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PO, Box 3030
Miamisburg, Ohio 45343-3030
(937) 8654020
ESC-094/98
April 2, 1998
Mr. Tim Fischer
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 5§
77 W. Jackson Bivd.
Chicago, IL 60604-3590
Mr. Brian Nickel _
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Southwest District Office
401 E. Fifth Street
Dayton, Ohio 45402-2911
SUBJECT: , Contract No. DE-AC24-970H20044
PRS 63, 405, 409, 410, 411: DELIVERY OF REVISED FINAL
. VERSION OF POTENTIAL RELEASE SITE DATA PACKAGES

REFERENCE: Statement of Work Requirement C 5.3.2 -- Stakeholder
Participation in Mound

Dear Mr. Fischer and Mr. Nickel:

The attached change pages for the Potential Release Site Data Package for PRS 63,
405, 409, 410, and 411 have been authorized for release to USEPA, OEPA, ODH,
MMCIC, and the Public Reading Room by Art Kleinrath of MEMP. These documents
has been revised to address stakeholder comments.



N
.

Page 2 PRS 63, 405, 409, 411, & 411
If you require further information, please contact Dave Rakel at extension 4203.

Sincerely,

Linda R. Bauer, Ph.D.
Department Manager, Environmental Safeguards & Compliance

LRB/nmg
Enclosures as stated

cc. Lisa Anderson, OEPA, (1) w/attachments
Ray Beaumier, OEPA, (1) w/attachments
Ruth Vandegrift, ODH, (1) w/attachments
Dann Bird, MMCIC, (1) w/attachments
Jeff Raines, TechLaw, (1) w/attachments
Administrative Record, (1) w/attachments
Public Reading Room, (5) w/attachments
DCC
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PUBLIC RELEASE Available for comments. Aug. 25,1997

FINAL Comment period expired. Comments. Recommendation page Nov. 20, 1997
annotated.

FINAL MESH comments received in "Review of Annual Report To The Apr. 01,1998

Stockholders On The Mound Plant - 1996." Comments and responses
inserted in document.




The Mound Cbre Team

P.O. Box 66
ChicEPA Miamisburg, Ohio 45343-0066
M.E.S.H., Inc.
Miamisburg Environmental Safety and Health
P.O. Box 773 :
Miamisburg, OH
45343-0773

Thank you for reviewing the PRS Data Packages and recommendations for PRS 405, 409, 410,
411, and 63. Your concurrence with the recommendations for these PRSs is noted.

We note your concern about the TPH working group. As planning for these removals progresses
and clean-up standards for Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) in soil are developed for the
action memo, the Core Team will ensure that the clean up standards meet the ARARSs associated
with these removal actions. We will review the TPH Working Group guidance for its potential

® applicability.

Sincerely,

DOE/MEMP: 4" /////fz/ b/l f/7,7///77' "%/ &

Arthur W. Kleinrath, Remedlal Project Manager

USEPA: 44/'/(/44;’@":1 ﬂ?:;ﬁ’)m 2 /zu / a3

Tim\Tﬁy J. Fischer, R?lmedial Project Manager

oHIOEPA: L. Mf/ ‘%‘/olel' L5

Brian K. Nickel, Project Manager
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REVIEW OF ANNUAL REPORT TO THE STOCKHOLDERS ON THE MOUND
PLANT-1996

1.
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This report lists work activities conducted under the Agreement In Principle and Cost
Recovery Grant by the Ohio EPA. I have the following comments.

State the objectives of the work, clearly and concisely in the beginning of the
document. It is difficult to understand specifically what the project goals are and how
the information will be used. These are two very important issues that need to be
incorperated in the next report.

Attempts were made to cummarize the results of the activities (Chapters 2,3.4) and
conclusions were presented. However, there was no analysis of data provided to
support their conclusions. This is a significant shortcoming that undermines all
conclusions reported in this document. In addition, the text cites sampling results from
other studies, but does not present the data or cite the references that the data were
taken from. At best, this document is a compilation of raw data that needs analyses
and mrerpretation, in light of specified project goals.

No maps were provided for the soil radiological and chemical analyses under the cost
recovery grant. It is impossible to interpret the data if the location of the soil samples
is not provided.

The comparison of analytical data risk based gudiance values or other pertinent values
is a good idea. But only the soil data was evajuated in this manner. Al media needs
this tvpe of information for comparison purposes. Please include this in your next
Treport.

