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BWX Technologies, Inc. 
a McDermott company 

Mr. Richard B. Provencher, Director 
Miamisburg Environmental Management Project 
U. S. Department of Energy . 
P. 0. Box 66 
Miamisburg, OH 45343-0066 

AITENTION: Robert S. Rothman 

SUBJECT: Contract No. DE-AC24-970H20044 
PARCEL 3 CERCLA DOCUMENTS- FINAL 

BWXT of Ohio, Inc. 

1 Mound Road 
P.O. Box 3030 
r.1iamisburg, Ohio 45343-3030 
1937) 855-4020 

ER-072/01 
October 2, 2001 

REFERENCE: Statement of Work Requirement C. 7.1 e-Regulator Reports 

Dear Mr. Provencher: 

Rob Rothman of your office has approved the release to US EPA, OEPA, ODH, MMCIC, the 
administrative record, and the Public Reading Room of the Final version of the following 
documents for Parcel 3: 

Human Health Residual Risk Evaluation (RRE) 
Record of Decision (ROO) 
Environmental Summary (ES) 

If you have any questions regarding the documents, or if additional support is needed, please 
contact Dave Rakel at extension 4203. · 

Monte A. Williams 
Manager, Environmental Restoration 

MAW/DAR:jdg 

cc: Tim Fischer, USEPA, w/attachments (1-RRE, 5-ROD, 1-ES) 
Brian Nickel, OEPA, w/attachments (1-RRE, 2-ROD, 1-ES) 
Ruth Vandegrift, OOH, w/attachments (2-RRE, 2-ROD, 1-ES) 
John Ebersole DOE/OH, w/1 of each attachment 
Torrence Tracey DOEIHQ, w/1 of each attachment 
Monte Williams 1 w/1 of each attachment 
Dann Bird MMCIC w/attachments (2-RRE, 2-ROD, 1-ES) 
Public Reading Room, w/5 of each attachment 
Administrative Record, w/2 of each attachment 
DCC 
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Mr. Rob Rothman, CERCLA Program Manager 
Miamisburg Environmental Management Project 
U. S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 66 
Miamisburg, OH 45353-0066 

SUBJECT: Contract No. DE-AC24-970H20044 

ER-071/01 
October 1, 2001 

PARCEL 3 CERCLA DOCUMENTS - FINAL 

REFERENCE: Statement of Work Requirement C.?. 1e-- Regulator Reports 

Dear Mr. Rothman: 

BWXTO is pleased to provide Final versions of the following documents for Parcel 3: 

Human Health Residual Risk Evaluation 
Record of Decision 
Environmental Summary. 

With your approval, BWXTO will distribute copies of these documents to USEPA, 
OEPA, ODH, MMCIC, the administrative record, and the Public Reading Room. If you 
have any questions regarding the documents, or ifadditional support is needed, please 
contact Dave Rakel at extension 4203. · 

Sincerely, 

onte A Williams 
Manager, Environmental Restoration 

MAW/DAR:jdg 
___________ ... -··"2 

Approve :~n /C' . .,_ o I Enclosures as stated 

cc: DCC CERCLA Program Manager 
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BWX Technologies, Inc. 
il l.kDf!<llliJII cornpilll\' BWXT of Ohio, Inc. 

1 I AounrJ RoilrJ 

P.O. Bo~ 3030 
i.1irun1sburg. Qh:o J:J3,l3-~3030 
r'n71 8'35-JO:?rJ 

·Mr. Richard B. Provencher, Director 
~Aiamisburg Environmental Management Project 
U.S.DepartmentclEne~y 

P. 0. Box 66 
Miamisburg, OH 45343-0066 

ATTENTION: 

SUBJECT: 

Robert S. Rothman 

Contract No. DE-AC24-970H20044 
PARCEL 3 ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY­
DRAFT PROPOSED FINAL VERSION 

ER-045/01 
September 13, 2001 

REFERENCE: Statement of Work Requirements C 7.1e-- Regulator Reports 

Dear Mr. Provencher: 

The enclosed Parcel 3 Environmental Summary has been authorized for release to USEPA, 
OEPA, and ODH by Rob Rothman of MEMP. Also enclosed are responses to comments 
received from US EPA and OEPA on the previous version of this document (Draft, Revision 1, 
July 2001 ). 

Please advise if additional copies are required for distribution within DOE. If you require further 
information, please contact Dave Rakel at extension 4203. 

roject Manager, Environmental Restoration 

MAW/DAR:jdg 

Enclosures 

cc: Tim Fischer, USEPA, (1) w/attachment 
Brian Nickel, OEPA, (2) w/attachment 
Ruth Vandegrift, ODH, (1) w/attachment 
Monte Williams, BWXT, (1) w/attachment 
DCC 

0 
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RESPONSE TO OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
COMMENTS OF AUGUST 13, 2001 ON 
PARCEL3EN~RONMENTALSUMMARY 

JULY 2001 DRAFT REVISION 1 

SPECIFIC COrv1MENTS 

T~tJie 1: P~rcel 3 PRSs and Core Team Conclusions- Spell out the first occurrence ot 
·'NFA" and "OSC. 
Response 
The text was ch~nged as requested. 

2. P~ge 3, Section A, Methodology- The Residual Risk Evaluation (in number 2) and the 
Record of Decision (in number 4) are both given "finaL June 2001" designations. Please 
update this infonnation once these documents are published as a final version. 
Response 
The text was changed as requested. 

3. Page 3. Section B. Building Analysis Summary- Under subsection 2, Lead, the second 
paragraph describing the building GP-1 should indude a reference to confirm the removal 
statement. Provide the reference to the document explaining the lead dust and metal 
removal as well as the residual lead levels. 

4. 

Response 
The following text was added: "The process for removing the lead is described in Section 
4.2.2.7 of the GP-1 Building Data Package. Final. July 1999. The lead sampling results 
for the interior are listed in Appendix J of the same document." 

Page 3, Section B. Building Analysis Summary- Provide information within this section 
on the lead levels remaining on the roof of the GP-1 building. 
Response 
The following text was added after the text added for comment 3: '·Additional samples 
were taken in November, 1999 (Memo. Vicarel to Bird, December 6. 1999). The results 
indicated lead in the dust from inside the air handler at the west end of GP-1 at 64.900 
mg/kg. Lead was observed in the fine grain roofing material at the west end of GP-1 at 
41.000 mg/kg. In response (letter, Provencher to Grauwelman. April 19, 2000), MEMP 
offered to remove ductwork and coat part of the roof "to close out any questions that 
future responsibility for clean up is the MMCIC's if and when GP~1 is razed.'" 

5. Page 4, Section B. Building Analysis Summary- Prov1de the reference to the document 
explaining the removal of the radiological contamination on the GH Building door 
threshold. 
Response 
The following text was added: "The results of this survey are provided in Section 4.2.2.1 
and Appendix G of tile GH Building Data Package Final. July 1999 · 

G. Page 5. Section D. Residual Risk Evaluation Summary- .. :,gain. tile RRE llas a '"finCJi. 
June 2001" designation Please cl1ange til is informCJtion once tile final version llas been 
published. ' 
Response 
The text was changed as requested. 

7 Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Considered ior Parcel 3- Spell out the acronym 
"NHPA" used in the recommendation/conclusion section under tile Cultural Resources 
section. 
Response 
The text was changed as requeste.d . 

1/2 
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8 Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Considered for Parcel 3- The Drinking Water 
Quality reference in the Parcel 4 summary table showed the Annual Site Environmental 
Report date as "Calendar Year 1999. September 2000". Please change to ensure 
consistency. 
Response 
The text was changed as requested . 
Table 10: Summarv of Other Factors Considered for Parcel 3- PlcasL· ;;rlr1 tllr; Opcr;:;tJ!c 
Unit 9 Ecological Characteriz<Jtion Report. Mound Pl<~nt Final. Marct1 1994 as ;:; 
reference to the EndangerecJ Species section. 
Response 
The text was changed as requested 

10 Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Constdered tor Parcel 3- Spell out the acronym 
'HWFB" used in the reference column under the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act section 
Response 
The acronym is now spelled out in the Recommendation/Conclusion column where it is 
first used. 

11. Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Considered for Parcel 3- Spell out the acronym 
"SOF" used in the reference column under the Floodplains section. 
Response 
The text for this entry was revised and use of the acronym SOF was eliminated. 

12 Page 7. Section IV Finding of Suitability to Transfer- As in the Parcel 3 ROD quitclaim 
deed. somehow the ground water deed restriction wording was removed from the list of 
deed restrictions. Add to the list of deed restrictions shown currently at the bottom of 
page 7 the following: Prohibition against the use of ground water: 

13 . 

Response 
The text was changed as requested. 

Table 11: Parcel 3 Documents and Public Comment Periods- Please change the 
comment period (begin) date for the Parcel 3 Residual Risk Evaluation from ''4/42/01" to 
4Q4ffi1 . 

Response 
The text was changed as requested . 

2/2 
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RESPONSE TO US EPA 
COMMENTS OF AUGUST 13. 2001 ON 
PARCEL3EN~RONMENTALSUMMARY 

JULY 2001 DRAFT REVISION 1 

$PECIFiC COiviiviEi·HS 

Page 2 of 8 Sectior1 !!!. Sunsecttun l·.- rv'iet!!ocJo!ogy 
In the third paragr<1ph. secono sentcncf:: please change ttw texi to read "These PRSs 
were identified on tile t)as1s of potential rCJcJiological and/or cllemicat (non-rCJdioCJctivc) 
contamination. knovJiedgc of historicil! l<lnd use or on actual sample data." 
Response 
The text v1as ch;::nged as requested. 

2. Page 2 of 8. Section Ill. Subsection A- Methodoiogy 
At the bottom of this page there seems to be a problem with the formatting and text of the 
document. The information in item #1 (PRS and Building Data Packages) ends abruptly 
as if some text has been inadvertently deleted. The text then skips ahead to item #3. I 
am not sure how this section is supposed to read. but it needs to be cleaned up. 
Response 
Text has not been omitted from this section. The "3" referenced in the comment is not 
item #3 but the 3 of Parcel 3 The word Parcel is at the end of the previous line. 

3. Page 3 of 8, Item #4 

4. 

The final date for the Record of Decision for Parcel 3 will need to be changed after 
signature by the three FFA parties. 
Response 
The text was changed with an anticipated ··september 2001" date. 

Page 7 of 8. Section IV 
Please add the prohibition against the use of groundwater deed restriction to the bullets 
in this section. 
Response 
The text was changed as requested . 

1/1 
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be K. Arthur 
D. Rakel 
File 
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a McDermott company BWXT of Ohio, Inc. 

1 Mound Road 
P.O. Box 3030 
Miamisburg, Ohio 45343-3030 
(937) 865-4020 • 
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ER-044/01 
September 12, 2001 ~ -)> 

Mr. Robert S. Rothman 
~ -(,f) 

Miamisburg Environmental Management Project 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P. 0. Box 66 

(") OJ 
or-Co ....,o:o-.o 
'""' G>' 

Miamisburg, OH 45353-0066 mG1 ;::; 

SUBJECT: Contract No. DE-AC24-970H20044 
PARCEL 3 ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY- DRAFT 
PROPOSED FINAL 

REFERENCE: Statement of Work Requirements C 7.1 d - - Regulator Data Requests 

Dear Mr. Rothman: 

Please approve and authorize for release to USEPA, OEPA, and ODH the following documents: 

• Parcel 3 Environmental Summary - Draft Proposed Final 

• Response to comments from USEPA and OEPA on Parcel 3 Environmental 
Summary, Draft, Revision 1 

If you or your staff have any questions regarding the documents, or if additional support is 
needed, please contact Dave Rakel at extension 4203. 

~· 
Monte A. Williams 
Project Manager, Environmental Restoration 

MAW/DAR:jdg 
) 

f 

Enclosures as stated A d -:-, .· k . \ 0 ') :-/! i.; / pprove : ___ . _...~~··.:....' 4-; ;'---·-----=-~ ... "'"" .. ----'·J::.,.',._, --'~ (..........,;.-~;..,&.· ~ · 

Robert S. Rothman ~· Date 
cc: DCC CERCLA Program Manager 

I 
c 

r: 
< '&c 
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BWX Technologies, Inc. 
a McDermott company 

Mr. Robert S. Rothman 
Miamisburg Environmental Management Project 
U. S. Department of Er;~ergy 
P. 0. Box 66 
Miamisburg, OH 45353-0066 

SUBJECT: Contract No. DE-AC24-970H20044 

BWXT of Ohio, Inc. 

1 Mound Ro<Jd 
P.O. Box 3030 
klianHSIJLHQ. Ohio 4'J:)•lJ.:ln:>O 
I ~!:~7) r,r;c, . .J020 

ER-044/01 
September 12, 2001 

PARCEL 3 ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY- DRAFT 
PROPOSED FINAL 

REFERENCE: Statement of Work Requirements C 7.1d-- Regulator Data Requests 

Dear Mr. Rothman: 

Please approve and authorize for release to USEPA. OEPA, and ODH the following documents: 

• Parcel 3 Environmental Summary - Draft Proposed Final 

• Response to comments from USEPA and OEPA on Parcel 3 Environmental 
Summary, Draft, Revision 1 

If you or your staff have any questions regarding the documents. or if additional support is 
needed, please contact Dave Rakel at extension 4203. 

Project Manager, Environmental Restoration 

MAW/DAR:jdg 

Enclosures as stated Approved: ____________________________ __ 
Robert S. Rothman Date 

cc: DCC CERCLA Program Manager 
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be: K. Arthur 
D. Rakel 
File 
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 

Southwest District Office 

• 
401 East Fifth Street 
Dayton, Ohio 45402-2911 

TELE: (937) 285-6357 FAX: (937) 285-6249 Bob Taft. Governor 
Maureen O'Connor, Lt. Governor 

Christopher Jones, Director 

• 

• 

August i3, 200i 

Mr. Rob Rothman 
U.S. DOE MEMP 
P.O. Box 66 
1 Mound Road 
Miamisburg, Ohio 45343-0066 

Comments on Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 

Dear Mr. Rothman: 

The Ohio En~ironmental Protection Agency has completed our review ofthe Parcel 3 
Environmental Summary, Draft Revision 1, July 2001. Please refer to the attached comments on 
the document. Should there be any question concerning the above, please feel free to contact 
Jane O'Dell (937) 285-6066 or me at (937) 285-6468. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. Brian Nickel 
OEP A/Mound Project Manager 
Office of Federal Facilities Oversight 

cc: Tim Fischer, USEPA Region V 
D. Rakel, BWXTO ::. 



, 

,-' 

• 
f 

• 

• 

1. 

2. 

3. 

PARCEL 3 ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY 
JULY 2001 DRAFT REVISION 1 

6HIO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
COMMENTS 

AUGUST 13, 2001 

Table 1: Parcel 3 PRSs and Core Team Conclusions- Spell out the first occurrence of 
"NFA" and "OSC". 

Page 3, Section A, Methodology- The Residual Risk Evaluation (in number 2) and the 
Record of Decision (in number 4) are both given "final, June 2001" designations. Please 
update this information once these documents are published as a final version. 

Page 3. Section B. Building Analysis Summary- Under subsection 2, Lead, the second 
paragraph describing the building GP-1 should include a reference to confirm the removal 
statement Provide the reference to the document explaining the lead dust and metal 
removal as well as the residual lead levels. 

4. Page 3, Section B. Building Analysis Summary- Provide information within this section 
on the lead levels remaining on the roof of the GP-1 building. 

5. Page 4. Section B. Building Analysis Summary - Provide the reference to the document 
explaining the removal of the radiological contamination on the GH Building door 
threshold. 

6. Page 5. Section D. Residual Risk Evaluation Summary- Again, the RRE has a "final, 
June 2001" designation. Please change this information once the final version has been 
published. 

7. Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Considered for Parcel3- Spell out the acronym 
"NHPA" used in the recommendation/conclusion section under the Cultural Resources 
section. 

8. Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Considered for Parcel 3- The Drinking Water 
Quality reference in the Parcel 4 summary table showed the Annual Site Environmental 
Report date as "Calendar Year 1999, September 2000". Please change to ensure 
consistency. 

9. Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Considered for Parcel3- Please add the Operable 
Unit 9 Ecological Characterization Report, Mound Plant, Final, March 1994 as a 
reference to the Endangered Species section. 

10. Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Considered for Parcel 3- Spell out the acronym 
"HWFB" used in the reference column under the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act section. 

11. Table 1 0: Summary of Other Factors Considered for Parcel 3 - Spell out the acronym 
"SOF" used in the reference column under the Floodplains section. 

12. Page 7. Section IV Finding of Suitability to Transfer- As in the Parcel 3 ROD quitclaim 
deed, somehow the ground water deed restriction wording was removed from the list of 
deed restrictions. Add to the list of deed restrictions shown currently at the bottom of 
page 7 the following: Prohibition against the use of ground water; 

13. Table 11: Parcel 3 Documents and Public Comment Periods- Please change the 
comment period (begin) date for the Parcel 3 Residual Risk Evaluation from "4/42/01" to 
4/24/01 . 
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August 13, 200 1 

Mr. Robert Rothman 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 
Mound Environmental Management Project 
P.O.-Box 66 
Miamisburg, OH 45343-0066 

RE: Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 
Draft - Revision 1 

Dear Mr. Rothman, 

SRF-51 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has completed its review ofthe 
Draft Parcel 3 Environmental Summary dated July 2001. Attached are the comments which 
U.S. EPA believes should be addressed and incorporated into the document. It is U.S. EPA's 
understanding that the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency will be submitting comments on 
this document under separate cover. 

Ifyou have any questions, please call me at (312) 886-5787. 

Sincerely, 

Timothy J. Fischer 
Remedial Project Manager 

cc: Brian Nickel, Ohio EPA 
Dave Rakel, BWXTO 
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US DOE Mound Plant 
Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 

Draft Revision 1 
July 2001 

US EPA Comments 

Specific Comments: 

1. Page 2 of 8, Section III, Subsection A - Methodology 
In the third paragraph, second sentence, please change the text to read "These PRSs were 
identified on the basis of potential radiological and/or chemical (non-radioactive) 
contamination, knowledge ofhistoricalland use, or on actual sample data." 

