable to 
Ohio EPA. We have espressed concern with previous events where reinjection water 
approached 20 pg/L. DOE'S treatment ability clearly allows treatment to sub-1 pglL 
concentrations and a priman goal of the system was mass removal. Therefore, we 
believe it is appropriate to maintain the current re-injection standards. 
As discussed during the June 18, 200 1 teleconference, the ESD will not specifically call 
out a revision to the injection limit. However, as has been the case in the past, 
Ohio EPA's concern regarding uranium concentration in the injectate will be 
accomodated in the Operations and Maintenance Master Plan for the Aquifer Restoration 
and Wastewater Treatment Project (OMMP). Since the start of re-injection in September 
1998 through May 2001 the FEMP has only experienced 2 days where the daily average 
uranium concentration i n  the injectate esceeded 20 pg/L (July 14, 1999: 20.1 pg/L and 
May 1, 2000: 20.3 pg/L). In other words 99.8 percent of the time that injection has 
occurred. the FEMP has niaintained the uranium concentration of the injectate at less than 
20 ug/L. In fact. under the guidance provided by the OMMP, the average uranium 
concentration in the injectate since start-up through May 2001 has been 4 p a .  The 
average was calculated based on the daily composited samples of the injectate treatment 
plant effluent for the days that re-injection was occurring. 
As noted in the response. 

Response: 

Action: 

5. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section#: NA Pg.#: NA Line#: NA Code: C 
Original Comment #: 2 
Comment: As suggested in DOES letter, Ohio EPA believes the proposed changes in FRL will 

require a re-evaluation of previously discussed NRD groundwater settlement proposals. 
The proposed FRL is a 50% increase in concentration over the esisting FRL and as stated 
in the ESD will leave considerable additional areas without treatment and with higher 
residual levels of contamination. 
Comment acknoudedged. As discussed in the June 18, 2001 teleconference, this issue is 
not a part of the ESD and is therefore being resolved outside of the ESD. 
No revision of the ESD required. 

Response: 

Action: 

Draft ESD (May 2001) 

' 6. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section#: NA Pg.#: NA Line#: NA Code: C 
Original Comment #: 3 
Comment: . The.docunient should be revised to better address the process used to select the proposal 

-.MCL of 20 pg/L as the FRL. A discussion of ARAR vs. risk determination of the FRL 
should be included. Additionally, a section addressing the changes in risk presented by 
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the proposed revision should be included. These changes w i l l  help address obvious 
public concerns. 
Agree. As discussed during the June 18 200 1 teleconference with US EPA, Ohio EPA, 
DOE-FEMP and Fluor Fernald Inc., the Explanation of Significant Differences opening 
paragraph of Section 3.1 will be deleted and replaced with the following text: 

Response: 

3.1 Summaw of Differences and Basis'for Change 

The final remediation levels for the Great Miami Aquifer adopted in the Operable Unit 5 
ROD are designed to achieve Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs or, in the absence of 
MCLs, the 1 x lo-' Incremental Lifetime Cancer Risk (ILCR) or 0.2 Hazard Quotient 
(HQ) values for individual constituents through the drinking water pathway (Operable 
Unit 5 ROD, page 9-33). At the time of ROD signature (December 15, 1995), EPA had 
not yet promulgated a final MCL for uranium in drinking water. The 20 pg/L proposed 
uranium MCL (Federal Register Volume 5 8 ,  Number 138, pages 33050 and following, 
July 18, 1991) \vas therefore utilized as the representative uranium MCL in the ROD 
pending the outcome of EPA's actions in setting the final MCL. The final MCL for 
uranium in drinking \vatu \\as recently established at 30 pg/L (National Primary 
Drinking Water Regulations. Federal Register, Volume 65, Number 236, pages 76707 
and following. December 7, 2000) and the proposed MCL has been superceded. 
Therefore, the final remediation level for uranium in the Great Miami Aquifer is being 
changed from the proposed standard (20 pg/L) to the final standard (30 p a )  to be 
consistent with EPA's December 7, 2000 rulemaking. 

Both the proposed MCL and the final MCL compare favorably to the i x l o 5  ILCR value 
for uranium in the Great Miami Aquifer (27 pg/L) identified in the Operable Unit 5 
Feasibility Study, page 4-19 (DOE, 1995). Adoption ofthe new final standard Will not 
change the conclusions of the risk assessments used to support the remedy decision 
making process at the FEMP. and remains consistent with the fundamental groundwater 
remedial action objective of attaining Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs throughout the 
affected portions of the aquifer. 
The Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) will be revised as noted in the 
response. 

Action: 

FERU~ISC\CORRESUWI\ESD\COXlhIENTS\C~SOCOhI.DOC June 2". ?OOl ):I8 Phl 4 5 
/ 