For environumental samples that were taken off site, risk based values for residential
exposure need to be uscd, not a construction worker scenario. Pleasc provide more
information on the assumptions used for specified risk based guideline values. Very
little interpretation of the data was completed relative to MCLs or risk based guideline
values for soil. ' ‘
Thorium radionuclides are a concern because of conflicting ¢lean-up guidance values
for soil (5/15 pCi/g for Th232, 230 and 228 (DOE) vs 50, 44 and 0.85 pCi/g (Risk
Based Guidance) for Th232, 230 and 228, respectively). The slope factors for these
radionuclides have changed since DOE’s policy on clean-up on Thorium, thus a risk
based approach. that includes radionuclide daughters. is the orly valid approach,. I
think that OEPA needs to revisit this issue and develop a policy that is protective of
human health both on the Mound property and within the commuaniry that surrounds
the Mound. Thorium is detected in the environment that surrounds the Mound.




"Protecting Your World"

_ P.O.Box 773
" Miavisbwrg, OH
oB_o Jeol Ne NG 4s3a3.0773 -

Miavisburg Environvental Safery and Health

REVIEW OF ANNUAL REPORT TO THE STOCKHOLDERS ON THE MOUND
PLANT-1996 .

& OEPA -- pat yourselves on the back for collecting independent data on envirommental
contamination of the community that surrounds Mound. When the data is analyzed.
compare the split samples. State that you have data that verifies (or refutes) DOE’s
;mal_v.'sis. Even with samples methods different, ect., vou CAN compare the analvses
(:_s*faustically if the ervor or varability is known). Many people need to hear the results
of vour independent efforts and it is vour job to convey vour results to the public and
make statements aboul the recent data supplied by DOE. Vour efforts o date,
however. will not stand up 1o scientific scrutiny because no objective analysis of the
data has been completed After analysis of the data. you must offer an interpretation
ofthe data for the community. Interpretation of the data is important from a current
potential exposure scenario, and also from a historical exposur‘e potential. J

- ————. e

REVIEW OF PRS PACKACIES

%409 is located near the overflow pond. This arez is contaminated with a solvent called
stoddard solvent. Clean-up of this site js recommended and I concur. Mound
environmental analysts need to obtain documents recently publishéd by the TPH Working i
Group on establishing ¢lean-up standards for TPH in soil. This is the best technical :
approach to date. Also Pu-238 and Th-232 were found at this location but should be
removed when the stoddard solvent is removed.

#4035 is located near Building 23, a waste management building. Diesel fuel, Pu-238 and
its breakdown product Th-232 are above clean-up levels and will be remmoved. I concur.

#411 is located between the paint shop and power house. A small hotspot. Radionuclides
(Pu-238, others?) will be removed. I concur.

#410 is near 409, by the overflow pond. Instead of further assessment, Mound 1s going to
remove the fuel contaminated soil. I concur. AGAIN, MOUND needs to become current
on how TPH can be treated from a risk assessment perspective by reading the newly
published books by the TPH Working group. Call me if you need mfromation.

. #63 is near Building 19. A small area contaminated with low levels of solvents and
radiopuclides. Instead of further investigations of this small area, clean-up is rccommended

because It is more cost effective. I concur.



A.  BWX Technologies, Inc. _
| Babcock & Wilcox, a McDermott company Babcock & Wilcox of Ohio, Inc.

l/ 1 Mound Road
P.0. Box 3030

Miamisburg, Ohio 45343-3030
(937) 865-4020

ESC-094/98
April 2, 1998

Mr. Tim Fischer

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region §

77 W. Jackson Bivd.

Chicago, IL 60604-3590

Mr. Brian Nickel

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Southwest District Office

401 E. Fifth Street

Dayton, Ohio 45402-2911

SUBJECT: Contract No. DE-AC24-970H20044
PRS 63, 405, 409, 410, 411: DELIVERY OF REVISED FINAL
VERSION OF POTENTIAL RELEASE SITE DATA PACKAGES

REFERENCE: Statement of Work Requirement C 5.3.2 -- Stakeholder
Participation in Mound

Dear Mr. Fischer and Mr. Nickel:

The attached change pages for the Potential Release Site Data Package for PRS 63,
405, 409, 410, and 411 have been authorized for release to USEPA, OEPA, ODH,
MMCIC, and the Public Reading Room by Art Kleinrath of MEMP. These documents
has been revised to address stakeholder comments.



Page 2 PRS 63, 405, 409, 411, & 411
If you require further information, please contact Dave Rakel at extension 4203.

Sincerely,

Linda R. Bauer, Ph.D.
Department Manager, Environmental Safeguards & Compliance

LRB/nmg
Enclosures as stated

cc: Lisa Anderson, OEPA, (1) w/attachments
Ray Beaumier, OEPA, (1) w/attachments
Ruth Vandegrift, ODH, (1) w/attachments -
Dann Bird, MMCIC, (1) w/attachments
Jeff Raines, TechLaw, (1) w/attachments
Administrative Record, (1) w/attachments
Public Reading Room, (5) w/attachments
DCC
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PRS 405

Available for comments.