2. Page 2 of 8, Section III, Subsection A - Methodology 

3. 

At the bottom of this page there seems to be a problem with the formatting and text of the 
document. The information in item # 1 (PRS and Building Data Packages) ends abruptly 
as if some text has been inadvertently deleted. The text then skips ahead to item #3. I am 
not sure how this section is supposed to read, but it needs to be cleaned up. 

Page 3 of 8, Item #4 
The final date for the Record of Decision for Parcel 3 will need to be changed after 
signature by the three FF A parties . 

4. Page 7 of 8, Section IV 
Please add the prohibition against the use of groundwater deed restriction to the bullets in 
this section . 
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BWX Technologies, Inc. 
a McDermott company BWXT of Ohio, Inc. 

1 Mound Road 
P.O. Box 3030 
Miamisburg, Ohio 45343-3030 
(937) 865-4020 • 
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01/TC/07 -12 

Mr. Robert S. Rothman 

ER-005/01 
July 12, 2001 

Miamisburg Environmental Management Project 
U. S. Department of Energy 
P. 0. Box 66 

(J) 
c co 
C..r--C 
c; 0 :.o 
r:i G) G> .. -.: 

Miamisburg, OH 45353-0066 
" \ ,, 
··- ~ 

' SUBJECT: Contract No. DE-AC24-970H20044 i.J ~ 
Parcel 3 Environmental Summary - Draft, Rev 1 · ~ 

REFERENCE: 
.J-~ 

Statement of Work Requirements C 7.1 d - - Regulator Data Requests 

Dear Mr. Rothman: 

Please approve and authorize for release to USEPA, OEPA, and ODH the following document: 

Parcel 3 Environmental Summary, Draft Rev 1 

If you or members of your staff have any questions regarding the document, or if additional 
support is needed, please contact me at extension 4543 or Dave Rake! at extension 4203. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Monte Williams 
Project Manager, Environmental Restoration 

MW/DAR:jdg 

cc: Paul Lucas, DOE/MEMP 
Frank Schmaltz, DOE/MEMP 
DCC 

Approved: 

('. 

~-· -; ~/ -----/ . -r· :~ 
A ~ ·.I ?""=->. . -~ ,~ !.< · ' ,_ 1 

l./ Rgl5e1t s. RotfuTr.3"n= --- j DBte 
Cjt-RCLA Program Manager 

> 
-· 
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BWX Technologies, Inc. 
a McDermott company 

00-TC/11-02 

Mr Richard B. Provencher, Director 
Miamisburg Environmental Management Project 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P 0 Box 66 
Miamisburg, OH 45343-0066 

ATTENTION: Dewain Eckman 

SUBJECT Contract No. DE-AC24-970H20044 
PARCEL 3 ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY- DRAFT 

BWXT of Ohio, Inc. 

1 Mound Road 
P.O. Box 3030 
Miamisburg. Ohio 45343-303! 
(937) 865·4020 

ESC-171/00 
November 2, 2000 

REFERENCE: Statement of Work Requirement C 7.1 d -- Regulator Data Requests 

Dear Mr. Provencher: 

Attached is the Draft Environmental Summary for Parcel 3. The release of this document to 
USEPA, OEPA, ODH for review concurrent with DOE has been authorized by Rob Rothman 
of MEMP. 

If you or members of your staff have any questions regarding the document, or if additional 
support is needed, please contact Dave Rakel at extension 4203. 

Sincerely, 

~+f~ 
JeUy S Stapleton 
Manager, Environmental Safeguards & Compliance 

JSS/nrng 

Enclosures as stated 

cc Tim Fischer, USEPA, (2) w/attachments 
Dave Meredith, Techlaw, (1) w/attachments 
Brian Nickel, OEPA, (2) w/attachments 
Ruth Vandegrift, ODH, (1) w/attachments 
Frank Schmaltz, MEMP, (2) w/attachments 
John Krueger, BWXT of Ohio, (1) w/attachments 
Monte Williams, BWXT of Ohio, (1) w/attachments 
DCC 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

David Rakel 
INTERNET:epa.state.oh.us:Brian:Nickel, DOE_OH.MOUN ... 
9/13/00 5:24pm 
Parcel 3 ROD & Environmental Summary 

Attached are the Draft versions of the Parcel 3 ROD and Environmental 
Summary. These documents were written using the risk information in 
the Parcel 3 RRE Draft Rev 3 (August 17, 2000). The groundwater risk 
information is being revised. 

Please call me with any questions or concerns about these documents. 

Dave 

CC: DOE OH.MOUND.Vincent Oba, KRUEJW, WILLMA, STAPJS 
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CERCLA 120(h) SUMMARY 
NOTICE OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 

.Parcel 3, 
Mound Piant, Miamisburg, Ohio 

September, 2000 

Draft 

Rev.O 
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CERCLA 120(h) SUMMARY 
FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER 

PARCEL 3 
MOUND PLANT, MIAMISBURG, OHIO 

i. PURPOSE 

The information contained in this notice is required under the authority of 
regulations promulgated under section 120 (h) of the Comprehensive 

. Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). This 
summary is intended to support a transfer by deed to new ownership for 
economic development by documenting that the U.S. Department of Energy's 
(US DOE) Mound Plant has met the requirements of CERCLA 120 (h) for 
Parcel 3. A copy shall be provided to all future owners. 

II. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

A. Description of Property Suitable for Transfer 

Situate in the State of Ohio, County of Montgomery and being parts of 
City of Miamisburg Lot Numbered 2259 and 2290, also being part of 
Sections 30, Fractional Town 2, Range 5 East M.R.S. and Fractional 
Section 36, Fractional Town 2, Range 5 East M.R.S. and being a 
portion previously conveyed to USA as described in Deed Book 1246, 
Page 45 and also being a portion previously conveyed to USA as 
described in Deed Book 1214, Page 12 and also being a portion 
previously conveyed to USA as described in Deed Book 1256, Page 
179 and being more particularly described as follows: 

COMMENCING at a Concrete Monument Found (Top Broken Off) at 
the Northwest corner of the Northwest Quarter of Section 30 said 
Monument also being the Northeast corner of a 2.90 Acre tract of land 
conveyed to Robert P. Heist as described in Deed MF 74-0526-C09, 
THENCE with the West line of said Heist Lands, South 05 45' 57" 
West for a distance of 130.89 feet to a 1" Iron Pipe Found Pinched at 
the Southwest corner of said Heist Lands and the Northwest corner of 
a 14.288 Acre tract conveyed to the Miamisburg Community 
Corporation as described in Deed MF 99-852-E11 and the TRUE 
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POINT OF BEGINNING-of the herein described tract; 

THENCE with the West line of said Miamisburg Community 
Corporation lands the next seven calls: 

1) THENCE, South 05 29' 16" West for a distance of 57.67 feet to a 
5/8" Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

2) THENCE, South 65 31' 15" West for a distance of 35.05 feet to a 
5/8" Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

3) THENCE, South 25 44' 48" East for a distance of 160.76 feet to a 
5/8" Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

4) THENCE, South 64 37' 16" East for a distance of 56.61 feet to a 
5/8" Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

5) THENCE, North 64 01' 25" East for a distance of 37.94 feet to a 
5/8" Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

6) THENCE, South 25 04'47" East for a distance of 194.43 feet to a 
5/8" Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

7) THENCE on a Curve to the Left ~ith a Radius of 360.67 feet, a Arc 
Length of 180.89 feet, a Delta Angle of 28 44' 12", with a Chord 
Bearing of South 39 26' 53" East and a Chord Distance of 179.00 feet 
to a 5/8" Rebar Set; 

THENCE on a new division line through said USA lands, South 40 1 0' 
27" West for a distance of 91.34 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 23 57' 22" East for a distance of 17.73 feet to a 3 inch Existing 
Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 64 21' 58" West for a distance of 99.96 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 50 48' 40" West for a distance of 23.44 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 
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THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 65 58' 19" West for a distance of 39.91 feet to Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 24 24' 48" West for a distance of 308.00 feet to a 6 inch Existing 
Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 59 OS' 44" East for a distance of 2.80 feet to a 6 inch Existing 
Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 20 40' 57" West for a distance of 10.55 feet to a Cross Notch 
Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 67 51' 08" West for a distance of 3.37 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 
THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 24 33' 12" West for a distance of 30.35 feet to a 6 inch Existing 
Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 50 32' 22" West,for a distance of 26.56 feet to a Mag Nail Set, 
passing a RR Spike Set at 8.09 feet on the West line of said Section 
30; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 31 01' 18" West for a distance of 13.93 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 65 08' 57" West for a distance of 7.98 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 
THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 23 06' 46" East for a distance of 13.85 feet to a 4 inch Existing 
Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 63 53' 40" West for a distance of 26.73 feet to a Cross Notch 
Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 24 54' 44" East for a distance of 45.1 0 feet to a Cross Notch Set 
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on the Easterly extension of the Southerly line of an existing one story 
brick building named GS1; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands and 
with the Southerly line of said GS1 building, South 65 11' 32" West for 
a distance of 268.32 feet to a 5/8" Rebar Set, passing the 
Southeasterly corner of said GS1 building at 62.6 feet and the 
Southwesterly corner of said GS1 building at 263.43 feet; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 24 25' 19" West for a distance of 229.01 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands and 
with an existing fenceline, South 65 33' 23" West for a distance of 
284.61 feet to a Mini RR Spike Set in a 4 foot wide Concrete Walk at 
the Joint; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 24 23'31" West for a distance of 104.08 feet to a5/8" Rebar Set 
on the South line of lands conveyed to the City of Miamisburg as 
described in Deed Book 594, Page 41 0, witness a Concrete Monument 
Found Bearing South 65 36' 29" East at a distance of 38.74 feet; 

THENCE with the South line of said City of Miamisburg lands, North 65 
36' 29" East for a distance of 770.61 feet BACK TO THE TRUE POINT 
OF BEGINNING. 

Said property contains 5.581 Acres more or less with 1.992 Acres more 
or less in Section 30 and 3.589 Acres more or less in Fractional 
Section 36. Subject to all Easements, Highways, Covenants and 
Restrictions. 

B. Regional Context of Mound Plant and Transferred Property 

The Mound Plant occupies an approximately 306 acre site in 
Montgomery County within the City of Miamisburg, Ohio. The northern 
boundary of the plant is approximately 0.13 miles south of Mound 
Avenue in Miamisburg. Benner Road forms the southern boundary of 
the plant, and the Norfolk Southern Railroad roughly parallels the 
western boundary at a distance of 50-200 feet. The Mound Plant 
consists of the Operational Area and the New Property (also referred to 
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.as the South Property). Approximately 130 buildings with a total of 1.4 
million square feet of floor space existed at one time at the Mound 
Plant (although the number of buildings is constantly diminishing as 
buildings are decommissioned and demolished); all of which were 
located in the Operational Area. 

Historical Uses of Parcel 3 

The primary use of most of the area making up Parcel 3 has been as a 
parking area for Mound employee vehicles. Much of the parking lot is 
built on fill material from the site. There are two buildings in Parcel 3; 
GH and GP-:-1. GH Building is a one story, brick office building. Its 
primary use was a visitor control center. Building GP-1 was for many 
years the guard force headquarters. It housed offices, an exercise 
room, a communications center, and a firing range. Parcel 3 also 
housed trailers for uncleared employees. No other uses of the area of 
the Mound facility referred to as Parcel 3 are known . 
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Ill. ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS 

A 

r 

Metho_dology 

In accordance with Section 120 (h)(3) of CERCLA, to the extent that 
information is available based on a complete search of DOE files, the 
following shall be placed in deeds: (1) a notice of the type and quantity 
of hazardous substances stored, disposed of, or released; (2) a notice 
of the time at which such storage, disposal, or release took place; and 
(3) a description of any remedial action taken. Information sources 
reviewed to obtain the information include: 

-< Federal Government records 
< Recorded chain of title documents 
< Reasonably obtainable aerial photographs 
< Visual inspection of the property and adjacent properties 
< Reasonably obtainable records of releases on adjacent 

properties 
< Interviews with current or former employees . 
< Sampling, if appropriate under the circumstances . 

Parcel 3 includes three Potential Release Sites or PRSs that have 
undergone previous investigations. These PRSs were identified on the 
basis of potential radiological and chemical (non-radioactive) 
contamination using knowledge of historical land use or on actual • 
measurements of contaminants. Before transfer of a release block can 
be completed, all buildings and PRSs must be evaluated for 
protectiveness of human health and the environment or remediated to 
be protective. Any residual risks associated with remaining 
contamination in.Parcel 3 have been evaluated. 

A Core Team with representatives from the US DOE, US Environmental 
Protection Agency (US EPA), and Ohio EPA (OEPA) performs a joint 
agency evaluation of each of the potential contamination problems and 
recommends the appropriate response. The Core Team uses process 
knowledge, site visits, and existing data to determine whether or not 
any action is warranted concerning the possible problem area. 

This summary is a result of a thorough analysis of information 
contained in the following reference documents: 
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1. The Potential Release Site (PRS) and Building Data Packages for the 
PRSs and buildings located within Parcel 3. The locations of these PRSs 
and buildings are shown on Figure 3-1. The rationale for designation of 
these PRSs is outlined in Table 3-1. · 

FIGURE 3-1 PRSs And Buildings Within Parcel 3 

Parking lot Boundary 

CERCLA 120(h) Summary 
Parcel3 

. ~Parcel Boundary 

September, 2000 
Page9 



• 

• 

• 

TABLE 3-1 Parcel 3 PRSs and Conclusions 

Reported disposal of drums 
containing sand 
contaminated with 
polonium-21 0, cobalt-60, 
and cesium-13 7 

--Removal Action OSC Report signed by Core Team on 
conducted in August, 7/1 2/00 
1999 

100 Reported disposal of Binned for No Further Recommendation for NFA signed by 
neutralized chromium plating Assessment Core Team on 8/16/00 
bath solution and process 
tank 

241 Several positive soil gas Binned for No Further Recommendation for NFA signed by 

GH 

GP-1 

detections during Mound Plant Assessment Core Team on 5113/97. 
Soil Gas and Geophysical 
Investigation (Reconnaissance 
Sampling Report - Soil Gas 
and Geophysical Investigations 
Mound Plant and SM/PP Hill, 
February 1993) 

Recommendation for NFA signed by 
Assessment Core team on 2/9/99. 

Guard force headquarters Binned for No Further Recommendation for NFA signed by 
Assessment Core Team on 2/9/99. 

2. Residual Risk Evaluation, Parcel 3, Final, Date 2000. Provides 
the evaluation of human health risks associated with any residual 
contamination that may remain in the block after all remedies 
within a parcel have been completed. The evaluation ensures 
that future users of the land will not be exposed to contamination 
levels that would pose unacceptable health risks. This 
document should be used in conjunction with item 3. 

3. . Proposed Plan for Parcel3, Mound Plant, Miamisburg, Ohio, 

) 

4 . 

Public Review Draft, Revision 0, Date, 2000. Identifies the 
preferred option for addressing the contamination at the Mound 
Site, Parcel 3, to the public by briefly summarizing the 
alternatives studied and highlighting the key factors that led to 
identifying the preferred alternative. 

Record of Decision (ROD) for Parcel 3, Mound Plant, 
Miamisburg, Ohio, Final, Date, 2000. Documents the remedial 
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action plan for a site and serves the following three functions: (1) 
certifies the remedy selection process was carried out in 
accordance with CERCLA, (2) describes the technical 
parameters of the remedy, specifying the treatment, engineering, 
and institutional components as well as clean up levels, and (3) 
provides the public with a consolidated summary of information 
about the site and the chosen remedy, inciuding the rationale 
behind the selection. 

Results Summary 

1. Results of Building Data Analysis 

There are two DOE owned buildings within this parcel. Both 
buildings were evaluated by the Core Team and determined to 
warrant No Further Assessment (NFA). Consequently, there is 
no building related contamination warranting remedial action or 
erwironmental concern. Lease or sale of Parcel 3 for 
commercial/industrial use is protective of human health and the 
environment. 

a. Asbestos 

Asbestos material in buildings can be found in five forms: 
sprayed or troweled on ceilings and walls (surfacing 
materials); insulation around pipes, ducts, boilers and 

·tanks (pipe and boiler insulation); transite (in ground 
piping); and in roofing materials (roofing felts); other 
products such as ceiling and floor tiles and wall boards 
(miscellaneous materials). 

There are no areas in GH or GP-1 requiring repair prior to 
transfer. 

b. Lead 

Lead based paint was used almost exclusively in the U.S. 
prior to the 1970's. It is likely that lead based paint was 
used in GP-1 and GH. Congress established maximum 
lead concentrations in residential paint in 1978. 

GP-1 included a firing range. Lead dust and metal were 
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removed from the building in the Fall of 1999 . 

There are no areas in GH or GP-1 requiring repair prior to 
transfer. 

c. Radon 

Radon studies are presented in a 1989-90 ~.1ound !ndoor 
Radon study for buildings. There are no areas in GH or 
GP-1 requiring abatement prior to transfer. 

d. Radiological Surveys 

There were no radiological processes performed in the 
buildings in the Parcel 3 Area. 

e. Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

There are no areas within Parcel 3 requiring 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) cleanup. 

Results of Potential Release Site Soil Data Analysis 

The US DOE, US EPA and OEPA have jointly decided that no 
additional remedial action for the PRSs in Parcel 3 is necessary 
with the placement of Institutional Controls in the form of deed 
restrictions on future land use for Parcel 3 upon transfer. 

Risks are quantified for both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic 
contaminants. The risk associated with the intake of a known or 
suspected carcinogen is reported in terms of the incremental 
lifetime cancer risk presented by that contaminant of concern 
(COC), as estimated using the appropriate slope factor and the 
amount of material ingested. Residual levels of contamination 
that remain on Parcel 3 for carcinogens indicate a probability or 
likelihood of one chance in 10,000 to one chance in 1,000,000 of 
an individual developing cancer based on an industrial use 
scenario. This probability or likelihood is consistent with the US 
EPA target risk range. 