FINAL Comment period expired. Comments. Recommendation page Nov. 20, 1997
1 annotated.
FINAL MESH comments received in "Review of Annual Report To The Apr. 01, 1998
2 Stockholders On The Mound Plant - 1996." Comments and responses

inserted in document.




The Mound Cbre Team

P.O. Box 66
m Miamisburg, Chio 45343-0066
M.E.S.H., Inc.
Miamisburg Environmental Safety and Health
~P.0.Box 773
Miamisburg, OH
" -45343-0773

Thank you for reviewing the PRS Data Packages and recommendations for PRS 405, 409, 410,
411, and 63. Your concurrence with the recommendations for these PRSs is noted.

We note your concern about the TPH working group. As planning for these removals progresses
and clean-up standards for Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) in soil are developed for the
action memo, the Core Team will ensure that the clean up standards meet the ARARs associated
with these removal actions. We will review the TPH Working Group guidance for its potential
applicability. -

Sincerely,

| DOE/MEMP: /%/-/7%& /7/%?2/1% | ’%%&’

Arthur W. Kleinrath, Remedial Project Manager

USEPA: it QC}J;LQM y2 /zu / a8

Timothy J. Fischer, R?/medial Project Manager

omoEPa: LS. e’ %g/gg’

Brian K. Nickel, Project Manager
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REVIEW OF ANNUAL REPORT TO THE STOCKHOLDERS ON THE MOUND
PLANT-1996

1.

2,
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This report lists work activities conducted under the Agreement In Principle and Cost
Recovery Grant by the Ohio EPA. I have the following comments.

State the objectives of the work, clearly and concisely in the beginning of the
document. It is difficult to understand specifically what the project goals are and how
the information will be used. These are two very important issues that need to be
incorperated in the next report.

Attempts were made to cummarize the results of the activities (Chapters 2,3.4) and
conclusions were presented. However, there was no analysis of data provided to
support their conclusions. This is a significant shortcomirg that undermines all
conclusions reported in this document. In addition, the text cites sampling results from
other studies, but does not present the data or cite the references that the data were
taken from. At best, this document is a compilation of raw data that needs analyses
and mrterpretation, in tight of specified project goals.

No maps were provided for the soil radiological and chemical analyses under the cost
recovery grant. It is impossible to mterpret the data if the location of the soil samples
15 not provided.

The comparison of analytical data risk based gudiance values or other pertinent values
is a good idea. But only the s0il data was evaluated in this manner. All mediz needs
this tvpe of information for comparison purposes. Please include this in your next
report. ‘

For environmental samples that were taken off site, risk based values for residential
exposure need to be used, not a construction worker scenario. Plcasc provide more
information on the assumptions used for specified risk based guideline values. Very

- little interpretation of the data was completed relative to MCLs or risk based guideline

values for soil.

‘Thorium radionuclides are a concern because of conflicting ¢lean-up guidance values

for soil (5/15 pCi/g for Th232, 230 and 228 (DOE) vs 50, 44 and 0.85 pCi/g (Risk
Based Guidance) for Th232, 230 and 228, respectively). The slope factors for these
radionuclides have changed since DOE’s policy on clean-up on Thorium, thus a risk

~ based approach, that includes radionuclide daughters, is the only valid approach,. I

think that OEPA needs to revisit this issue and develop a policy that is protective of
human health both on the Mound property and within the community that surrounds
the Mound. Thorium is detected in the environment that surrounds the Mound.
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Miamisburg Environmental Safery and Health

REVIEW OF ANNUAL REPORT TO THE STOCKHOLDERS ON THE MOUND
PLANT-1996

8. OEPA -- pat yourselves on the back for collecting independent data on environmental
contanunation of the community that surrounds Mound. When the data is analvzed,
compare the split samples. State that you have data that verifies (or refutes) DOE’s
analysis. ‘Even with samples methods different, ect.. vou CAN compare the analvses
(statistically if the ervor or vasiability is known). Many people need to hear the results
of vour independent efforts and it is vour job to convey vour results to the public and

- make statements about the recent data supplied by DOE. Your efforts 1o date,
however. will not stand up (v scientific scrutiny because no objective analvsis of the
data has been completed After analvsis of the data. you must oJer an interpretation
of the data for the communiry. Interpretation of the data is important from a current
potential exposure scenario, and also from a historical exposure potential. i

I——— 5w

REVIEW OF PRS PACKAGES

#409 is located pear the overflow pond. This area is contaminated with a solvent called
stoddard solvent. Clean-up of this site is recommended and I concur. Mound
environmnental analysts need to obtam documents recently published by the TPH Working
Group on establishing clean-up standards for TPH in soil. This is the best technical
approach to date. Also Pu-238 and Th-232 were found at this location but should be
removed when the stoddard solvent is removed.

#4035 is located near Building 23, a waste management building. Diesel fuel, Pu-238 and
its breakdown product Th-232 are above clean-up levels and will be removed. I concur.

%411 is located between the paint shop and power house. A small horspot. Radionuclides
(Pu-238, others?) will be removed. I concur.

#410 is near 409, by the overflow pond. Instead of further assessment, Mound is going to
remove the fuel contaminated soil. I concur. AGAIN, MOUND needs to become current
on how TPH can be treated from a risk assessment perspective by reading the newly
published books by the TPH Working group. Call me if you need infromatjon.

. #63 is near Building 19. A small area contaminated with low levels of solvents and
- radiopuclides. Instead of further investigations of this small area, clean-up is recommended
because it is more cost effective. 1 concur.



\ BWX Technologies, Inc.

| Babeock & Wico, a McDermnat cerpary Babcock & Wilcox of Ohio, Inc.
i 1 Mound Road

P.0. Box 3030 .
Miamisburg, Ohio 453433030
{937) 865-4020

ESC-094/98
April 2, 1998

Mr. Tim Fischer

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 5

77 W. Jackson Blvd.

Chicago, IL 60604-3590

Mr. Brian Nickel _

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Southwest District Office

401 E. Fifth Street

Dayton, Ohio 45402-2911

SUBJECT: Contract No. DE-AC24- 97OH20044
PRS 63, 405, 409, 410, 411: DELIVERY OF REVISED FINAL
VERSION OF POTENTIAL RELEASE SITE DATA PACKAGES

REFERENCE: Statement of Work Requirement C 5.3.2 -- Stakeholder
Participation in Mound

Dear Mr. Fischer and Mr. Nickel:

The attached change pages for the Potential Release Site Data Package for PRS 63,
405, 409, 410, and 411 have been authorized for release to USEPA, OEPA, ODH,
MMCIC, and the Public Reading Room by Art Kieinrath of MEMP. These documents
has been revised to address stakeholder comments.



Page 2 PRS 63, 405, 409, 411, & 411
If you require further information, please contact Dave Rakel at extension 4203.

Sincerely,

Linda R. Bauer, Ph.D.
Department Manager, Environmental Safeguards & Compliance

LRB/nmg
Enclosures as stated

cc: Lisa Anderson, OEPA, (1) w/attachments
Ray Beaumier, OEPA, (1) w/attachments
Ruth Vandegrift, ODH, (1) w/attachments
Dann Bird, MMCIC, (1) w/attachments
Jeff Raines, TechlLaw, (1) w/attachments
Administrative Record, (1) w/attachments
Public Reading Room, (5) w/attachments
DCC



L R RU TR

ot et e At e

PRS 409

LREME i 8h 0 ¢ DESCRIBLION = [ 00
PUBLIC RELEASE Available for comments.
FINAL Comment period expired. Comments. Recommendation page Nov. 20, 1997
annotated.
FINAL MESH comments received in "Review of Annual Report To The Apr. 01,1998

Stockholders On The Mound Plant - 1996." Comments and responses
inserted in document.




The Mound Cbre Team
P.O. Box 66

M.E.S.H., Inc.

Miamisburg Environmental Safety and Health
P.O.Box 773 _

Miamisburg, OH

45343-0773

Thank you for reviewing the PRS Data Packages and recommendations for PRS 405, 409, 410,
411, and 63. Your concurrence with the recommendations for these PRSs is noted.

We note your concern about the TPH working group. As planning for these removals progresses
and clean-up standards for Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) in soil are developed for the
action memo, the Core Team will ensure that the clean up standards meet the ARARS associated
with these removal actions. We will review the TPH Worklng Group guidance for its potential
applicability.

Sincerely,

N 5 I A &

Arthur W. Kleinrath, Remedial Project Manager

USEPA: N 44/%?«&\ ﬂ?uulﬁf\_ z/w /98

Timothy J. Fischer, Rflmedial Project Manager

OHIOEPA: LX ... 2 %e/[g

Brian K. Nickel, Project Manager
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REVIEW OF ANNUAL REPORT TO THE STOCKHOLDERS ON THE MOUND
PLANT-1996

1. This report lists work activities conducted under the Agrcement In Principle and Cost
~ Recovery Grant by the Ohio EPA. I have the following comments.

2. State the objectives of the work, clearly and concisely in the beginning of the
document. It is difficult to understand specifically what the project goals are and how
the information will be used. These are two very important issues that need to be
incorperated in the next report.