Potential human health hazards from exposure to non-
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carcinogenic contaminants are evaluated by using a Hazard 
Quotient (HQ). The HQ is the ratio of the intake of a COC to a 
reference dose or concentration for the COC that is believed to 
represent a no-observable effect level. The COG-specific HQs · 
are then summed to provide an overall Hazard Index (HI). US 
EPA guidance sets a limit of 1.0 for the Comprehensive HI. The 
His for the future groundwater scenarios, however, are above 
the 1.0-limit. This is based on the bedrock groundwater 
contaminants flowing directly to the BVA that supplies drinking 
water for the plant. As a result, the selected remedy prohibits the 
use of bedrock groundwater. This institutional control, in the 
form of a deed restriction, will ensure that the residual risks 
associated with Parcel 3 remain acceptable. 

Evaluation of residual contaminants within Parcel 3 have 
resulted in a determination that future users of the land will not 
be exposed to contaminant levels that would pose unacceptable 
risks as long as compliance with the deed restrictions described 
in the Parcel 3 Record of Decision are maintained. Remediation 
activities and additional assessment activities are nearing 
completion for adjacent property to the west. Remediation 
activities and additional assessment activities are scheduled in 
the future for adjacent properties to the south. Each removal 
action will be designed with containment methods to prevent 
migration via air pathways, surface water pathways and 
groundwater pathways. Stormwater management and sediment 
erosion control will be outlined in each of the decontamination 
and/or demolition project work plans. DOE believes that no 
additional contamination of Parcel 3 is likely from adjacent 
activities. 

A brief summary of the history of the PRSs. in Parcel 3 and their 
measurements follows. For a more detailed description of these 
PRSs, refer to the PRS data packages as identified in Section 
III.A.1 of this r~port: 

PRSs at Mound were identified based on either knowledge of 
historical land use that was considered potentially detrimental, 
or an actual sampling result showing elevated concentrations of 
contaminants. The location of the PRSs in Parcel 3 is shown in 
Figure 3.1 . 
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The rationale for designation of PRS 99, 100, and 241 is outlined as 
follows: 

PRS 241 is the result of several soil gas detections by the Soil Gas 
Survey and Geophysical Investigation (Soil Gas Survey and 
Geophysical Investigation- Reconnaissance Sampling Report, 
(February, i993)). PRS 241 includes the northwest parking lots, 

· including the parking lots east of OSE Building, south of GH building 
and the parking lot north of A Building. No operations are known to 
have been performed in the parking lots. The items reportedly included 
in the fill material on which the parking lot south of GH is located 
prompted the identification of PRS 99 and 100. The Radiological Site 
Survey Project ( OU-9 Site Scoping Report, Vol. 3 - Radiological Site 
Survey, Final, (June, 1993)) observed Plutonium-238, Thorium, Tritium, 
Cesium-137, and Radium-226 below Risk Based Guideline Criteria. 
The reconnaissance soil gas sampling detected trichloroethane (TCE) 
at 8 ppb and toluene at 255 ppb. Both are below Risk based Guideline 
Criteria. 

PRS 99, also known as Area 6 or WD Building Filter Cleaning waste, 
is a trench in the parking lot south of GH Building. It was believed to 
contain drums of Polonium-210 contaminated sand resulting from the 
sandblast cleaning of the WD building sand filters. It was thought that 
the sand may also be contaminated with Cobalt-60 and Cesium-137. In 
February 1999, 137 samples were collected from 46 borings in the 
parking lot south of GH Building to include PRS .9.9. One sample 
displayed an elevated concentration of Plutonium-238 (120 pCi/g on­
site gamma spectrometry, 294 pCi/g off-site isotopic analysis). A 
trenching investigation yielded evidence of greater contamination (up 
to 839 pCi/g of Plutonium-238). A Removal Action was performed 
which resulted in Plutonium-238 concentrations below the 55· pCilg 
Risk Based Guideline Value (PRS 99 OSC Report, Final, August 7, 
2000). 

PRS 100, also known as Area F or Chromium Trench, is located south 
of the Guard House (GH) Building. PRS 100 was designated a 
Potential Release Site because of the reported disposal of 
"neutralized" chromium plating bath solution in a trench. At least one of 
the plating shop process tanks was reportedly disposed of in the same 
area as the chromium sludge. The February 1999 sampling at PRS 99 
included PRS 1 00. As noted above, one sample at PRS 99 exceeded a 
Risk Based Guideline Value for a contaminant of concern. All other 
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samples showed no sign of contamination or visual indication of waste. 
There were no elevated detections or visual indications of debris 
associated with any of the PRS 100 samples. 

Summary of All. Soil and Groundwater Contaminants Detected 

The COCs for Parcel 3 were identified by reviewing all of the sampling 
data for the parcel. Based on that review, contaminants were eliminated 
for further evaluation based on criteria established in the Residual Risk 
Evaluation Methodology (RREM) (Residual Risk Evaluation Methodology, 
1/6/97, Final, Rev 0). Specifically, only contaminants exceeding (1) 
background, (2) a base level of potential health concern, and (3) certain 
frequency of detection (FOD) criteria were carried through the Residual 
Risk Evaluation (RRE) (Residual Risk Evaluation- Parcel 3, Final, Rev 0, 
Month, 2000). The COCs established for Parcel3 are listed in Tables 3-3 
through 3.8. 

Exposures to the specific concentrations of COCs were evaluated 
assuming intake rates for soil and groundwater. Once the intakes were 
estimated, the human health implications of those intakes were evaluated 
by reviewing toxicological data for the COCs. For the special case of 
groundwater, the possible exposures to current and future COCs are 
evaluated. This approach ensures that the cumulative and long-term 
impacts of the COCs are adequately characterized. The risks to a 
theoretical site worker and to a theoretical site construction worker in 
Parcel 3 are 'listed in Table 3-9. Pursuant to the RREM, the risks were· 
quantified for both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic contaminants. The 
overall risk values are in the acceptable range of 10-4 to 10-6. The His for 
the future groundwater scenarios, however, are above the 1.0-limit. This 
is based on the bedrock groundwater contaminants flowing directly to the 
BVA that supplies drinking water for the plant. As a result, the selected 
remedy prohibits the use of bedrock groundwater. This institutional 
control,· in the form of a deed restriction, will ensure that the residual risks 
associated with Parcel 3 remain acceptable . 
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Because the scope of the RRE was iimited to industrial use, the soils 
within Parcel 3 have not been evaluated for unrestricted release (e.g., 
residential use). Disposition of Parcel 3 soils without proper handling, 
sampling and management could create an unacceptable risk to human 
health and the environment. 

Table 3.3 Soil Contarrinants of Concern for the Comtruction Worker Scenario in Pared 3 

Radimmclides (pat g) 

CAS 
NurrDer 

Plut:onium-238 13981-16-3 34.80 602(0) 0.13 5.5( 

Table 3.4 Identification of Current and Future Soil Constituents of Potential Concern for the Site 
Worker Scenario in Parcel 3 

Chemical CAS 
Nwnber 

~organics 
one I 

t:mcs I 
Radionuclides (patg) 
Plutonium-238 13981-16-3 
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Concentration 

·I 

I 
34.80 

Location 
ofMaxinrum 
Concentration 
(depth in ft) 

I I 
I I 

602 (0) 

Background 
Value Site Fmployee 

Risk-Based GV 

I 

I 
0.13 11.00 
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Table 3.5 Identification of Constituents of Potential Concern for the Construction 
Worker Scenario in Current Groundwater 

Chemical CAS Maximum 

Number Concentration 

lnorganics (ug/L) 

Aluminum 7429-90-5 148.00 

Antimony 7440-36-0 40.20 

Cadmium 7440-43-9 7.70 

Copper 7440-50-8 593.00 

Organics (ug/L) 
1, 1, !-trichloroethane 71-55-6 3.30 
1,1 ,2 trichloro-1 ,2,2-trifluoroethane 76-13-1 34.00 
1,2-cis-Dichloroethene 156-59-2 4.00 

Radionuclides (pCi/1) 
Bismuth-210 13982-38-2 0.39 
Thorium-227 0.10 
Note: Blanks 1nd1cate background or Guideline Value not available. 

Construction 
Worker Risk-

BasedGV 

0 
4.1 

5.1 2 

0 

Guideline values (GVs) are decision-making tools for the Core Team. GVs help the Core Team determine if contaminants 
are present at levels that warrant evaluation. 
Background Value. When adequate numbers of measurements are available, background values are based on 
the 95% upper tolerance limit . 
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Table 3.6 Identification of Constituents of Potential Concern for the Site Employee Scenario in Current 
Groundwater 

Chemical 

Inorganics (ug/L) 
Aluminum 
Antimony 

Cadmium 

Copper 

Organics (ug/L) 
1, 1, !-trichloroethane 
1, 1 ,2 trichloro- i ,2,2 -trifluoroethane 
1 ,2-cis-Dichloroethene 

Radionuclides (pCi/L) 

Actinium-227 

Bismuth-210 
Plutonium-239/240 
Thorium-227 

Thorium-228 

CERCLA 120(h) Summary 
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CAS Number 

7429-90-5 
7440-36-0 

7440-43-9 

7440-50-8 

71-55-6 
76-13-1 
156-59-2 

14952-40-0 
13982-38-2 

13981-16-3/15117-48-3 

14274-82-9 

Maximum 

Concentration 

148.00 
40.20 

7.70 

593.00 

3.30 
34.00 
4.00 

0.50 

0.39 
2.00 
0.10 

2.17 

Site Employee 
Risk-Based GV 

4.10 

5.1 2 

0.26 1 

0.51 

0.69 1 
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Table 3.7 Identification of Future Constituents of Potential Concern for the Construction Worker 
Scenario in Groundwater Screened with Combined Production Well and Modeled Bedrock Data 

Chemical 

Inorganics (ug/L) 

Aluminum 

Antimony 

Beryllium** 

Bismuth** 

Boron** 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Cobalt** 

Copper 

Lead** 

Lithium 

Manganese 

Molybdenum 

Nickel 

Selenium 

Thallium 

Tin 

Organics (ug/L) 

1, 1, !-trichloroethane 
1 ,2-cis-Dichloroethene 

1 ,2-Dichloroethene** 

Alpha Chlordane** 

Carbon Tetrachloride** 

Chloroform 

Radionuclides (pCi/L) 

Bismuth-21 0 

Plutonium-239/240 

Radium-226 

Thorium-228 

Tritium 

Uranium-234 

Uraf'rrum-L..J o 
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* COC m ProductiOn wells 

CAS 

Number 

7429-90-5 

7440-36-0 

7440-41-7 

7440-69-9 

7440-43-9 

. 7440-47-3 

10198-40-0 

7440-50-8 

7439-92-1 

7439-93-2 

7439-96-5 

7439-96-5 

7440-02-0 

7440-28-0 

7440-31-5 

71-55-6 

156-59-2 

540-59-0 

67-66-3 

13982-38-2 

13981-16-3/15117-48-3 

13982-63-3 

14274-82-9 

10028-17-8 

13966-29-5 

I '+'+V-O 1-1 

**Constituent detected in bedrock well, but not in production well 

Maximum 

Future 

Concentration 

I for Screening I 

1592.56 

45.38 

0.09 

7.44 

33.29 

8.91 

5652.40 

37.06 

667.49 

45.08 

616.37 

524.22 

62.24 

1484.22 

0.42 

8.68 

53.57 

4.02 

8.53 

21.02 

0.01 

34.79 

8.29 

0.45 

2.16 

5.48 

3.24 

9613.03 

8.50 

O.'+.J 

Construction 
Worker Risk­

Based GV 

0 

4.1 

6.60E-02 

5.1 

51 

0 

0 

51 

0 

200 

0 

0 

2.00 

2.50 

2.70 

3.50 

11000.00 

18.00 

1.).UU 
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Table 3.8 identification of Future Constituents of Potential Concern for the Site Worker Scenario in 
Groundwater Screened with Combined Production Well and Modeled Bedrock Data 

Chemical CAS Maximum Site 
Number Future Employee 

Concentration Risk-Based 

for Screening GV 

Inorganics (ug/L) 

~uminum 7429-90-5 1592.56 
Ant1Tnnn" ................. .., ..... J 7440-36-0 45.38 4.10 

Beryllium** 7440-41-7 0.09 6.70E-02 
Bismuth** 7440-69-9 7.44 

Boron** 33.29 
Cadmium 7440-43-9 8.91 5.10 

Chromium 7440-47-3 5652.40. 51.00 
Cobalt** 10198-40-0 37.06 
Copper 7440-50-8 667.49 
Lead** 7439-92-1 45.08 
Lithium 7439-93-2 616.37 
Manganese 7439-96-5 524.22 51.00 
Molybdenum 7439-96-5 62.24 
Nickel 7440-02-0 1484.22 200.00 
Selenium 0.42 
Thallium 7440-28-0 8.68 
Tin 7440-31-5 53.57 

Organics (ug/L) 
1,1) -trichloroethane 71-55-6 4.02 
1,1 ,2 trichloro-1 ,2 ,2-trifluoroethane* 156-59-2 34.42 
1,2-cis-Dichloroethene 156-59-2 8.53 
1,2-Dichloroethene** 540-59-0 21.02 
Alpha Chlordane•• 0.01 
Carbon Tetrachloride** 34.79 2.20 
Chloroform 67-66-3 8.29 

Radionuclides (pCi/L) 
!Actinium-227* 14952-40-0 0.53 0.26 
Bismuth-21 0 13982-38-2 0.45 
Plutonium-239/240 13981-16-3/15117-48-3 2.16 0.51 
Radium-226 13982-63-3 5.48 0.54 
lfhorium-227* I 0.06 
lfhorium-228 14274-82-9 3.24 0.69 
lfritium 10028-17-8 9613.03 2200.00 

· ~ranium-234 13966-29-5 8.50 3.60 

• 

!Uranium-238 7440-61-1 

• COC from current productiOn wells 
•• Constituent detected in bedrock well, but not in production well 
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Table 3-9. Current and Future Residual Risks for Parcell 

Soil 

Non-carcinogenic 

Hazard Index 

for Organics & N/A 

lnorganics 

Carcinogenic Risks 

for Organics & N/A 

lnorganics 

Carcinogenic Risks 

for Radionuclides 6.1E-06 

CERCLA 120(h) Summary 
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Air 

N/A 

N/A 

2.0E-07 

Groundwater Groundwater 
Current Future 

1.4 23 

1.6E-06 1.9E-03 

8.7E-09 7.3E-09 

Construction Worker 

Overall HI= 

Overall Risk = 

Sum of Soil, Sum of Soil, Air 
Air and 
and Groundwater 

Groundwater Future 
Current 

HI= HI= 

1.4 23 

Risk= Risk= 

1.6E-06 1.9E-03 

Risk= Risk= 

6.31E-06 6.31E-06 

1.4 23 

7.9E-06 1.91 E-03 
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Soil 

·Non-carcinogenic · 

Hazard Index 

for Organics & N/A 

lnorganics 

Carcinogenic Risks 

for Organics & N/A 

lnorganics 

Carcinogenic Risks 

for Radionuclides 2.6E-06 
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Air I Groundwater Groundwater 

Current Future 

N/A 1.1 7.2 

N/A OE+OO 1.6E-05 

1.0E-06 9.1E-06 3.0E-05 

Site Employee 

Overall HI= 
Overall Risk = 

Sum of Soil, Sum of Soil, Air 
Air and 
and Groundwater 

Groundwater Future 
Current 

HI= HI= 

1.1 7.2 

Risk= Risk= 

OE+OO 1.60E-05 

Risk= Risk= 

1.27E-05 3.36E-05 

1.1 7.2 

1.27E-05 4.96E-05 
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D. Other Factors Considered 

DOE developed a generic checklist of the issues to be considered in 
evaluating property to be transferred. The list was modified from those 
used by the Department of Defense in releasing property for sale. The 
list includes environmental problems from Mound Plant that are !ike!y 
to concern a potential purchaser as well as items relating to the 
operational concerns from ongoing and future remedial actions. Table 
3.1 0 contains a brief summary and references for all factors 
considered. Results of only those factors which affect Parcel 3 are 
presented as follows: 

1. 

2. 

Cultural Resources 

There are cultural resources in Parcel 3. GH Building was 
determined to be a historic building in July 1998. To mitigate the 
potential adverse impact of transferring ownership of this 
building, DOE prepared a documentation package listing the 
building's historic uses. The package also includes current and 
historic photographs. This document was completed in March 
1999 . 

Drinking Water 

Mound Plant has exceeded the action levels for lead and copper 
due to the corrosive action of the water on the materials used in 
the distribution system. When the action level for lead is 
exceeded, EPA regulations require corrosion control and public 
education programs. These programs are in place at Mound. 
Information on the steps being taken to reduce lead 
concentrations in the Mound· Plant water system, and on the 
hazards associated with ingesting lead are available to all 
Mound drinking water users. 

3. Monitoring Equipment 

There is no monitoring equipment in Parcel 3. There is a 
groundwater capture pit (Capture Pit ID 0712, Historic 
Designation P012). In addition, a stair and sidewalk provide 
access to Seep 0607. DOE will continue to have access to these 

CERCLA 120(h) Summary 
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4. 

areas via easements. 

National Environmental Policy Act 

Parcel 3 lies within the boundaries of the Mound Plant described 
in the Environmental Assessment for Commercialization of the 
Mound Plant (October, 1994) and the resulting Finding of No 
Significant impact (FONSi) issued on October 27, i 994. The 
land use described in the EA is consistent with the institutional 
controls in the ROD for Parcel 3. 