Attempts were made to cummarize the results of the activities (Chapters 2,3.4) and
conclusions were presented. However, there was no analysis of data provided to
support their conclusions. This is a significant shortcoming that undermines all
conclusions reported in this document. In addition, the text cites sampling results from
N : other studies, but does not present the data or cite the references that the data were
. taken from. At best, this document is a compilation of raw data that needs analyses
c and mrerpretation, in light of specified project goals.

4. No maps were provided for the soil radiological and chemical analyses under the cost
recovery grant. lt is impossible to interpret the data if the location of the soil samples
is not provided.

The comparison of analytical data risk based gudiance values or other pertinent values
is a good idea. But only the soil data was evaluated in this manner. All media needs
this tvpe of information for comparison purposes. Please include this in your next
Teport.

6. For environmental samples that were taken off site, risk based values for residential
exposure need to be used. not a construction worker scenario. Plcasc provide more
information on the assumptions used for specified risk based guideline values. Very

* little interpretation of the data was completed relative to MCLs or risk based guideline
values for soil.

. 7... Thorium radionuchdes are a concern because of conflicting ¢lean-up guidance values

for soil (5/15 pCi/g for Th232, 230 and 228 (DOE) vs 50, 44 and 0.85 pCi/g (Risk
Based Guidance) for Th232, 230 and 228, respectively). The slope factors for these

- radionuchides have changed since DOE’s policy on clean-up on Thorium, thus a risk
based approach, that includes radionuclide daughters, is the only vahd approach.. I
think that OEPA needs to revisit this issue and develop a policy that is protective of
human health both on the Mound property and within the community that surrounds
the Mound. Thorium is detected in the environment that surrounds the Mound.

(73
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Miawisburg Environmental Safery and Health

REVIEW OF ANNUAL REPORT TO THE STOCKHJILDERS ON THE MOUND
PLANT-1996

8. OEPA -- pat yourselves on the back for collecting independent data on environmental
contamunatton of the community that surrounds Mound. When the data is analvzed,
compare the split samples. State that you have data that verifies (or refutes) DOE's
analysis. Even with samples methods different, ect., vou CAN compare the analvses
(statistically if the error or variability is known). Many people need to hear the results
of vour independent efforts and it is vour job to convey vouwr results to the public and

- make statements about the recent data supplied by DOE. Your efforts 1o date, :

however. will not stand up 10 scicntific scrutiny because no objective analvsis of the o
data has been completed After analvsis of the data. you must offer an interpretation ‘
of the data for the community. Interpretation of the data is important from a current
potential exposure scenario, and also from a historical exposure potential. i

REVIEW OF PRS PACKAGES

#409 is located near the overflow pond. This area is contaminated with a solvent called
stoddard solvent. Clean-up of this site js recommended and I concur. Mound ‘
environmental analysts need to obtam documents recently published by the TPH Working f
Group on establishing clean-up standards for TPH in soil. This is the best technical . F
approach to date. Also Pu-238 and Th-232 were found at this location but should be

removed when the stoddard solvent is removed.

#405 is located near Building 23, a waste management building. Diesel fuel, Pu-238 and.
its breakdown product Th-232 are above clean-up levels and will be removed. I concur.

=411 is located between the paint shop and power house. A small hotspot. Radionuclides
(Pu-238, others?) will be removed. I concur.

#410 is near 409, by the overflow pond. Instead of further assessment, Mound is going to
temove the fuel contaminated soil. 1 concur. AGAIN, MOUND needs to become current
on how TPH can be wreated from a risk assessment perspective by reading the newly
published books by the TPH Working group. Call me if you need mfromation.

‘ #63 is near Building 19. A small area contaminated with low levels of solvents and
. radiopuclides. Instead of further investigations of this small area, clean-up is reccommended
because it is more cost effective. I concur.



~ BWX Technologies, Inc.

| Babcock & Wilcox, a McDermott company Babcock & Wilcox of Ohio, Inc.
1 Mound Road
P.0. Box 3030
Miamisburg, Ohio 45343-3030
(937) 8654020
ESC-094/98
April 2, 1998

Mr. Tim Fischer

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region 5

77 W. Jackson Bivd.

Chicago, IL 60604-3590

Mr. Brian Nickel

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Southwest District Office

401 E. Fifth Street

Dayton, Ohio 45402-2911

SUBJECT: Contract No. DE-AC24- 97OH20044

PRS 63, 405, 409, 410, 411: DELIVERY OF REVISED FINAL
' VERSION OF POTENTIAL RELEASE SITE DATA PACKAGES

REFERENCE: Statement of Work Requirement C 5.3.2 -- Stakeholder
Participation in Mound

Dear Mr. Fischer and Mr. Nickel:

The attached change pages for the Potential Release Site Data Package for PRS 63,
405, 409, 410, and 411 have been authorized for release to USEPA, OEPA, ODH,
MMCIC, and the Public Reading Room by Art Kleinrath of MEMP. These documents
has been revised to address stakeholder comments.