5. Clean Air Act 

OEPA placed the roads and parking lots at Mound on 
permanent registration status with air permit F001. The roads 
and parking lots in Parcel 3 are included under that permi.t. 
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Cultural 
Resources 

Drinking Water 
Quality 

Endangered 
Species 

y 

y 
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TABLE 3.10 Summary of other Factors Considered for Release Block D, Mound Plant 

y 

There are historic or cultural resources within Parcel 3. GH Correspondence From Mark J. Epstein, 
Building has been determined to be a historic building under Department Head, Resource protection 
Section 106 of the NHPA in July 1998. Under a Memorandum of and Review, Ohio Historic Preservation 
Agreement currently being negotiated by the OHPO and the DOE, Office dated July 31, 1998. 
transfer of this building is potentially and adverse impact as 
defined by 35 CFR 800. Mitigation as defined by the MOA in 
order to offset this potential adverse impact is to prepare a 
documentation package illustrating the building's historic uses and 
major structural modifications. This package is to also include 
current and historic photographs. The required package was 
completed in March 1999. 
Mound Plant has exceeded the action levels for lead and copper 
due to the corrosive action of the water on the materials used in 
the water distribution system. When the action level for lead is 
exceeded, EPA regulations require corrosion control and public 
education programs. These programs are in place at Mound. 
Information on the steps being taken to reduce lead 
concentrations in the Mound Plant water system, and on the 
hazards associated with ingesting lead will be made available to all 
Mound drinking water users. 
Two state protected species were found, the dark-eyed junco 
(Junxo hyemalis) and the inland rush (Juncus interior). Because 
only one individual inland rush was located, it is not considered a 
viable breeding population at the Mound facility. The dark-eyed 
junco is not known to breed in southwestern Ohio. It has also 
been determined that the plant site is in the habitat range of the 
federally endangered species of Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis), 
however, the Mound site does not provide a suitable habitat for 
the Indiana Bat Neither the solitary sitings of the rush and the 
junco, nor the potential habitat for the Indiana bat, are expected to 
affect ongoing or future activities at the site. 

September, 2000 
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Miamisburg Environmental 
Management Project, Annual Site 
Environmental Repo1t for Calendar Year 
1997, September 1998. 

Operable Unit 9 Hydrogeologic 
Investigation: Wetlands Determination 
Report, Technical Memorandum, 
Revision 1, January 1994. 
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Fragment 
Arcs 

Monitoring 

Equipment 

National 
Environmental 
Policy Act 
(NEPA) 

Resource 
Conservation and 
Recovery Act 
(RCRA) 

y 

y 
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No fragment arcs and clearance zones due to explosive 
hazards at onsite operations exist in Parcel 3. 

There is no monitoring equipment located in Parcel 3. There 
is a ground water capture pit in Parcel 3. (Capture Pit ID 
0712, Historic Designation P012.) In addition, a stair and 
sidewalk provide access to Seep 0607. 

A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was issued on 
October 27, 1994 for the commercialization of the Mound 
Plant. 

DOE has found no RCRA regulated units within Parcel 3 
warranting a RCRA closure action. 

Drawing FSD 970058, "Clearance Zones 
and Fragment Arcs" 
Building 100 Technical Review, Appendix 
7.3- Lease Agreement for Building (Extract) 

Groundwater Monitoring Program and 
Groundwater Protection Management 
Program Plan, April1997, Revision 1. 

Mound Plant Environmental Monitoring 
Plan dated July 1997. 

The Mound Plant EA for Commercialization 
of the Mound P·lant, DOE/EA-1001 dated 
October, 1994 and 

FONSI for the Commercialization of the 
MOUf'\d Plant EA dated October 27, 1994. 

RCRA Part B Permit Application, Volume I, 
Section A, September 1995 (as amended) 
Responses to Information Requested by the 

It has been determined that the closest facility boundary from Ohio HWFB Technical Staff transmitted to 
Buildings 23 and 72 will not change with the sale of Parcel 3. Bob Brown of the State o1' Ohio Hazardous 
Therefore, the risk assessment information prepared in Waste Facility Board dated March 12, 
conjunction with the RCRA Part B Permit and submitted to the 1996. 
Ohio Hazardous Waste Facility Siting Board , will not change. 
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Underground 
Storage Tanks 
(USTs) 

Wetlands 

Floodplains 

Clean Air Act y 
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There are no USTs located within Parcel 3. 

Three characteristics must be present to be classified as 
jurisdictional wetlands: (1) hydrophytic vegetation, (2) hydric 
soils, and (3) wetlands hydrology. Absence of any one of 
these characteristics removes an area from consideration. 
None of the sites examined within Parcel 3 constitute 
jurisdictional wetlands 

No portion of Parcel 3 lies within the 1 00-year floodplain. 
Consistent with 10 CFR 1022, the applicability of floodplain 
regulations to the property must be disclosed to the new 
owner. 

OEPA placed the roads and parking lots on permanent 
registration status with air permit F001. 
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EG&G Mound Applied Technologies, Active 
Underground Storage Tank Plan, 
November 1994. 

Operable Unit 9 Hydro~Jeologic 
Investigation: Wetlands Determination 
Report, Technical Memorandum, Revision 
1, January 1994. Delineation of Federal 
Wetlands and Other Waters of the US, 
Final, August 1999. 

SOF for the Floodplain Assessment for the 
Transfer of Parcel H, April 26, 1999. 

Air permit F001 
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FINDING OF SUITABiLITY TO TRANSFER 

In accordance with the provisions of CERCLA Section 120 (h), contaminated 
property can only be transferred if one of the following applies: 

(1) a remedial action has been taken that protects human health and the 
environment and EPA deems this condition to be satisfied if a remedy 
has been constructed and is operating successfully, 

(2) a decision has been made that no remedial action is necessary. 

The future industrial use of the Mound Plant has been determined based 
upon agreement among US DOE, US EPA and OEPA, and interested 
stakeholders. This land use is reflected in the Mound Comprehensive Reuse 
Plan of the Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement Corporation 
(MMCIC) and is currently codified in the City of Miamisburg Zoning Ordinance 
for industrial use. 

A joint agency decision among the US DOE, US EPA and OEPA has been made 
that a remedial action has been taken that protects human health and the 
environment. EPA deems this condition to be satisfied if the institutional controls 
are implemented and operating successfully. Institutional controls in the form of 
deed restrictions on future land use will be placed on Parcel 3 upon transfer as 
part of the remedy. The objective of these institutional controls is to prevent an 
unacceptable risk to human health and the environment by restricting the use of 
Parcel 3, including Parcel 3 soils, to that which is consistent with assumptions 
in the Parcel 3 RRE. DOE or its successors will retain the right and 
responsibility to monitor, maintain, and enforce these institutional controls. The 
following property deed restrictions and requirements will be imposed on the 
property to maintain protection of human health and the environment in the 
future: 

1. Ensure that industrial land use is maintained; 

2. Prohibit the use of bedrock ground water; 

3. Provide site access for federal and state agencies for the purpose of 
takingresponse actions, including sampling and monitoring; and 

4. Prohibit removal of Parcel 3 soils from the DOE Mound property (as 

- CERCLA 120(h) Summary 
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V. 

owned in 1998) boundary without approval from ODH and OEPA, or 
their successor agencies. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COVENANTS 

DOE is committed to include a covenant in accordance with Section 120 
(h)(3) of CERCLA in the deed for the saie or transfer of the property that 
warrants that: 

A. All remedial action necessary to protect human health and the 
environment has been taken ~s long as the deed restrictions limiting 
land and ground water use are in effect and enforced. 

B. Any additional response action or corrective action found to be 
necessary after the date of sale or transfer shall be conducted by the 
United States [Section 120(h)(4)(D)(i)]. The requirements of the 

· covenant shall not apply in any case in which the person or entity to 
whom the property is transferred is a potentially responsible party with 
respect to the property. 

C. A clause granting the United States access to the property in any case 
. in which a response action or corrective action is found to be necessary 

or such access is necessary to carry out a response action or corrective 
action on the adjoining property"[Section 120 (h)(4)(D)(ii)]. 

VI. NOTIFICATION/PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The community has been an active participant in this process to date. 
Comments from the public on the PRS recommendation have been 
incorporated as part of the remedy evaluation. DOE believes all comments 
have been resolved with the commentor and the documents, comments, and 
responses have been placed in the CERCLA Public Reading Room. 

Table 6.1 lists the Parcel 3 PRS packages, Parcel 3 RRE, and Parcel 3 
Proposed Plan along with the dates they were made available for public 
comment. 

CERCLA 120(h) Summary 
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Table 6.1 Parcel 3 Documents and Public Comment Periods 

DOCUMENT/PRS 

~s 99 Action Memo 
RS100 

IPRS241 

IGH 

reel 3 Residual Risk Evaluation E-1 
oposed Plan for RB H 

CERCLA 120(h) Summary 
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COMMENT PERIOD 
(BEGIN) 

5/3/00 
8/23/00 
6/17/97 

3/17/99 

3/17/99 
TBD 
TBD 

COMMENT PERIOD 
(END) 

6/3/00 
9/25/00 

7/18/97 
4/17/99 

4/17/99 
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• 
i. PURPOSE 

CERCLA 120(h) SUMMARY 
FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER 

PARCEL 3 
MOUND PLANT, MIAMISBURG, OHIO 

The information contained in this notice is required under the authority of 
regulations promulgated under section 120 (h) of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). This 
summary is intended to support a transfer by deed to new ownership for 
economic development by documenting that the U.S. Department of Energy's 
(US DOE) Mound Plant has met the requirements of CERCLA 120 (h) for 
Parcel 3. A copy shall be provided to all future owners. 

II. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

A. _ Description of Property Suitable for Transfer 

Situate in the State of Ohio, County of Montgomery and being parts of 
City of Miamisburg Lot Numbered 2259 and 2290, also being part of 
Sections 30, FractionaiTown 2, Range 5 East M.R.S. and Fractional 
Section 36, Fractional Town 2, Range 5 East M.R.S. and being a 
portion previously conveyed to USA as described in Deed Book 1246, 
Page 45 and also being a portion previously conveyed to USA as 
described in Deed Book 1214, Page 12 and also being a portion 
previously conveyed to USA as described in Deed Book 1256, Page 
179 and being more particularly described as follows: 

COMMENCING at a Concrete Monument Found (Top Broken Off) at 
the Northwest corner of the Northwest Quarter of Section 30 said 
Monument also being the Northeast corner of a 2.90 Acre tract of land 
conveyed to Robert P. Heist as described in Deed MF 74-0526-C09, 
THENCE with the West line of said Heist Lands, South 05 45' 57" 
West for a distance of 130.89 feet to a 1" Iron Pipe Found Pinched at 
the Southwest corner of said Heist Lands and the Northwest corner of 
a 14.288 Acre tract conveyed to the Miamisburg Community 
Corporation as described in Deed MF 99-852-E11 and the TRUE 

CERCLA 120(h) Summary 
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• POINT OF BEGINNING of the herein described tract; 

THENCE with the West line of said Miamisburg Community 
Corporation lands the next seven calls: 

1) THENCE, South 05 29' 16" West for a distance of 57.67 feet to a 
5/8" Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

2) THENCE, South 65 31' 15" West for a distance of 35.05 feet to a 
5/8" Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

3) THENCE, South 25 44' 48" East for a distance of 160.76 feet to a 
5/8" Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

4) THENCE, South 64 37' 16" East for a distance of 56.61 feet to a 
5/8" Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

5) THENCE, North 64 01' 25" East for a distance of 37.94 feet to a 
5/8" Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

- 6) THENCE, South 25 04'47" East for a distance of 194.43 feet to a 
5/8" Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); · 

7) THENCE on a Curve to the Left with a Radius of 360.67 feet, a Arc 
Length of 180.89 feet, a Delta Angle of 28 44' 12", with a Chord 
Bearing of South 39 26' 53" East and a Chord Distance of 179.00 feet 
to a 5/8" R~bar Set; 

THENCE on a new division line through said USA lands, South 40 1 0' 
27" West for a distance of 91.34 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 23 57' 22" East for a distance of 17.73 feet to a 3 inch Existing 
Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 64 21' 58" West for a distance of 99.96 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, . 
North 50 48' 40" West for a distance of 23.44 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

CERCLA 120(h) Summary 
Parcel3 

November, 2000 
Page 4 



• THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 65 58' 19" West for a distance of 39.91 feet to Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 24 24' 48" West for a distance of 308.00 feet to a 6 inch Existing 
Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division iine through said USA lands, 
North 59 05' 44" East for a distance of 2.80 feet to a 6 inch Existing 
Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 20 40' 57''.West for a distance of 10.55 feet to a Cross Notch 
Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 67 51' 08" West for a distance of 3.37 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 
THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 24 33' 12" West for a distance of 30.35 feet to a 6 inch Existing 
Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 50 32' 22" West for a distance of 26.56 feet to a Mag Nail Set, 
passing a RR Spike Set at 8.09 feet on the West line of said Section 
30; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 31 01' 18" West for a distance of 13.93 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 65 08' 57" West for a distance of 7.98 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 
THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 23 06' 46" East for a distance of 13.85 feet to a 4 inch Existing 
Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 63 53' 40" West for a distance of 26.73 feet to a Cross Notch 
Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
South 24 54' 44" East for a distance of 45.1 0 feet to a Cross Notch Set 
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• on the Easterly extension of the Southerly line of an existing one story 
brick building named GS1; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands and 
with the Southerly lin~ of said GS1 building, South 65 11' 32" West for 
a distance of 268.32 feet to a 5/8" Rebar Set, passing the 
Southeasterly corner of said GS1 building at 62.6 feet and the 
Southwesteily comei of said GS1 building at 263.43 feet; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 24 25' 19" West for a distance of 229.01 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands and 
with an existing fenceline, South 65 33' 23"· West for a distance of 
284.61 feet to a Mini RR Spike Set in a 4 foot wide Concrete Walk at 
the Joint; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, 
North 24 23'31" West for a distance of 104.08 feet to a5/8" Rebar Set 
on the South line of lands conveyed to the City of Miamisburg as 

- · described in Deed Book 594, Page 41 0, witness a Concrete Monument 
Found Bearing South 65 36' 29" East at a distance of 38.74 feet; 

THENCE with the South line of said City of Miamisburg lands, North 65 
36' 29" East for a distance of 770.61 feet BACK TO THE TRUE POINT 
OF BEGINNING. 

Said property contains 5.581 Acres more or less with 1.992 Acres more 
or less in Section 30 and 3.589 Acres more or less in Fractional 
Section 36. Subject to all Easements, Highways, Covenants and 
Restrictions. 

B. Regional Context of Mound Plant and Transferred Property 

The Mound Plant occupies an approximately 306 acre site in 
Montgomery County within the City of Miamisburg, Ohio. The northern 
boundary of the plant is approximately 0.13 miles south of Mound 
Avenue in Miamisburg. Benner Road forms the southern boundary of 
the plant, and the Norfolk Southern Railroad roughly parallels the 
western boundary at a distance of 50-200 feet. The Mound Plant 
consists of the Operational Area and the New Property (also referred to 
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as the South Property). Approximately 130 buildings with a total of 1.4 
million square feet of floor space existed at one time at the Mound 
Plant (although the number of buildings is constantly diminishing as 
buildings are decommissioned and demolished); all of which were 
located in the Operational Area. 

Historical Uses of Parcel 3 

The primary use of most of the area making up Parcel 3 has been as a 
parking area for Mound employee vehicles. Much of the parking lot is · 
built on fill material from the site. The fill included excess materials 
and soil from the site. There are two buildings in Parcel 3; GH and GP-
1. GH Building is a one story, brick office building. Its primary use was 
a· visitor control center. Building GP-1 was for many years the guard 
force headquarters. It housed offices, an exercise room, a 
communications center, and a firing range. At other times, Parcel 3 
included trailers for uncleared employees, a guard island (GIS), and a 
modular building (OSE X-ray) used for security check and baggage 
examinations. No other uses of the area of the Mound facility referred 
to as Parcel 3 are known. 
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• . Ill. ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS 

A Methodology 

In accordance with Section 120 (h)(3) of CERCLA, to the extent that 
information is available based on a complete search of DOE files, the 
following shall be placed in deeds: (1) a notice of the type and quantity 
of hazardous substances stored, disposed of, or released; (2) a notice 
of the time at which such storage, disposal, or release took place; and 
(3) a description of any remedial action taken. Information sources 
reviewed to obtain the information include: 

~ Federal Government records 
~ Recorded chain of title documents 
~ Reasonably obtainable aerial photographs 
~ Visual inspection of the property and adjacent properties 
~ Reasonably obtainable records of releases on adjacent 

properties 
~ Interviews with current or former employees 
~ Sampling, if appropriate under the circumstances. 

Parcel 3 includes three Potential Release Sites or PRSs that have 
undergone previous investigations. These PRSs were identified on the 
basis of potential radiological and chemical (non-radioactive) 
contamination using knowledge of historical land use or on actual 
measurements of contaminants. Before transfer of a release block can 
be completed, all buildings and PRSs must be evaluated for 
protectiveness of human health and the environment or remediated to 
be protective. Any residual risks associated with remaining 
contamination iri Parcel 3 have been evaluated. 

A Core Team with representatives from the US DOE, US Environmental 
Protection Agency (US EPA), and Ohio EPA (OEPA) performs a joint 
agency evaluation of each of the potential contamination problems and 
recommends the appropriate response. The Core Team uses process 
knowledge, site visits, and existing data to determine whether or not 
any action is warranted concerning the possible problem area. 

This summary is a result of a thorough analysis of information 
contained in the following reference documents: 
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PRSs and buildings located within Parcel 3. The locations of these PRSs 
and buildings are shown on Figure 3-1. The rationale for designation of 
these PRSs is outlined in Table 3-1. 

FIGURE 3-1 PRSs And Buildings Within Parcel 3 

Parking Lot Boundary 
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':'/ 
99 

11'\1'\ 
IVV 

241 

GP-1 

TABLE 3-1 Parcel 3 PRSs and Conclusions 

1 ~g~~ 1 E"U'ii••••·• li:JST m 
: : ll 

l•L 

····· > •••••••••••••• .•.•••. ••• ••••• •• 
Reported disposal of drums Removal Action OSC Report signed by Core Team on 
containing sand conducted in August, 7/12/00 
contaminated with 1999 
polonium-21 0, cobalt-60, 
and cesium-13 7 

Reported disposal of Binned for f'Jo Further Recommendation foi f'JFA signed by 
neutralized chromium plating Assessment Core Team on 8/16/00 
bath solution and process 
tank 

Several positive soil gas Binned for No Further Recommendation for NFA signed by 
detections during Mound Plant Assessment Core Team on 5/13/97. 
Soil Gas and Geophysical 
Investigation (Reconnaissance 
Sampling Report- Soil Gas 
and Geophysical Investigations 
Mound Plant and SM/PP Hill, 
February 1993) 

TABLE 3-2 Parcel 3 Buildings and Core Team Conclusions 

Assessment 
Recommendation for NFA signed by 
Core team on 2/9/99. 