Page 2 PRS 63, 405, 409, 411, & 411
If you require further information, please contact Dave Rakel at extension 4203.

Sincerely,

Linda R. Bauer, Ph.D.
Department Manager, Environmental Safeguards & Compliance

LRB/nmg
Enclosures as stated

cc. Lisa Anderson, OEPA, (1) w/attachments
Ray Beaumier, OEPA, (1) w/attachments
Ruth Vandegrift, ODH, (1) w/attachments -
Dann Bird, MMCIC, (1) w/attachments
Jeff Raines, TechLaw, (1) w/attachments
Administrative Record, (1) w/attachments
Public Reading Room, (5) w/attachments
DCC
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PRS 411

PUBLIC RELEASE | Available for comments. “Aug. 25,1997
FINAL Comment period expired. Comments. Recommendation page Nov 20, 1997
annotated.
FINAL MESH comments received in "Review of Annual Report To The Apr. 01,1998

Stockholders On The Mound Plant - 1996." Comments and responses
inserted in document.




The Mound Core Team
P.O. Box 66

M.E.S.H,, Inc.

Miamisburg Environmental Safety and Health
P.O.Box 773

Miamisburg, OH

45343-0773

Thank you for reviewing the PRS Data Packéges and recommendations for PRS 405, 409, 410,
411, and 63. Your concurrence with the recommendations for these PRSs is noted.

We note your concern about the TPH working group. As planning for these removals progresses
and clean-up standards for Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) in soil are developed for the
action memo, the Core Team will ensure that the clean up standards meet the ARARSs associated
with these removal actions. We will review the TPH Working Group guidance for its potential

. applicability.

Sincerely,

DOEMEMP: 2 Bt Ll / a2 A %// (-4

Arthur W. Kleinrath, Remedial Pro;ect Manager

USEPA: it ﬂ/g’&,@m 2 ,/zz,a lag

Timdthy J. Fischer, R;/medial Project Manager

omorra: L8 .. oz’ :%/Gl LiF

Brian K. Nickel, Project Manager




"Protecting Your World"

M E _ P.O.Box773
° . ° e INC Miawisburg, OH

o | 473430773
Miavisburg Environmental Safery and Health

REVIEW OF ANNUAL REPORT TO THE STOCKHOLDERS ON THE MOUND
PLANT-1996

1.

2.

1)

h

This report lists work activities conducted under the Agrcement In Principle and Cost
Recovery Grant by the Ohio EPA. I have the following comments.

State the objectives of the work, clearly and concisely in the beginning of the
document. It is difficult to understand specifically what the project goals are and how
the information will be used. These are two very important issues that need to be
incorperated in the next report.

Attempts were made to summarize the results of the actmtles (Chapters 2,3.4) and
conclusions were presented. However, there was no analysis of data provided to
support their conclusions. This is & significant shortcoming that undermines all
conclusions reported in this document. In addition, the text cites sampling results from
other studies, but does not present the data or cite the references that the data were
taken from. At best, this document is a compilation of raw data that needs analyses
and mrerpretation, in light of specified project goals.

No maps were provided for the soil radiological and chemical analyses under the cost
recovery grant. [tis impossible 1o mnterpret the data if the location of the soil samples
is not provided.

The comparison of analytical data risk based gudiance values or other pertinent values
is a good idea. But only the soil data was evaluated in this manner. All media needs
this tvpe of information for comparison purposes. Please include this in your next
Teport.

For environmental samples that were taken off site, risk based values for residential
exposure need to be used, not a construction worker scenario. Plcasc provide more
information on the assumptions used for specified risk based guideline values. Very
little interpretation of the data was completed relative to MCLs or risk based guideline
values for soil.

Thoriwm radionuclides are a concern because of conﬁlctmg ¢lean-up guidance values
for soil (5/15 pCi/g for Th232, 230 and 228 (DOE) vs 50, 44 and 0.85 pCi/g (Risk
Based Guidance) for Th232, 230 and 228, respectively). The slope factors for these
radionuclides have changed since DOE’s policy on clean-up on Thorium, thus a risk
based approach, that includes radionuclide daughters, is the only valid approach,. I
think that OEPA needs to revisit this issue and develop a policy that is protective of
human health both on the Mound property and within the community that surrounds
the Mound. Thorium is detected in the environment that surrounds the Mound.