Guard force headquarters Binned for No Further Recommendation for NFA signed by 
Assessment Core Team on 2/9/99. 

2. Residual Risk Evaluation, Parcel 3, Final, Date 2000. Provides 
the evaluation of human health risks associated with any residual 
contamination that may remain in the block after all remedies 
within a parcel have been completed. The evaluation ensures 
that future users of the land will not be exposed to contamination 
levels that would pose unacceptable health risks. This 
document should be used in conjunction with item 3. 

3. Proposed Plan for Parcel 3, Mound Plant, Miamisburg, Ohio, 
Public Review Draft, Revision 0, Date, 2000. Identifies the 
preferred option for addressing the contamination at the Mound 
Site, Parcel 3, to the public by briefly summarizing the 
alternatives studied and highlighting the key factors that led to 
identifying the preferred alternative. 

4 . Record of Decision (ROD) for Parcel 3, Mound Plant, 
Miamisburg, Ohio, Final, Date, 2000. Documents the remedial 
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action plan for a site and serves the following three functions: (1) 
certifies the remedy selection process was carried out in 
accordance with CERCLA, (2) describes the technical 
parameters of the remedy, specifying the treatment, engineering, 
and institutional components as well as clean up levels, and (3) 
provides the public with a consolidated summary of information 
about the site and the chosen remedy, including the rationale 
behind the selection. 

Results Summary 

1. Results of Building Data Analysis 

There are two DOE owned buildings within this parcel. Both 
buildings were evaluated by the Core Team and determined to 
warrant No Further Assessment (NFA). Consequently, there is 
no building related contamination warranting remedial action or 
environmental concern. Lease or sale of Parcel 3 for 
commercial/industrial use is protective of human health and the 
environment. 

a. Asbestos 

Asbestos material in buildings can be found in five forms: 
sprayed or troweled on ceilings and walls (surfacing 
materials); insulation around pipes, ducts, boilers and 
tanks (pipe and boiler insulation); transite (in ground 
piping); and in roofing materials (roofing felts); other 
products such as ceiling and floor tiles and wall boards 
(miscellaneous materials). 

There are no areas in GH or GP-1 requiring repair prior to 
transfer. 

b. Lead 

Lead based paint was used almost exclusively in the U.S. 
prior to the 1970's. It is likely that lead based paint was 
used in GP-1 and GH. Congress established maximum 
lead concentrations in residential paint in 1978. 

GP-1 included a firing range. Lead dust and metal were 
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•• removed from the building in the Fall of 1999 . 

There are no areas in GH or GP-1 requiring repair prior to 
transfer. 

c. Radon 

Radon studies are presented in a 1989-90 Mound Indoor 
Radon study for buildings. There are no areas in GH or 
GP-1 requiring abatement prior to transfer. 

d. Radiological Surveys 

There were no radiological processes performed in the 
buildings in the Parcel 3 Area. Radiological surveys were 
performed in the buildings. 

e; Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

There are no areas within Parcel 3 requiring 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) cleanup. 

2. Results of Potential Release Site Soil Data Analysis 

The US DOE, US EPA and OEPA have jointly decided that no 
additional remedial action for the PRSs in Parcel 3 is necessary 
with the placement of Institutional Controls in the form of deed 
restrictions on future land use for Parcel 3 upon transfer. 

Risks are quantified for both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic 
contaminants. The risk associated with the intake of a known or 
suspected carcinogen is reported in terms of the incremental 
lifetime cancer risk presented by that contaminant of concern 
(COC), as estimated using the appropriate slope factor and the 
amount of exposure. Residual levels of soil contamination that 
remain on Parcel 3 for carcinogens indicate a probability or 
likelihood of 6. 7 X 1 0"6 for a Construction Worker or 2.6 X 1 0"6 for 
a Site Employee of developing cancer based on an industrial 
use scenario. This probability or likelihood is consistent with the 
US EPA target risk range (1 o-4 to 10 -s). 
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• Potential human health hazards from exposure to non­
carcinogenic contaminants are evaluated by using a Hazard 
Quotient (HQ). The HQ is the ratio of the intake of a COC to a 
reference dose or concentration for the COC that is believed to 
represent a no-observable effect level. The COG-specific HQs 
are then summed to provide an overall Hazard Index (HI). US 
EPA guidance sets a limit of 1.0 for the Comprehensive HI. The 
H! due to residua! soil contamination in Parcel 3 is less than 1 
for both the construction Worker and Site Employees 

Evaluation of residual soil contaminants within Parcel 3 has 
resulted in a determination that future users of the land will not 
be exposed to contaminant levels that would pose unacceptable 
risks as long as compliance with the deed restrictions described 
in the Parcel 3 Record of Decision are maintained. Remediation 
activities and additional assessment activities are nearing 
completion for adjacent property. Each removal action will be 
designed with containment methods to prevent migration via air 
pathways, surface water pathways and groundwater pathways. 
Stormwater management and sediment erosion control will be 
outlined in each of the decontamination and/or demolition project 
work plans. DOE believes that no additional contamination of 
Parcel 3 is likely from adjacent activities. 

A brief summary of the history of the PRSs in Parcel 3 and their 
contaminants follows. For a more detailed description of these 
PRSs, refer to the PRS data packages as identified in Section 
III.A.1 of this report: 

PRSs at Mound were identified based on either knowledge of 
historical land use that was considered potentially detrimental, 
or an actual sampling result showing elevated concentrations of 
contaminants. The location of the PRSs in Parcel 3 is shown in 
Figure 3.1. 

The rationale for designation of PRS 99, 1 00, and 241 is 
outlined as follows: 

PRS 241 is the result of several soil gas detections by the Soil 
Gas Survey and Geophysical Investigation (Soil Gas Survey and 
Geophysical Investigation- Reconnaissance Sampling Report, 
(February, 1993)). PRS 241 includes the northwest parking lots, 
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• including the parking lots east of OSE Building, south of GH 
building and the parking lot north of A Building. No operations 
are known to have been performed in the parking lots. The items 
reportedly included in the fill material on which the parking lot 
south of GH is located prompted the identification of PRS 99 and 
100. The Radiological Site. Survey Project ( OU-9 Site Scoping 
Report, Vol. 3- Radiological Site Survey, Final, (June, 1993)) 
observed P!utonium-238, Thorium, Tritium, Cesium-137, and 
Radium-226 below Risk Based Guideline Value. The 
reconnaissance soil gas sampling detected trichloroethene 
(TCE) at 8 ppb (parts per billion or 1 in 1 ,000,000,000) and 
toluene at 255 ppb. Both are below Risk based Guideline 
Criteria. 

PRS 99, also known as Area 6 or WD Building Filter Cleaning 
Waste, is a trench ir. the parking lot south of GH Building. It was 
believed to contain drums of Polonium-21 0 contaminated sand 
resulting from the sandblast cleaning of the WD building sand 
filters. It was thought that the sand may also be contaminated 
with Cobalt-60 and Cesium-137. In February 1999, 137 samples 
were collected from 46 borings in the parking lot south of GH 
Building to· include PRS 99. One sample displayed an elevated 
concentration of Plutonium-238 (120 pCi/g on-site gamma 
spectrometry, 294 pCilg off-site isotopic analysis). A trenching 
investigation yielded evidence of greater contamination (up to 
839 pCi/g of Plutonium-238). A Removal Action was performed 
which resulted in residual Plutonium-238 concentrations below 
the 55 pCilg Risk Based Guideline Value (PRS 99 OSC Report, 
Final, August 7, 2000). 

PRS 100, also known as Area F or Chromium Trench, is located 
south of the Guard House (GH) Building. PRS 100 was· 
designated a Potential Release Site because of the reported 
disposal of "neutralized" chromium plating bath solution in a 
trench. At least one of the plating shop process tanks was 
reportedly disposed of in the same area as the chromium 
sludge. The February 1999 sampling at PRS 99 included PRS 
1 00. As noted above, one sample at PRS 99 exceeded a Risk 
Based Guideline Value for a contaminant of concern. All other 
samples showed no sign of contamination or visual indication of 
waste. There were no elevated detections or visual indications of 
debris associated with any of the PRS 1 00 samples. 
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C. Summary of All Soil and Groundwater Contaminants Detected 

The COCs for Parcel 3 were identified by reviewing all of the sampling 
data for the parcel. Based on that review, contaminants were eliminated 
for further evaluation based on criteria established in the Residual Risk 
Evaluation Methodology (RREM) (Residual Risk Evaluation Methodology, 
1/6/97, Final, Rev 0). Specifically, only contaminants exceeding (i) 
background, (2) a base level of potential health concern, and (3) certain 
frequency of detection (FOD) criteria were carried through the Residual 

. Risk Evaluation (RRE) (Residual Risk Evaluation- Parcel 3, Final, Rev 0, 
Month, 2000). The COCs established for Parcel3 are listed in Tables 3-3 
through 3.8. 

Exposures to the specific concentrations of COCs were evaluated 
assuming intake rates for soil, air, and groundwater. Once the intakes 
were estimated, the human health implications of those intakes were 
evaluated by reviewing toxicological data for the COCs. For the 
special case of groundwater, the possible exposures to current and 
future COCs are evaluated. This approach ensures that the cumulative 

- and long-term impacts of the COCs are adequately characterized. The 
risks to a theoretical site worker and to a theoretical site construction 
worker in Parcel 3 are listed in Table 3-9. Pursuant to the RREM, risks 
are quantified for both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic 
contaminants. The risk associated with the intake of a known or 
suspected carcinogen is reported in terms of the incremental lifetime 
cancer risk presented by that COC, as estimated using the appropriate 
slope factor and the amount of material ingested. The acceptable risk 
range as defined by CERCLA and the NCP is 1 o-4 to 1 o-6

. Potential 
human health hazards from exposure to non-carcinogenic 
contaminants are evaluated by using a Hazard Quotient (HQ). The HQ 
is determined by the ratio of the intake of a COC to a reference dose or 
concentration for the COC that is believed to represent a no­
observable effect level. The COG-specific HQs are then summed to 
provide an overall Hazard Index (HI). US EPA guidance sets a limit of 
1.0 for the Comprehensive HI. 

The incremental risks and hazards associated with . residual 
concentrations of COCs in Parcel 3 are shown in Table 3-9. The 
incremental risks for the current Construction Worker (8 x 1 o-6

}, current 
Site Employee (1 x 10-5}, and future Site Employee (5 x 10-5) are within 
the acceptable risk range. The risk for the future Construction Worker (1 
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"CAS 
Number 

Radiorruclides 

14255-04-0 
13981-16-3 

Lead-210 

x 1 0"2
) exceeds this range. The HI for the current Construction Worker 

(1.4) and current Site Employee (1.1) exceed the limit (1 ). These values 
(as detailed in Section 6 of the RRE) are due to a single suspect 
measurement and are believed to overestimate the HI for these scenarios. 
The HI for the future Construction. Worker ( 14) and future Site Employee 
(5.3) exceed the limit (1 ). The future risk and HI values in excess of the 
standards are due to the predicted future ground water contaminants. 
The ground water mode! is very conservative and !ike!y overestimates the 
potential future ground water contaminants. Nevertheless, as a result, the 
selected remedy prohibits the use of bedrock groundwater. This 
institutional control, in the form of a deed restriction, will ensure that the 
residual risks associated with Parcel 3 remain acceptable. 

Because the scope of the RRE was limited to industrial use, the soils 
within Parcel 3 have not been evaluated for unrestricted release (e.g., 
residential use). Disposition of Parcel 3 soils without proper handling, 
sampling and management could create an unacceptable risk to human 
health and the environment. · 

Table 3.3 Identification of Soil Constituents of Potential Concern for the 
Construction Worker Scenario in Parcel 3 

Chemical Minimum Maximum Units Location Detection 95 Percent Concentration 
Concentration Concentration of Maximum Frequency UCL Used for 

Concentration Screening 
(depth in ft) 

0.47 2.99 pCilg 4459 (0) 70-145 0.85 0.85 
Plutonium-238 O.o2 34.80 pCilg 602 (0) 36-177 67.20 34.80 

NA =Not Available 
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• Table 3.4 Identification of Soil Constituents of Potential Concern for the Site 
Worker Scenario in Parcei 3 

CAS Chemical Minimum Maximum Units Location Detection 95 Percent 
Number Concentration Concentration of Maximum Frequency UCL 

Concentration 
(depth in ft) 

Radionuclides 
13981-16-3 Plutonium-238 0.02 34.80 pCi/g 602 (0) 28-160 28.20 

Table 3.5 Identification of Constituents of Potential Concern for the 
Construction Worker Scenario in Current Groundwater for Parcel 3 

Concentration 
Used for 
Screening 

28.20 

Background 
Value 

0.13 

Chemical Minimum Maximum Units Detection 95 Percent Concentration Background 

Concentration Concentration Frequency UCL Used for 
Screening 

and Risk 

lnorganics 

!Antimony 2.8 40.20 ug!L 5-29 80.30 40.20 

Cadmium -· . 4.6 7.70 ug!L 6-32 5.25 5.25 

Copper 1.6 593.00 ug/L 22-32 57.40 57.40 

Table 3.6 Identification of Constituents of Potential Concern for the Site 
Worker Scenario in Current Groundwater for Parcel 3 

Chemical Minimum Maximum Units 

Concentration Concentration 

Inorganics 

!Antimony 2.8 40.20 ug!L 

Cadmium 4.6 7.70 ug!L 

Copper 1.6 593.00 ug!L 

!Radio nuclides 

IActinium-227 0.50 0.50 pCi!L 

IPlutonium-239/240 0.00 2.00 pCi!L 

ifhorium-228 0.01 2.17 pCi!L 

!Uranium-234 0.20 8.14 pCi!L 

NC= 95% UCL not calculated, less than 20 samples in the data set. 
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Detection 95 Percent 

Frequency UCL 

5-29 80.30 

6-32 5.25 

22-32 57.40 

1-10 NC 

6-20 8.87 

14-35 105.00 

14-19 NC 

Concentration 

Used for 

Screening and 

Risk 

40.20 

5.25 

57.40 

0.50 

2.00 

2.17 

8.14 
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Table 3.7 Identification of Future Constituants of Potential Concern for the 
Construction Worker in Groundwater Sceened with Combined Production Well 
and Modeled Bedrock Data 

Chemical Minimum Maximum Units Detection 95 Percent Concentration Background 

Concentration Concentration 

In Bedrock In Bedrock 

Wells Wells 

lnorganics 

Aluminum 3.5 31500.00 

Antimony 0.22 41.60 

Beryllium** 0.02 2.30 

Bismuth** 0.09 264.00 

Cadmium 0.1 13.10 

Chiomium 0.15 44800.00 

Copper 0.3 514.00 

Lithium 2.6 4280.00 

Manganese 0.037 3030.00 

Molybdenum 0.79 474.00 

!Nickel 1.1 6600.00 

Selenium 0.7 100.00 

Thallium 0.9 22.00 

Vanadium 0.15 277.00 

Volatiles & Organic Compounds 
1,2-cis-Dichloroethene 0.12 17.00 

I ,2-Dichloroethene** 1.00 35.00 

Tetrachloroethene** 0.30 25.00 

T richloroethene 1.20 46.00 

Americium-241 0.0045 30.90 

Radium-226 0.1260 39.47 

Stronti um-90 0.39 42.40 

Thorium-228 0.02 2440.00 

Tritium 421.00 2816310.00 

Uranium-234 0.03 67.10 

Uranium-235 0.02 50.30 

**Constituent detected in bedrock well, but no in production well 
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ug/L 
ug/L 

ug/L 

ug/L 

ug/L 
ug/L 

ug/L 

ug/L 

ug/L 
ug/L 

ug/L 

ug/L 

ug/L 

ug/L 

ug/L 

ug/L 

ug/L 

ug!L 

pCi!L 

pCi!L 

pCi!L 
pCi!L 

pCi!L 

pCi!L 

pCi!L 

Frequency UCL 

In Bedrock 

Wells 

107/115 6840.00 

211122 2.82 
411115 0.47 
23/103 23.20 

111124 0.75 
78/120 5010.00 
811117 26.80 
87/102 123.00 

155/165 737.00 
511 98 32.50 

82/120 749.00 

10/112 1.78 
6/107 4.44 

651115 33.00 

48/148 1.61 
13/ 38 6.61 

551247 3.37 

152/273 5.12 

61 43 2.87 

431 59 2.34 
71 57 2.22 

391 54 90.70 
444014455 206000.00 

601 69 2.12 
18/ 45 5.71 

Used for 

Screening 

6840.00 

2.82 

0.47 
23.20 

0.75 

5010.00 

26.80 

123.00 
737.00 

32.50 
749.00 

1.78 
4.44 

33.00 

1.61 

6.61 

3.37 

5.12 

2.87 

2.34 

2.22 
90.70 

206000.00 

2.12 

5.71 
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37.523 

0.578 

6.076 

1.167 

55.7 
229.568 

5.597 

34.957 

17.1 

0.999 

0.139 

0.996 

0.975 
0.779 

1485.47 

0.792 

0.814 



• Table 3.8 Identification of Future Constituants of Potential Concern for the Site 
Worker in Groundwater Sceened with Combined Production Weii and Modeled 
Bedrock Data 

Chemical Minimum Maximum Units 

Concentration Concentration 

In Bedrock In Bedrock 

Wells Wells 

Aluminum 3.5 31500.00 ug!L 

""UILllUUII] 0.22 41.60 ug!L 

0.15 44800.00 ug!L 

Cooa1t** 0.18 295.00 ug!L 

Copper 0.3 514.00 ug!L 

Lithium 2.6 4280.00 ug!L 

iMan11.anese 0.037 3030.00 ug!L 
IMnl· 0.79 474.00 ug!L 

~ickel 1.1 6600.00 ug!L 

!Vanadium 0.15 277.00 ug/L 

, m,.tiJ.,~ & Organic ( 

,1,2-cis-Di, 0.12 _!_7,00 ug/L 
'~"'vuv l.OO 35.00 ug!L 

. ITncmor..,._,,.,.,.,., 1.20 46.00 ug!L 

• nm-23~J2&0 0.0045 30.90 pCi/L 

0.020 1.00 pCi/L 

IRadium-226 0.1260 39.47 pCi!L 

IStrontium-90 0.39 42.40 pCi!L 

IThorium-228 0.02 2440.00 pCi!L 

!Tritium 421.00 2816310.00 pCi!L 

·1Ur31';"m-?l& 0.03 67.10 pCi/L 

IUraninm-215 0.02 50.30 pCi!L 

**Constituent detected in bedrock well, but no in production well 
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Detection 95 Percent 