"Protecting Your World" ;
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Miavisburg Environmental Safery and Health

REVIEW OF ANNUAL REPORT TO THE STOCKHDLDERS ON THE MOUND
PLANT-1996

8. OEPA -- pat yourselves on the back for collecting independent data on environmental
contammation of the community that surrounds Mound. When the data is analyzed,
compare the split samples. State that you have dara that verifies (or refutes) DOE’s
zmaly.'sije. Even with samples methods different, ect.. vou CAN compare the analvses
(statistically if the error or variability is known). Many people need to hear the results
of vour independent efforts and it is vour job to convey vour results to the public and
make statements about the recent data supplied by DOE. Your efforts 1o date,
however. will not stand up 10 scicntific scrutiny because no objective analysis of the ;
data has been completed After analvsis of the data you must ofJfer an interpretation {
of the fiata for the communiry. Interpretation of the data is important from a current
potential exposure scenario, and also from a historical exposur‘e potential. u

REVIEW OF PRS PACKAGES

#409 is located near the overflow pond. This area is contaminated with a solvent called
stoddard solvent. Clean-up of this site js recommended and I concur. Mound

environmental analysts need to obtain documents recently published by the TPH Working
Group on establishing clean-up standards for TPH in soil. This is the best technical ﬁ
approach to date. Also Pu-238 and Th-232 were found at this location but should be

removed when the stoddard solvent is removed.

#405 is located near Building 23, a waste management building. Diesel fuel, Pu-238 and
its breakdown product Th-232 are above clean-up levels and will be removed. I concur.

#411 is located between the paint shop and power house. A small hotspot. Radionuclides
(Pu-238, others?) will be removed. I concur.

#410 is near 409, by the overflow pond. Instead of further assessment, Mound 1$ going to
remove the fuel contaminated soil. I concur. AGAIN, MOUND needs to become current
on how TPH can be treated from a risk assessment perspective by reading the newly
published books by the TPH Working group. Call me if you need infrornation.

. #63 is near Building 19. A small area contaminated with low levels of solvents and
radiopuclides. Instead of further iovestigations of this small area, clean-up is rccommended

because it Is more cost effective. I concur.



. BWX Technologies, Inc. }
M Babcock & Wilcox, a McDermott company Babcock & Wilcox of Ohio, Inc.

; 1 Mound Road
P.0. Box 3030

Miamisburg, Ohio 45343-3030
(937) 8654020

ESC-094/98
April 2, 1998

Mr. Tim Fischer

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 5

77 W. Jackson Bivd.

Chicago, IL 60604-3590

Mr. Brian Nickel

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Southwest District Office

401 E. Fifth Street

Dayton, Ohio 45402-2911

SUBJECT: Contract No. DE-AC24-970H20044
PRS 63, 405, 409, 410, 411: DELIVERY OF REVISED FINAL
VERSION OF POTENTIAL RELEASE SITE DATA PACKAGES

REFERENCE: Statement of Work Requirement C 5.3.2 -- Stakeholder
Participation in Mound

Dear Mr. Fischer and Mr. Nickel:

The attached change pages for the Potential Release Site Data Package for PRS 63,
405, 409, 410, and 411 have been authorized for release to USEPA, OEPA, ODH,
MMCIC, and the Public Reading Room by Art Kleinrath of MEMP. These documents
has been revised to address stakeholder comments.



Page 2 PRS 63, 405, 409, 411, & 411
If you require further information, please contact Dave Rakel at extension 4203.

Sincerely,

Linda R. Bauer, Ph.D.
Department Manager, Environmental Safeguards & Compliance

LRB/nmg
Enclosures as stated

CcC: Lisa Anderson, OEPA, (1) w/attachments
Ray Beaumier, OEPA, (1) w/attachments
Ruth Vandegrift, ODH, (1) w/attachments -
Dann Bird, MMCIC, (1) w/attachments
Jeff Raines, TechLaw, (1) w/attachments
Administrative Record, (1) w/attachments
Public Reading Room, (5) w/attachments
DCC
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PUBLIC RELEA "Available for comments.
FINAL Comment period expired. Comments. Recommendation page Nov. 20, 1997
annotated.
FINAL MESH comments received in "Review of Annual Report To The Apr. 01,1998

Stockholders On The Mound Plant - 1996." Comments and responses
inserted in document.
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The Mound Cbre Team

P.O. Box 66
OhicEPA Miamisburg, Ohio 45343-0066
M.E.S.H., Inc.
Miamisburg Environmental Safety and Health
~P.O.Box 773
Miamisburg, OH
45343-0773

Thank you for reviewing the PRS Data Packages and recommendations for PRS 405, 409, 410,
411, and 63. Your concurrence with the recommendations for these PRSs is noted.

We note your concern about the TPH working group. As planning for these removals progresses
and clean-up standards for Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) in soil are developed for the
action memo, the Core Team will ensure that the clean up standards meet the ARARSs associated
with these removal actions. We will review the TPH Working Group guidance for its potential
applicability.