Frequency UCL 

In Bedrock 

Wells 

107/ 115 6840.00 
211122 2.82 
78/ 120 5010.00 
46/ 115 18.50 
81/ 117 26.80 
87/ 102 123.00 

155/ 165 737.00 
51/ 98 32.50 
82/ 120 749.00 
651 115 33.00 

48/ 148 1.61 
13/ 38 6.61 

152/273 5.12 

61 43 2.87 

12/ 51 0.42 

43/ 59 2.34 

7/ 57 2.22 

39/ 54 90.70 

4440/4455 ?0(;000 00 

601 69 2.12 

18/ 45 5.71 

Concentration 

Used for 

Screening 

6840.00 

2.82 

5010.00 

18.50 

26.80 

123.00 

737.00 

32.50 

749.00 

33.00 

1.61 
6.61 
5.12 

2.87 

0.42 

2.34 

2.22 

90.70 

206000.00 

2.12 
5.71 
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Background 

Value 

37.523 

0.578 

6.076 

1.032 

1.167 

55.7 

229.568 

5.597 

34.957 

17.1 

0.999 

0.139 

0.125 

0.996 

0.975 

0.779 

1485.47 

0.792 

0.814 
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Table 3-9. Current and Future Residual Risks for Parcel 3 

Construction 
Worker Soil 

1nciementa1 
Non-Carcinogenic N/A 
Hazard Index for 
Organics & lnorganics 
Carcinogenic Risks for N/A 
Organics & lnorganics 
Carcinogenic Risks for 6.7x10-o 
Radionuclides 

Site 
Employee Soil 

Incremental 
Non-Carcinogenic N/A 
Hazard Index for 
Organics & lnorganics 
Carcinogenic Risks for N/A 
Organics & lnorganics 
Carcinogenic Risks for 2.6x1o-o 
Radionuclides 

CERCLA 120(h) Summary 
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Air 

N/A 

N/A 

2x10-

Air 

N/A 

N/A 

1.0x10-o 

Ground Ground 
Water Water 

Current Future 
1.3 14 

1.6x1 0-o 1.4x10-L 

N/A 3.2x10-4 

Construction Worker 
Overall HI 
Overall Risk 

Ground Ground 
Water Water 

Current Future 
1.1 5.3 

0 1.5x10-o 

8x10-o 4.6x10-" 

Site Employee 
Overall HI 
Overall Risk 

Sum of Soil, Sum of Soil, 
Air, and Air, and 
Ground Ground 
Water Water 

Current Future 
1.4 14 

1.6x10-o 1.4x1 o-L 

6.9x10-o 3.3x10-" 

1.4 14 
8.5 X 10-6 1.4 X 10-2 

Sum of Soil, Sum of Soil, 
Air, and Air, and 
Ground Ground 
Water Water 

Current Future 
1.1 5.3 

0 1.5x10-o 

1.2x1o-=> 5x1o-" 

1.1 5.3 
1.2 x 1 o-s 5.2x10-5 
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D. Other Factors Considered 

DOE developed a generic checklist of the issues to be considered in 
evaluating property to be transferred. The list was modified from those 
used by the Department of Defense in releasing property for sale. The 
list includes environmental problems from Mound Plant that are likely 
to concern a potential purchaser as well as items relating to the 
operational concerns from ongoing and future remedial actions. Table 
3.1 0 contains a brief summary and references for all factors 
considered. Results of only those factors which affect Parcel 3 are 
presented as follows: 

1 . Cultural Resources 

There are cultural resources in Parcel 3. GH Buil~ing was 
determined to be a historic building in July 1998. To mitigate the 
potential adverse impact of transferring ownership of this 
building, DOE prepared a documentation package listing the 
building's historic uses. The package also includes current and 
historic photographs. This document was completed in March 
1999 and was provided to the Ohio Historic Preservation Office 
(OHPO). 

2. Drinking Water 

Mound Plant drinking water has exceeded the action levels for 
lead and copper due to the corrosive action of the water on the 
materials used in the distribution system. When the action level 
for lead is exceeded, EPA regulations require corrosion control 
and public education programs. These programs are in place at 
Mound. Information on the steps being taken to reduce lead 
concentrations in the Mound Plant water system, and on the 
hazards associated with ingesting lead are available to all 
Mound drinking water users. 

3. Monitoring Equipment 

In Parcel 3, there is a capture pit (Capture Pit ID 0712, Historic 
Designation P012) that was used to monitor ground water. In 
addition, a stair and sidewalk provide access to Seep 0607. 
DOE will continue to have access to these areas via easements . 

CERCLA 120(h) Summary 
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4. National Environmental Policy Act 

Parcel 3 lies within the boundaries of the Mound Plant described 
in the Environmental Assessment for Commercialization of the 
Mound Plant (October, 1994) and the resulting Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) issued on October 27, 1994. The 
iand use described in the EA is consistent with the institutional 
controls in the ROD for Parcel 3. 

5. Clean Air Act 

OEPA placed the roads and parking lots at Mound on 
permanent registration status with air permit F001. The roads 
and parking lots in Parcel 3 are included under that permit. 

CERCLA 120(h) Summary 
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Cultural 
Resources 

Drinking Water 
Quality 

Endangered 
Species 
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·" • 
TABLE 3.10 Summary of Other Factors Considered for Release Block D, Mound Plant 

v 

v 

v 

There are historic ·or cultural resources within Parcel 3. GH 
Building has been determined to be a historic building under 
Section 106 of the NHPA in July 1998. Under a Memorandum of 
Agreement negotiated by the OHPO and the DOE, DOE is to 
prepare a documentation package illustrating the building's 
historic uses and major structural modifications. This package is 
to also incfude current and historic photographs. The required 
package was completed in March 1999 and provided to OHPO. 

Mound Plant drinking water has exceeded the action levels for 
lead and copper due to the corrosive action of the water on the 
materials used in the water distribution system. When the action 
level for lead is exceeded, EPA regulations require corrosion 
control and public education programs. These programs are in 
place at Mound. Information on the steps being taken to reduce 
lead concentrations in the Mound Plant water system, and on the 
hazards associated with ingesting lead will be made available to all 
Mound drinking water users. 

Two state protected species were found, the dark-eyed junco 
(Junxo hyemalis) and the inland rush (Juncus interior). Because 
only one individual inland rush was located, it is not considered a 
viable breeding population at the Mound facility. The dark-eyed 
junco is not known to breed in southwestern Ohio. It has also 
been determined that the plant site is in the habitat range of the 
federally endangered species of Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis), 
however, the Mound site does not provide a suitable habitat for 
the Indiana Bat. Neither the solitary sitings of the rush and the 
junco, nor the potential habitat for the Indiana bat, are expected to 
affect ongoing or future activities at the site. 
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Correspondence From Mark J. Epstein, 
Department Head, Resource Protection 
and Review, Ohio Historic Preservation 
Office dated July 31, 1998. 

Miamisburg Environmental 
Management Project, Annual Site 
Environmental Report for Calendar Year 
1997, September 1998. 

Operable Unit 9 Hydrogeologic 
Investigation: Wetlands· Determination 

· Report, Technical Memorandum, 
Revision 1. January 1994. 
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Fragment 
Arcs 

Monitoring 
Equipment 

National 
Environmental 
Policy Act 
(NEPA) 

Resource 
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Recovery Act 
(RCRA) 
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-
No fragment arcs and clearance zones due to explosive 
hazards at onsite operations exist in Parcel 3. 

There is no monitoring equipment located in Parcel 3. There 
is a ground water capture pit in Parcel 3. (Capture Pit ID 
0712, Historic Designation P012.) In addition, a stair and 
sidewalk provide access to Seep 0607. 

A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was issued on 
October 27, 1994 for the commercialization of the Mound 

·Plant. 

DOE has found no RCRA regulated units within Parcel 3 
warranting a RCRA closure action. 

• 
Drawing FSD 970058, "Clearance Zones 
and Fragment Arcs" 

Building 100 Technical Review, Appendix 
7.3- Lease Agreement for Building (Extract) 

Groundwater Monitoring Program and 
Groundwater Protection Management 
Program Plan, April1997, Revision 1. 

Mound Plant Environmental Monitoring 
Plan dated July 1997. 

The Mound Plant EA for Commercialization 
of the Mound Plant, DOE/EA-1 001 dated 
October, 1994 and FONSI for the 
Commercialization of the Mound Plant EA 
dated October 27, 1994. 

RCRA Part B Permit Application, Volume I, 
Section A, September 1995 (as amended) 
Responses to Information Requested by the 

It has been determined that the closest facility boundary from Ohio HWFB Technical Staff transmitted to 
Buildings 23 and 72 will not change with the sale of Parcel 3. Bob Brown of the State of Ohio Hazardous 
Therefore, the risk assessment information prepared in Waste Facility Board dated March 12, 
conjunction with the RCRA Part B Permit and submitted to the 1996. 
Ohio Hazardous Waste Facility Siting Board , will not change. 
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Underground 
Storage Tanks 
(USTs) 

Wetlands 

Floodplains 

Clean Air Act 
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•• 

There are no USTs located within Parcel 3. 

Three characteristics must be present to be classified as 
jurisdictional wetlands: (1) hydrophytic vegetation, (2) hydric 
soils, and (3) wetlands hydrology. Absence of any one of 
these characteristics removes an area from consideration. 
None of the sites examined within Parcel 3 constitute 
jurisdictional wetlands 

No portion of Parcel 3 lies within the 1 00-year floodplain. 
Consistent with 10 CFR 1022, the applicability of floodplain 
regulations to the property must be disclosed to the new 
owner. 

OEPA placed the roads and parking lots on permanent 
registration status with air permit F001. 
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• 
EG&G Mound Applied Technologies, Active 
Underground Storage Tank Plan, 
November 1994. 

Operable Unit 9 Hydrogeologic 
Investigation: Wetlands Determination 
Report, Technical Memorandum, Revision 
1, January 1994. Delineation of Federal 
Wetlands and Other Waters of the US, 
Final, August 1999. 

SOF for the Floodplain Assessment for the 
Transfer of Parcel H, April 26, 1999. 

Air permit F001 



• IV. FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER 

In accordance with the provisions of CERCLA Section 120 (h), contaminated 
property can only be transferred if one of the following applies: 

( 1) a remedial action has been taken that protects human health and the 
environment and i;PA deems this condition to be satisfied if a remedy 
has been constructed and is operating successfully, 

(2) a decision has been made that no remedial action is necessary. 

The future industrial use of the Mound Plant has been determined based 
upon agreement among US DOE, US EPA and OEPA, and interested 
stakeholders. This land use is reflected in the Mound Comprehensive Reuse 
Plan of the Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement Corporation 
(MMCIC) and is currently codified in the City of Miamisburg Zoning Ordinance 
for industrial use. 

A joint agency decision among the US DOE, US EPA and OEPA has been made 
thaf a remedial action has been taken that protects human health and the 
environment. EPA deems this condition to be satisfied if the institutional controls 
are implemented and operating successfully. Institutional controls in the form of 
deed restrictions on future land use will be placed on Parcel 3 upon transfer as 
part of the remedy. The objective of these institutional controls is to prevent an 
unacceptable risk to human health and the environment by restricting the use of 

. Parcel 3, including Parcel 3 soils, to that which is consistent with assumptions 
in the Parcel 3 RRE. DOE or its successors will retain the right and 
responsibility to monitor, maintain, and enforce these institutional controls. The 
following property deed restrictions and requirements will be imposed on the 
property to maintain protection of human health and the environment in the 
future: 

1 . Ensure that industrial land use is maintained; 

2. Prohibit the use of bedrock ground water; 

3. Provide site access for federal and state agencies for the purpose of 
taking response actions, including sampling and monitoring; and 

4. Prohibit removal of Parcel 3 soils from the DOE Mound property (as 

CERCLA 120(h) Summary 
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V. 

owned in 1998) boundary without approval from ODHand OEPA, or 
their successor agencies. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COVENANTS 

DOE is committed to include a covenant in accordance with Section 120 
(h)(3) of CERCLA in the deed for the sale or transfer of the property that 
warrants that: 

A All remedial action necessary to protect human heaHh and the 
environment has been taken as long as the deed restrictions limiting 
land and ground water use are in effect and enforced. 

B. Any additional response action or corrective action found to be 
necessary after the date of sale or transfershall be conducted by the 
United States [Section 120(h)(4)(D)(i)J. The requirements of the 
covenant shall not apply in any case in which the person or entity to 
whom the property is transferred is a potentially responsible party with 
respect to the property. 

C . A clause granting the United States access to the property in any case 
in which a response action or corrective action is found to be necessary 
or such access is necessary to carry out a response action or corrective 
action on the adjoining property [Section 120 (h)(4)(D)(ii)]. 

VI. NOTIFICATION/PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The community has been an active participant in this process to date. 
Comments from the public on the PRS recommendation have been 
incorporated as part of the remedy evaluation. DOE believes all comments 
have been resolved with the commentor and the documents, comments, and 
responses have been placed in the CERCLA Public Reading Room. 

Table 6.1 lists the Parcel 3 PRS packages, Parcel 3 RRE, and Parcel 3 
Proposed Plan along with the dates they were made available for public 
comment. 

CERCLA 120(h) Summary 
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Table 6.1 Parcel 3 Documents and Public Comment Periods 

DOCUMENT/PRS 

PRS 99 Action Memo 
PRS100 

PRS241 

GH 

GP-1 
Parcel 3 Residual Risk Evaluation 
Proposed Plan for Parcel 3 

CERCLA 120(h) Summary 
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COMMENT PERIOD 
(BEGIN) 

5/3/00 
8/23/00 

6/17/97 

3/17/99 

3/17/99 
TBD 
TBD 

COMMENT PERIOD 
(END) 

6/3/00 
9/25/00 

7/18/97 

4/17/99 

4/17/99 
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Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 
CERCLA 120 (h) Summary of Finding of Suitability to Transfer 

I. PURPOSE 

The information contained in this notice is required under the authority of regulations 
promulgated under section 120 (h) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). This summary is intended to support a transfer 
by deed to new ownership for economic development by documenting that the U.S. 
Department of Energy's (US DOE) Mound Plant has met the requirements of CERCLA 120 
(h) for Parcel 3. A copy shall be provided to all future owners. 

II. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

A. Description of Property Suitable for Transfer 

This Environmental Summary addresses Parcel 3, which is located on the northern border 
of the Mound Plant (hereinafter "Plant") as shown in Figure 1. Parcel 3 is generally 
bounded to the south and west by the plant proper, to the north by offsite residences, and 
to the east by the parking lot (Release Block H) transferred to the Miamisburg Mound 
Community Improvement Corporation (MMCIC). 

The legal description of Parcel 3, as recorded in the Parcel 3 Record of Decision (Draft, 
May 2001) is included as Appendix A of this Environmental Summary. 

B. Regional Context of Mound Plant and Transferred Property 

The Mound Plant is in Montgomery County within the City of Miamisburg, Ohio as shown 
in Figure 2. At one time, the Mound Plant occupied an approximately 306 acre site. Since 
1999, approximately 122 acres have been transferred to MMCIC. 

Benner Road forms the southern boundary of the plant, and the Norfolk Southern Railroad 
roughly parallels the western boundary at a distance of 50-200 feet. At one time, the 
Mound Plant consisted of approximately 130 buildings with a total of 1.4 million square feet 
of floor space (although the number of buildings is constantly diminishing as buildings are 
decommissioned and demolished). 

C. Historical Uses of Parcel 3 

The primary use of most of the area making up Parcel 3 has been as a parking area for 
Mound employee vehicles. Much of the parking lot is built on fill material from the plant 
site. The fill included excess materials and soil from the plant site. There are two buildings 
in Parcel 3; GH and GP-1. GH Building is a one story, brick office building. Its primary use 
was a visitor control center. Building GP-1 was for many years the guard force 
headquarters. It housed offices, an exercise room, a communications center, and a firing 
range. At other times, Parcel 3 included trailers for uncleared employees, a guard island 

Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 
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Figure 2: Regional Context of the Mound Plant 
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(GIS), and a modular building (OSE X-ray) used for security check and baggage 
examinations. No other uses of the area of the Mound facility referred to as Parcel 3 were 
identified. 

Ill. ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS 

A. Methodology 

In accordance with Section 120 (h)(3) of CERCLA, to the extent that information is 
available based on a complete search of DOE files, the following shall be placed in deeds: 
(1) a notice of the type and quantity of hazardous substances stored, disposed of, or 

released; (2) a notice of the time at which such storage, disposal, or release took place; 
and (3) a description of any remedial action taken. Information sources reviewed to obtain 
the information include: 

~ Federal Government records, 
~ Recorded chain of title documents, 
~ Reasonably obtainable aerial photographs, 
~ Visual inspection of the property and adjacent properties, 
~ Reasonably obtainable records of releases on adjacent properties, 
~ Interviews with current or former employees, and 
~ Sampling, if appropriate under the circumstances. 

Parcel 3 includes three Potential Release Sites or PRSs that have undergone previous 
investigations. These PRSs were identified on the basis of potential radiological and/or 
chemical (non-radioactive) contamination based on knowledge of historical land use or on 
the basis of actual sample data. The locations of PRSs in Parcel 3 are shown in Figure 
3. Before transfer of a parcel can be completed, all buildings and PRSs must be evaluated 
for protectiveness or remediated to a protective level. Residual risks associated with 
remaining contamination in Parcel3 have been evaluated.· 

A Core Team with representatives from the US DOE, US Environmental Protection Agency 
(US EPA), and Ohio EPA (OEPA) performs a joint agency evaluation of each PRS. The 
Core Team uses process knowledge, site visits, and existing data to determine whether 
or not any action is warranted concerning the PRS and recommends the appropriate 
response( s). 

Information in the following documents was used to support this Environmental Summary. 

1. PRS and Building Data Packages for the PRSs and buildings located within Parcel 
3. PRS and Building Data Packages provide a summary of information sufficient for the 
Core Team to make recommendations or change the status of the PRS or building. The 
locations of the PRSs and buildings in Parcel 3 are shown on Figure 3. The rationale for 
designation of these PRSs is outlined in Table 1. These PRSs were identified on the basis 
of potential radiological and/or chemical (non-radioactive) contamination using knowledge 
of historical land use or on actual sample data. The rationale for designation of these 
buildings is outlined in Table 2. 
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Table 1: Parcel3 PRSs and Core Team Conclusions 

PAS Reason for Identification Core Team Decision Close Out of PAS 

99 Reported disposal of drums Removal Action OSC Report signed by Core Team on 
containing sand contaminated conducted in August, 7/12100. 
with polonium-210, cobalt-60, 1999 
and cesium-137 

100 Reported disposal of Binned NFA Recommendation for NFA signed by 
neutralized chromium plating Core Team on 8/16/00. 
bath solution and process 
tank 

241 Several positive soil gas Binned NFA Recommendation for NFA signed by 
detections during Mound Core Team on 5/13/97. 
Plant Soil Gas and 
Geophysical Investigation 
(Reconnaissance Sampling 
Report - Soil Gas and 
Geophysical Investigations 
Mound Plant and SMIPP Hill, 
February 1993) 

Table 2: Parcel 3 Buildings and Core Team Conclusions 

Building Description 

GH Office 

GP-1 Guard force headquarters 

Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 
Draft, Rev 1 

Core Team Decision Close Out of Building Data Package 

Binned NFA Recommendation for NFA signed by 
Core Team on 2/9/99. 

Binned NFA Recommendation for NFA signed by 
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2. Residual Risk Evaluation, Parcel 3, Final, June 2001. Provides the evaluation of 
human health risks associated with any residual contamination that may remain in the 
parcel after all remedies within a parcel have been addressed. The evaluation, used in 
conjunction with the Proposed Plan, ensures that future users of the land will not be 
exposed to contamination levels that would pose unacceptable health risks. 

3. Proposed Plan for Parcel 3, Mound Plant, Miamisburg, Ohio, Public Review Draft, 
Revision 0, April2001. Identifies to the public the preferred option for addressing residual 
contamination at the Mound Plant, Parcel 3, by briefly summarizing the alternatives studied 
and highlighting t,'-;e key facto;s that led to identifying the preferred aiternative. 

4. Record of Decision (ROD) for Parcel 3, Mound Plant, Miamisburg, Ohio, Final, June 
2001. Documents the remedial action plan for the parcel and serves the following three 
functions: ( 1) certifies the remedy selection process was carried out in accordance with 
CERCLA, (2) describes the technical parameters of the remedy, specifying the treatment, · 
engineering, and institutional components as well as cleanup levels, and (3) provides the 
public with a consolidated summary of information about the parcel and the chosen 
remedy, including the rationale behind the selection. 

B. Building Analysis Summary 

There are two DOE-owned buildings within Parcel 3. Both buildings were evaluated by the 
Core Team and determined to warrant No Further Assessment (NFA). Consequently, there 
is no building-related contamination warranting remedial action or environmental concern. 

1. Asbestos 

Asbestos material in buildings can be found in five forms: sprayed or troweled on ceilings 
and walls (surfacing materials); insulation around pipes, ducts, boilers, and tanks (pipe 
and boiler insulation); transite (in-ground piping and siding material); and in roofing 
materials (roofing felts); other products such as ceiling and floor tiles and wall boards 
(miscellaneous materials). 

There are no areas in GH or GP-1 requiring asbestos abatement prior to transfer. 

2. Lead 

Lead-based paint was used almost exclusively in the U.S. prior to the 1970s. It is likely 
that lead-based paint was used in GP-1 and GH. Congress established maximum 
allowable lead concentrations in residential paint in 1978. 

GP-1 included a firing range. Lead dust and metal were removed from the building in the 
Fall of 1999. 

There are no areas in GH or GP-1 requiring lead abatement prior to transfer. 
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3. Radon 

Radon studies are presented in a 1989-90 Mound Indoor Radon study for buildings. There 
are no areas in GH or GP-1 requiring radon abatement prior to transfer. 

4. Radiological Surveys 

Fixed radiological contamination was found on the main door threshold of GH Building and 
on a manhole cover located near the building. The threshold was scabbled to remove the 
contamination and the manhole cover was replaced. The final radiological survey met all 
surface contamination guidelines. 

5. Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

There are no areas within Parcel 3 requiring polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) cleanup. 

C. Potential Release Site (PRS) Summary 

The US DOE, US EPA, and OEPA have jointly decided that no additional remedial action 
for the PRSs in Parcel 3 is necessary with the placement of Institutional Controls in the 
form of deed restrictions on future land use for Parcel 3 upon transfer. 

A brief summary of the history of the PRSs in Parcel 3 and their contaminants follows. For 
a more detailed description of these PRSs, refer to the PRS data packages as identified 
in Section II I.A. 1 of this Environmental Summary. 

PRSs at Mound were identified based on either knowledge of historical land use that was 
considered potentially detrimental, or an actual sampling result showing elevated 
concentrations of contaminants. The locations of the PRSs in Parcel 3 are shown in 
Figure 3. 

The rationale for designation of PRS 99, 100, and 241 is outlined as follows: 

PRS 99, also known as Area 6 or WD Building Filter Cleaning Waste, is a former trench 
in the parking lot south of GH Building. It was believed to contain drums of polonium-21 0 
contaminated sand resulting from the sandblast cleaning of the WD Building sand filters. 
It was thought that the sand may also be contaminated with cobalt-60 and cesium-137. In 
February 1999, 137 samples were collected from 46 borings in the parking lot south of GH 
Building to include PRS 99. One sample displayed an elevated concentration of plutonium-
238 (120 pCi/g onsite gamma spectrometry, 294 pCi/g offsite isotopic analysis). A 
trenching investigation yielded evidence of greater contamination (up to 839 pCi/g of 
plutonium-238). A removal action was performed which resulted in residual plutonium-238 
concentrations below the 55 pCi/g Risk-Based Guideline Value (On-Scene Coordinator 
(OSC) Report, PRS 99 Removal Action, Final (August 2000)). 

PRS 100, also known as Area F or Chromium Trench, is located south of GH Building. 
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PRS 1 00 was designated a Potential Release Site because of the reported disposal of 
"neutralized" chromium plating bath solution in a trench. At least one of the plating shop 
process tanks was reportedly disposed of in the same area as the chromium solution. The 
February 1999 sampling at PRS 99 included PRS 100. As noted above, one sample at 
PRS 99 exceeded a Risk-Based Guideline Value for a contaminant of concern. All other. 
samples showed no sign of contamination or visual indication of waste. There were no 
elevated detections or visual indications of debris associated with any of the PRS 1 00 
samples. In August 2000, the Core Team changed the status of PRS 100 to NFA. 

PRS 241 is the result of several soil gas detections by the Soil Gas Survey and 
Geophysical Investigation (Reconnaissance Sampling Report; Soil Gas Survey and 
Geophysical Investigations; Mound Plant Main Hill and SMIPP Hill; Final, Revision 2, 
(February 1993)). PRS 241 includes the northwest parking lots, including the parking lots 
east of OSE Building, south of GH Building and the parking lot north of A Building. No 
operations are known to have been performed in the parking lots. The items reportedly 
included in the fill material on which the parking lot south of GH Building is located 
prompted the identification of PRS 99 and 100. The Radiological Site Survey Project ( OU-
9 Site Scoping Report, Vol. 3 - Radiological Site Survey, Final, (June 1993)) observed 
plutonium-238, thorium, tritium, cesium-137, and radium-226 below Risk-Based Guideline 
Values. The reconnaissance soil gas sampling detected trichloroethene (TCE) at 8 ppb 
(parts per billion or 1 in 1 ,000,000,000) and toluene at 255 ppb. Both are below Risk­
Based;Guideline Values. In May 1997, the Core Team recommended PRS 241 required 
No Further Assessment. 

D. . Residual Risk Evaluation (RRE) Summary 

Pursuant to the Residual risk Evaluation Methodology (RREM) (Final, Rev. 0, January 6, 
1997).~risks are quantified for both carcinogenic (cancer-causing) and non-carcinogenic 
(non-cancer-causing) contaminants. All analytes (carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic) 
detect~d at least once in soil and/or groundwater in Parcel 3 were identified as 
constituents of potential concern (COPCs). The maximum concentration of each COPC for 
soil and groundwater was compared to and screened against criteria established in the 
RREM and presented in the Parcel 3 Residual Risk Evaluation (Final, June 2001 ). COPC 
tables for both groundwater and soil are presented in Appendix B. COPCs that were 
carried through the RRE process are identified in the tables. The risk associated with the 
intake of a known or suspected carcinogen is reported in terms of the incremental lifetime 
cancer risk presented by that COPC, as estimated using the appropriate slope factor and 
the amount of material available for uptake. The acceptable risk range as defined by 
CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan (NCP) is 10-4 to 10-s (one human in ten­
thousand to one human in one-million incremental cancer incidence). Potential human 
health hazards from exposure to non-carcinogenic contaminants are evaluated by using 
a Hazard Quotient (HQ). The HQ is determined by the ratio of the intake of a COPC to a 
reference dose or concentration for the contaminant of concern that is believed to 
represent a no-observable ~ffect level. The contaminant of concern-specific HQs are then 
summed to provide an overall Hazard Index (HI). US EPA guidance sets a limit of 1.0 for 
the Comprehensive HI. The incremental carcinogenic risks and hazards associated with 
residual concentrations of COPCs in Parcel 3 are also shown in Appendix B. 
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. Evaluation of residual soil and groundwater contaminants within Parcel 3 has resulted in 
a determination that future users of the land will not be exposed to contaminant levels that 
would pose unacceptable risks as long as compliance with the deed restrictions described 
in the Parcel 3 Record of Decision are maintained. The soils within Parcel 3 have not been 
evaluated for any use other than onsite industrial/commercial use. Any offsite disposition 
of the Parcel 3 soil without proper handling, sampling, and management could create an 
unacceptable risk to offsite receptors. 

E. Other Factors Considered 

DOE developed a generic checklist of the issues to be considered in evaluating property 
to be transferred. The checklist was modified from that used by the Department of 
Defense in releasing property for sale. The checklist includes environmental problems 
from Mound Plant that are likely to concern a potential purchaser as well as items relating 
to the operational concerns from ongoing and future remedial actions. Table 10 contains 
a brief summary and references for all factors considered. Results of only those factors 
which affect Parcel 3 are presented as follows: 

1. Cultural Resources 

There are cultural resources in Parcel 3. GH Building was determined to be a historic 
building in July 1998. To mitigate the potential adverse impact of transferring ownership 
of this building, DOE prepared a documentation package listing the building's historic 
uses. The package also includes current and historic photographs. This document was 
completed in March 1999 and was provided to the. Ohio Historic Preservation Office 
(OHPO). 

2. Drinking Water 

Mound Plant drinking water has .exceeded the action levels for lead and copper due to the 
corrosive action of the water on the materials used in the distribution system. When the 
action level for lead is exceeded, EPA regulations require corrosion control and public 
education programs. These programs are in place at Mound. Information on the steps 
being taken to reduce lead concentrations in the Mound Plant water system, and on the 
hazards associated with ingesting lead are available to all. Mound drinking water users. 

3. Monitoring Equipment 

In Parcel 3, there is a capture pit (Capture Pit ID 0712, Historic Designation P012) that is 
used to monitor ground water. Although exceedances of the MCL for Nitrate/Nitrite have 
been observed at this location, the most recent results do not exceed the MCL. In addition, 
a stair and sidewalk provide access to Seep 0607. DOE will continue to have access to 
these areas via easements. 
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Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Considered for Parcel 3 

FACTOR 
CONSIDERED 

AFFECTS 
Parcel3? 

AFFECTS 
Parcel 3? 

YES NO 

Cultural Resources 

Drinking Water 
Quality 

Endangered 
Species 

t/ 

il··············································i 

t/l 

I 

I 
I 
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RECOMMENDATION/CONCLUSION REFERENCE 

! There are historic or cultural resources within Parcel 3. GH! Correspondence . From Mark J. 
I Building has been determined to be a historic building under i Epstein, Department Head, Resource 
I Section 106 of the NHPA in July 1998. Under a Memorandum i Protection and Review, Ohio Historic 
I of Agreement negotiated by the OHPO and the DOE, DOE i Preservation Office dated July 31, 
I prepared a documentation package illustrating the building's J1998. 
I historic uses and major structural modifications. This package I 
1 also included current a~d historic photographs: The required 1 

JPC;l~~?g~ lfv'?~ c::.C?mPI~t~9 ~~ M?rc::.b J ~~~ <;1~9 Pr.QY.I<:J.~9.JC?9!::tPQ, L . ... .. . .. 
l Mound Plant drinking water has exceeded the action levels fori Miamisburg Environmental 
I lead and copper due to the corrosive action of the water on the i Management Project, Annual Site 
i materials used in the water distribution system. When the action I Environmental Report for Calendar 
jlevel for lead is_ exceed~d, EPA regulations require corrosi~n 1 Year 1997, September 1998. 
1 control and public education programs. These programs are 1n i 
iplace at Mound. Information on the steps being taken to reducej 
! lead concentrations in the Mound Plant water system, and on I 
i the hazards associated with ingesting lead will be made 1 

l.?Y.?i..I.C;l~.I.~ ... ~2 ... ?.1.1 .. MC?lJ.~9 9r.i~.:~.~.i.'.:l9 ... 1fv'.C;l.~~.r. .. l:!~~r~., - .................. ····- ·········-······- ............ L ... . ........................ . 
! Two state protected species were found, the dark-eyed junco j Operable Unit 9 Hydrogeologic 
I (Junxo hyemalis) and the inland rush (Juncus interior). Because I' Investigation: Wetlands Determination 
i only one individual inland rush was located, it is not considered Report, T•:lchnical Memorandum, 
l a viable breeding population at the Mound facility. The dark-1 Revision 1, ,January 1994. 
! eyed junco is not known to breed in southwestern Ohio. It has l 
I also been determined that the plant site is in the habitat range of I 
! the federally endangered species of Indiana Bat (Myotis! 
I sodalis), however, the Mound site does not provide a suitable I 
i habitat for the Indiana Bat. Neither the solitary sitings of the I 
i rush and the junco, nor the potential habitat for the Indiana bat, i 
! are expected to affect ongoing or future activities at the site. ! 
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Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Considered for Parcel 3 (continued) 

FACTOR 
CONSIDERED 

Fragment 
Arcs 

AFFECTS 
Parcel3 

YES 

AFFECTS 
Parcel3 

NO 

t/ 

RECOMMENDATION/CONCLUSION REFERENCE 

! No fragment arcs and clearance zones due to explosive j Drawing. FSD 970058, "Clearance Zones 
·hazards at onsite operations exist in Parcel 3. J and Fragment Arcs" 

l , !Building 100 Technical Review, Appendix 
! l ! 7.3 - Lease Agreement for Building 
l l j (Excerpt) 

~ I I J 

Monitoring 
Equipment 

: ...... ~ ..................................... +·· ... ........ . .............. ·········-r······ . . ................. ~...... .. . . .................... ,.,_,,,... . ............................................... - .............. ···········-·"'' .. ·····t······ .......................... ,_ ..... ,_ ............................................................ ,_ ..... . 

l There is:no monitoring equipment located in Parcel 3. There l Groundwater Monitoring Program and 
! is a groynd water capture pit in Parcel 3. (Capture Pit ID i Groundwater Protection Management 
l 0712, Historic Designation P012.) In addition, a stair and i Program Plan, April 1997, Revision 1. 

t/ 

National .. ~ 
Environmental .,. 

Policy Act 
(NEPA) , ........................................ . ...................... , ... ~ .... , ......... . 

Resource 
Conservation and . 

Recovery Act (RCRA) / 
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[sidewalk provide access to Seep 0607. I 
. I Mound Plant Environmental Monitoring 
i ! Plan dated July 1997. 

······[· ···-· +··································-·········································· 
:A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was issued on i The Mound Plant EA for 
! October 27, 1994 for the commercialization of the Mound I Commercialization of the Mound Plant, 
I Plant. I DOE/EA-1 001 dated October, 1994 and 

I FONSI for the Commercialization of the 
. , I Mound Plant EA dated October 27, 1994. 
! =-~ r 661: h~s found no RCRA re~ulated ~~it~ ~ithi~Pa~~~i3[RcR_A·P~rt-BP~·;~it.Appii~~ti~~-.v~i·~~~··i. 

r !warranting a RCRA closure action. !Section A, September 1995 (as amended) 
I I Responses to Information Requested by 
! It has been determined that the closest facility boundary from! the Ohio HW FB Technical Staff 
i Buildings 23 and 72 will not change with the sale of Parcel 3. i transmitted to Bob Brown of the State of 
! Therefore, the risk assessment information prepared in! Ohio Hazardous Waste Facility Board 
/ conjun~tion with the RCRA Part -~ Pe~~it and submi~ed to j dated March 12, 1996. 
!the Oh1o Hazardous Waste Fac1hty S1t1ng Board , w1ll noti 
!change. i 
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Table 10: Summary of .Other Factors Considered for Parcel 3 (continued) 

FACTOR RECOMMENDATION/CONCLUSION RI:FERENCE 
CONSIDERED I 

AFFECTS 
Parcel3 

YES 

AFFECTS 
Parcel3 

NO 

Underground 
Storage Tanks (USTs) 

I 

II' iThere are no USTs located within Parcel3. EG&G Mound Applied Technologies, 
i Active Underground Storage Tank Plan, 
i November 1994 .. 

--We11,;;;;;~- --~- -----+ --------fTh•ee cha'3cteristics IT.ust be p•esent to beeiioss;t;ed 0Sl6iiOi3biO---un. ---.---;:;y.;rog.;o;og;c V !jurisdictional wetlands: (1) hydrophytic vegetation, (2) hydric! Investigation: Wetlands Determination 

Floodplains 

Clean Air Act 

isoils, and (3) wetlands hydrology. Absence of any one of I Report, Technical Memorandum, Revision 
i these characteristics removes an area from consideration. i 1, January 1994. Delineation of Federal 
i None of the sites examined within Parcel 3 constitute I Wetlands and Other Waters of the US, 
'jurisdictional wetlands I Final, August 1999. 