’ , Sincerely,

DOE/MEMP: //’g’%& /4//«4/72/15’7%' /7/ -4

Arthur W. Kleinrath, Remedial Project Manager

USEPA: \ 4%5&1\ /-)QJ/;QA—— Z/Z—U / a8

Tlm\‘fﬁy J. Fischer, Rﬁmedlal Project Manager

Brian K. Nickel, Project Manager




"Protecting Your World"
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Miamisburg Environmiental Safery and Health

REVIEW OF ANNUAL REPORT TO THE STOCKHOLDERS ON THE MOUND
PLANT-1996

1.

2.

P)

o

This report lists work activities conducted under the Agrcement In Principle and Cost
Recovery Grant by the Ohio EPA. I have the following comments.

State the objectives of the work, clearly and concisely in the beginning of the
document. It is difficult to understand specifically what the project goals are and how
the information will be used. These are two very important issues that need to be
incorperated in the next report.

Attempts were made to cummarize the results of the activities (Chapters 2,3.4) and
conclusions were presented. However, there was no analysis of data provided to
support their conclusions. This is a significant shortcoming that undermines all
conclusions reported in this document. In addition, the text cites sampling results from
other studies, but does not present the data or cite the references that the data were
taken from. At best, this document is a compilation of raw data that needs analyses
and mterpretation, in light of specified project goals.

No maps were provided for the soil radiological and chemical analyses under the cost
recovery grant. It is impossible to interpret the data if the location of the soil samples
is not provided.

The comparison of analytical data risk based gudiance values or other pertinent values
is a good idea. But only the soil data was evaluated in this manner. All media needs
this tvpe of information for comparison purposes. Please include this in your next
TEpOTrL.

For environmental samples that were taken off site, risk based values for residential
exposure need to be used, not a construction worker scenario. Plcasc provide more
information on the assurnptions used for specified risk based guideline values. Very
little interpretation of the data was completed relative to MCLs or risk based guideline
values for soil. '

. Thorium radionuclides are a concern because of conflicting clean-up guidance values

for soil (5/15 pCv/g for Th232, 230 and 228 (DOE) vs 50, 44 and 0.85 pCi/g (Risk
Based Guidance) for Th232, 230 and 228, respectively). The slope factors for these
radionuclides have changed since DOE's policy on clean-up on Thorium, thus a risk
based approach, that includes radionuclide daughters, is the only valid approach.. I
think that OEPA needs to revisit this issue and develop a policy that is protective of
human health both on the Mound property and within the community that surrounds
the Mound. Thorium is detected in the environment that surrounds the Mound.
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REVIEW OF ANNUAL REPORT TO THE STOCKHOILDERS ON THE MOUND
PLANT-1996

8. OEPA -- pat yourselves on the back for collecting independent data on environmental
contamination of the community that surrounds Mound. When the data is analvzed,
compare the split samples. State that vou have data that verifies (or refutes) DOE’s
analysis. Even with samples methods different, ect., vou CAN compare the analvses
(statistically if the ervor or variability is known). Many people need to hear the results
of vour independent efforts and it 1 vour job to convey vour results to the public and

- make statements about the recent data supplied by DOE. Your efforts to date,

however. will not stand up Lo scientific scrutiny because no objective analvsis of the ;
data has been completed After analvsis of the data. you must offer an interpretation i
of the data for the community. Interpretation of the data is important from a current
potential exposure scenario, and also from a historical exposure potential, ‘ i

REVIEW OF PRS PACKA(;‘{ES

#4009 is located near the overflow pond. This area is contaminated with a solvent called
stoddard solvent. Clean-up of this site is recommended and I concur. Mound
environmental analysts need to obtain documents recently published by the TPH Working
Group on establishing clean-up standards for TPH in soil. This is the best technical
approach to date. Also Pu-238 and Th-232 were found at this location but should be

removed when the stoddard solvent is removed.

#405 is located near Building 23, a waste management building. Diesel fuel, Pu-238 and
its breakdown product Th-232 are above clean-up levels and will be removed. I concur.

411 is located between the paint shop and power house. A small hotspot. Radionuclides
(Pu-238, others?) will be removed. I concur.

#410 is near 409, by the overflow pond. Instead of further assessment, Mound is going to
remfove the fuel contaminated soil. I concur. AGAIN, MOUND needs to become current
on how TPH can be wreated from a risk assessment perspective by reading the newly
published books by the TPH Working group. Call me if you need infromation.

. #63 is near Building 19. A small area contaminated with low levels of solvents and
: radionuclides. Instead of further investigations of this small area, clean-up is reccommended
because It is more cost effeetive. I concur.