. . ..................................................................................................................... ······-···~······- .......................... ····························-······-···-·- ............................................ . 

: i II' I No P?rtion 0~ Parcel 3 lies within the _1 oo~~ear floodplai~. I SOF for the Floodplain Assessment for the 
1 ! i Cons1stent w1th 10 CFR 1022, the applicability of floodplain! Transfer of Parcel H, April 26, 1999. 
I I I regulations to the property must be disclosed to the new I 
I I ' ' r ~owne~ ! 

-·~····-··--···-··-·····-·-··········- ......• ·······----·--···-·--··•··-·····-··-··-···----··········-·-·····---··---·---·--···-·-···-····· ··········-··-·---··--·-·-···-····· ········--······-····----···-····· .... ·······--······-·····-··--t-··--·-·---··-·--·--·-------- ----····-·-··-····-···- ·······-·----·-··--············-·······--
! • ~ i ioEPA placed the roads and parking lots on permanent lAir permit F001 
1 I'" I I registration status with air permit F001. 1 
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4. National Environmental Policy Act 

Parcel 3 lies within the boundaries of the Mound Plant described in the Environmental 
Assessment for Commercialization of the Mound Plant (October, 1994) and the resulting 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) issued on October 27, 1994. The land use 
described in the EA is consistent with the institutional controls in the ROD for Parcel 3. 

5. Clean Air Act 

OEPA placed the roads and parking lots at Mound on permanent registration status with 
air permit F001. The roads and parking lots in Parcel 3 are included under that permit. 

IV. FINDINGS OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER 

In accordance with the provisions of CERCLA Section 120 (h), contaminated property can 
only be transferred if one of the following applies: 

. ( 1 ) a decision has been made that no remedial action is necessary , 

(2) all remedial action necessary to protect human health and the environment with respect 
to any such substance remaining on the property has been taken before the date of 
transfer, or 

(3) Early Transfer Authority, which allows for transfer before all necessary action is 
complete, has been granted by US EPA with concurrence from the Governor of the State 
of Ohio pursuant to CERCLA Section 120(h)(3)(C). 

The future industrial use of the Mound Plant has been determined based upon agreement 
among US DOE, US EPA, and OEPA, and interested stakeholders. This land use is 
reflected in the MMCIC Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan and is currently codified in the 
City of Miamisburg Zoning Ordinance for industrial/commercial use. 

A joint agency decision among the US DOE, US EPA, and OEPA has been made that a 
remedial action has been taken that protects human health and the environment. EPA 
deems this condition to be satisfied if the institutional controls are implemented and 
operating successfully. Institutional controls in the form of deed restrictions on future land 
use will be placed on Parcel 3 upon transfer as part of the remedy. The objective of these 
institutional controls is to prevent an unacceptable risk to human health and the 
environment by restricting the use of Parcel 3, including Parcel 3 soils and groundwater, 
to that which is consistent with assumptions in the Parcel 3 RRE. DOE or its successors 
will retain the right and responsibility to monitor, maintain, and enforce these institutional 
controls. The following property deed restrictions and requirements will be imposed on the 
property to maintain protection of human health and the environment in the future: 

• Maintenance of industrial/commercial land use; 
• Prohibition against residential use; 
• Site access for federal and state agencies for the purpose sampling and monitoring; 
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V. 

and, 
• Prohibition against removal of Parcel 3 soils from the DOE Mound property (as 

owned in 1998) boundary without approval from the Ohio Department of Health 
(ODH) and OEPA. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COVENANTS 

DOE is committed to include a covenant in accordance with Section 120 (h)(3) of CERCLA 
in the deed for the sale or transfer of the property that warrants that: 

A. All remedial action necessary to protect human health and the environment has 
been taken as long as the deed restrictions limiting land and groundwater use are 
in effect and enforced. 

B. Any additional response action or corrective action found to be necessary after the 
date of sale or transfer shall be conducted by the United States [Section 
120(h}(4)(D)(i)]. The requirements of the covenant shall not apply in any case in 
which the person or entity to whom the property is transferred is a potentially 
responsible party with respect to the property. 

C. A clause granting the United States access to the property in any case in which a 
response action or corrective action is found to be necessary or such access is 
necessary to carry out a response action or corrective ·action on the adjoining 
property [Section 120 (h)(4)(D)(ii)]. 

VI. NOTIFICATION I PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The community has been an active participant in this process to date. Comments from the 
public on the PRS recommendation have been incorporated as part of the remedy 
evaluation. DOE believes all comments have been resolved with the commentor and the 

· documents, comments, and xesponses have been placed in the CERCLA Public Reading 
Room. 

Table 11 lists the Parcel 3 PRS packages, Parcel 3 RRE, and Parcel 3 Proposed Plan 
along with the dates they were made available for public comment. 
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Table 11: Parcel 3 Documents and Public Comment Periods 

DOCUMENT 

PRS 99 Action Memo 
PRS 1 00 Data Package 

PRS 241 Data Package 

GH Building Data Pac!tage 

GP-1 Building Data Package 
Parcel 3 Residual Risk Evaluation 
Parcel 3 Proposed Plan 

-1 
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COMMENT PERIOD COMMENT PERIOD 
(BEGIN) (END) 

5/3/00 6/3/00 
8/23/00 9/25/00 

6/17/97 7/18/97 

3/17/99 4/17/99 

3/17/99 4/17/99 
4/42/01 5/24/01 
4/24/01 5/24/01 
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Exhibit "A " 
for 

]~.found Parcel Three 
containing 

5.581 Acres 

May 4, 2000 

Situate in the State of Ohio, County ofMontgomery and being parts of City of 
Miamisburg Lot Numbered 2259 and 2290, also being part of Sections 30, Fractional 
Town 2, Range 5 East M.R.S. and Fractional Section 36, Fractional Town 2, Range 5 
East M.R.S. and being a portion previously conveyed to USA as described in Deed Book 
1~46, Page 45 and also being a portion previously conveyed to USA as described in Deed 
Book 1214, Page 12 and also being a portion previously conveyed to USA as described in 
Deed Book 1256, Page 179 and being more particularly described as follows: 

COMMENCING at a Concrete Monument Found (Top Broken Off) at the Northwest 
corner of the Northwest Quarter of Section 30 said Monument also being the Northeast 
corner of a 2.90 Acre tract of land conveyed to Robert P. Heist as described in Deed MF 
74-0526-C09, THENCE with the West line of said Heist Lands, South 05° 45' 57" West 
for a distance of 130.89 feet to a 1" Iron Pipe Found Pinched at the Southwest corner 
of said Heist Lands and the Northwest corner of a 14.288 Acre tract conveyed to the 
Miamisburg Community Corporation as described in Deed MF 99-852-E 11 and the 
TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING of the herein described tract; 

THENCE with the West line of said Miamisburg Community Corporation lands the next 
seven calls: 

1) THENCE, South 05° 29' 16" West for a distance of57.67 feet to a 518" 
Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); · 

2) THENCE, South 65° 31' 15" West for a distance of 35.05feet to a 518" 
Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

3) THENCE, South 25° 44' 48" East for a distance of 160. 76feet to a 518" 
Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

4) THENCE, South 64° 37' 16" East for a distance of 56.61 feet to a 518" Rebar 
Found with cap (LeRoy); 

1 



5) THENCE, North 64° OJ' 25" East for a distance of 37.94 feet to a 518" Rebar 
Found with cap (LeRoy); I 
6) THENCE, South 25° 04 '47" East for a distance of 194.43 feet to a 518" 
Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

7) THENCE on a Curve to the Left with a Radius of 360.67 feet, a Arc Length 
of 180.8? feet, a Delta Angle of 28° 44' 12", with a Chord Bearing of South 39° 
26' 53" East and a Chord Distance of 179.00 feet to a 518" Rebar Set; 

THENCE on a new division line through said USA lands, South 40° 10' 27" West for a 
distance of 91.34 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 23° 57' 22" 
East for a distance of 17. 73 feet to a 3 inch Existing Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 64° 21' 58" 
West for a distance of 99. 96 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 50° 48' 40" 
West for a distance of 23.44 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 65° 58' 19" 
West for a distance of 39. 91 feet to_ Cross Notch Set; til 
THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 24° 24' 48". 

·West for a distance of 308.00 feet to a 6 inch Existing Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 59° 05' 44" 
East for a distance of 2. 80 feet to a 6 inch Existing Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 20° 40' 57" 
West for a distance of 10.55 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 67° 51' 08" 
West for a distance of 3.37 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 24° 33' 12" 
West for a distance of 30.35 feet to a 6 inch Existing Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 50° 32' 22" 
West for a distance of 26.56 feet to a Mag Nail Set, passing a RR Spike Set at 8.09 feet 
on the West line of said Section 30; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 31° OJ' 18" 
West for a distance of 13.93 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 
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• THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 65° 08' 57" 
West for a distance of 7. 98 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 
THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 23° 06' 46" 
East for a distance of 13. 85 feet to a 4 inch Existing Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 63° 53' 40" 
West for a distance of 26. 73 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 24° 54' 44" 
East for a distance of 45.10 feet to a Cross Notch Set on the Easterly extension of the 
Southerly line of an existing one story brick building named GS 1; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands and with the 
Southerly line of said GS1 building, South 65° 11' 32" West for a distance of268.32 
feet to a 518" Rebar Set, passing the Southeasterly corner of said GS 1 building at 62.6 
feet and the Southwesterly corner of said GS 1 building at 263.43 feet; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 24° 25' 19" 
West for a distance of 229. 01 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands and with an existing 
fenceline, South 65° 33' 23" West for a distance of 284.61 feet to a Mini RR Spike Set 
in a 4 foot wide Concrete Walk at the Joint; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 24° 23'31" 
West for a distance of 104.08 feet to a518" Rebar Set on the South line of lands 
conveyed to the City ofMiamisburg as described in Deed Book 594, Page 410, witness a 
Concrete Monument Found Bearing South 65° 36' 29" East at a distance of38.74 feet; 

THENCE with the South line of said City ofMiamisburg lands, North 65° 36' 29" East 
for a distance of 770.61 feet BACK TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

3 



Said property contains 5.5Xl Acres more or kss with 1.992 Acrcs morc or Jess in Section 
.10 and :1.5X9 Acr~·s morc or less in Fractional Section :16. North based on State Plane 
( ·oordinatcs. < >hio South Zone taken from a survey pcrf(mned hy l.ockwood. Jones and 
Beals dated ()(,-0 1-X2 and referenced to Decd M F 99-R52-E 1 I: Note tx.-aring Soul h 25" 
0--1" ~T East with a distance of 194.4.1 feet. This dcscription is hased on an actual field 
survey perfimncd hy III.S Survcyors and Engineers undcr the direct supcn·ision or 
William C. l.cRoy PS. Ohio l.ic. No. 7(,()4 and dated May. 2000. Subject to all 
Lascmcnts. II igh\\·ays. <.. 'ovenants and Restrict ions. 
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Table 3 
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Table 5 

Table 6 
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Table 8 

Table 9 

APPENDIX 8 

RRE Summary Tables (Tables ~ through 9) 

Identifica-tion of Soi! Constituents of Potentia! Concern for the 
Construction Worker Scenario in Parcel 3 

Identification of Soil Constituents of Potential Concern for the 
Site Employee Scenario in Parcel 3 

Identification of Current Groundwater Constituents of Potential 
Concern for the Construction Worker Scenario in Parcel 3 

Identification of Current Groundwater Constituents of Potential 
Concern for the Site Employee Scenario in Parcel 3 

Identification of Future Groundwater Constituents of Potential 
Concern for the Construction Worker Scenario in Parcel 3 

Identification of Future Groundwater Constituents of Potential 
Concern for the Site Employee Scenario in Parcel 3 

Current and Future Incremental Residual Risks for Parcel 3 
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Table 3**: Identification of Soil Constituents of Potential Concern for the Construction Worker 

Scenario in Parcel 3 
(Exposure Point Concentration Compared to Background Values) 

CAS Chemical 
Number 

Radionuclldes 

10045-97-3 Cesium-137+0 

14255-04-0 Lead· 210+ o• 
13981-16·3 Plutonium-238 

13982-63·3 Radium-226+0 
14269-63-7 Thorium-230 

7440-29·1 Thorium-232+0 

CAS ~ Chemical Abstract Sen.1ce 
COPC = Constituent of Potential Concern 
NO < Background 

RRE Residual Risk Evaluation 
UCL Upper Confidence Limit 

Minimum Maximum 
Concentration Concentration 

0.02 0.50 

0.47 2.99 

0.02 34.80 

0.40 3.53 

0.40 10.10 

0.17 4.47 

• Lead-210 background value is based upon its parent Uranium-238 background value. 
•• Originally published as Table 2 of the Parcel 3 RRE 

Units Location Detection 95 Percent 
of Maximum Frequency UCL 
Concentration 

(depth in ft) 

pCi/g SOil (0) 54-165 0.07 
pCi/g 4459 (0) 70-145 0.85 
pCilg 602 (0) 36-177 67.20 

pCi/g 4444 (0) 142-164 1.48 
pCilg X5 (8) 145·156 1.27 

pCifg C0004 (3) 155-175 0.75 

Concentration Background 
Used for Value 
Screening 

0.07 0.42 
0.85 1.2 

34.80 0.13 
1.48 2 
1.27 l.9 
0.75 1.4 

• 
COPC 

forRRE 

NO 

NO 
YES 
NO 

NO 

NO 



~ 

Table 4**: Identification of Soil Constituents of Potential Concern for the Site Employee 
Scenario in Parcel 3 

(Exposure Point Concentration Compared to Background Values) 

CAS Chemical Minimum 
Number Concentration 

Radionuclides 
10045-97-3 Cesium-137+0 

13981-\6-3 Plutonium-238 

r3982-63-3 Radium-226+0 
14269-63-7 Thorium-230 
7440-29-1 Thorium-232+0 

CAS - Chemical Abstract SeiVice 
COPC- Constituent of Potential Concern 
EPC - Exposure Point Concentration 
NO <Background Value 

UCL - Upper Confidence Limit 
RRE - Residual Risk Evaluation 

0.02 

0.02 

0.40 
0.40 
0.17 

** Originally published as Table 4 of the Parcel 3 RRE 

Maximum 
Concentration 

0.50 

34.80 
3.53 

6.09 
2.71 

Units Location Detection 95 Percent Concentration 
of Maximum Frequency UCL Used for 

Concentration Screening 
(depth in ft) (EPC) 

pCi/g SO\\ (0) 53-142 0.05 0.05 

pCi/g 602 (0) 28-160 28.20 28.20 

pCi/g 4444 (0) 119-141 1.48 1.48 
pCi/g 4442 (0) 131-142 1.27 . 1.27 
pCi/g PRS99/100 139-158 0.73 0.73 

-

Background 
Value 

0.42 

0.13 

2 
1.9 
1.4 

COPC 
forRRE 

NO 
YES 

NO 

NO 
NO 

• 
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Table 5*": Identification of Current Groundwater Constituents of Potential Concern for the Construction 
Worker Scenario in Parcel 3 

(Exposure Point Concentration Compared to Background Values) 

-

Chemical Minimum Maximum Units Detection 

Concentration Concentration Frequency 

Inorganlcs 
Antimony 2.8 40.20 ug/L 5-29 
Cadmium 4.6 7.70 ug/L 6-32 

Copper 1.6 593.00 ug/L 22-32 

Lead 3.4 40.00 ug/L 5-32 

Radionuclides 
Thorium-230 0,01 1.99 pCi/L 11-32 
Uranium-238+0 0.13 8.25 pCi/L 41-48 

COPC= Constituent of Potential Concern 

EPC= Exposure Point Concentration, minimum of95% UCL or maximum detected concentration 

NO <Background Value 
RRE= Residual Risk Evaluation 

UCL= Upper Confidence Limit 

•• Originally published as Table 6 of the Parcel3 RRE 

95 Percent 

UCL 

80.30 

5.25 

22.70 

7.28 

1.25 
0.47 

----

Concentration Background 

Used for Value COPC 
Screening forRRE 

EPC 

40.20 0.578 YES 
5.25 YES 

22.70 1.\67 YES 

7.28 10.05 NO 

1.25 YES 
0.47 0.688 NO 

• 
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Table 6"'"': Identification of Current Groundwater Constituents of Potential Concern for the Site 
Employee Scenario in Parcel 3 

(Exposure Point Concentration Compared to Background Values) 

Chemical Minimum Maximum 

Concentration Concentration 

Inorganics 
Antimony 2.8 

Cadmium 4.6 
Copper 1.6 
Lead 3.4 

Radionuclldes 

Actinium-227+0 q.5o 
P1utonium-239/240 0.00 
Thorium-228+0 om 
Thorium-230 0.01 

Tritium 110.00 
Uranium-234 0.20 
Uranium-238+0 0.13 

COPC= Constituent of Potential Concern 
EPC= minimum of95% UCL or maximum detected concentration 

NC= Not calculated, fewer than 20 samples in the data set 
NO <Background V slue 
RRE= Residual Risk Evaluation 

UCL= Upper Confidence Limit 

**Originally published as Table 8 of the Parcel3 RRE 

40.20 
7.70 

593.00 

40.00 

0.50 
2.00 
2.17 

1.99 
7200.00 

8.14 

8.25 

& 

Units Detection 95 Percent 

Frequency UCL 

ug!L 5-29 80.30 
ug!L 6-32 5.25 
ug!L 22-32 22.70 

ug!L 5-32 7.28 

pCi!L 1-10 NC 
pCi/L 6-20 8.87 

pCi/L 14-35 105.00 
pCi!L 11-32 1.25 

pCi/L 112-128 861.00 
pCi!L 14-19 NC 
pCi/L 41-48 0.47 

Concentration Background 

Used for Value COPC 
Screening and forRRE 

EPC 

40.20 0.578 YES 
5.25 YES 

22.70 1.167 YES 
7.28 10.05 NO 

0.50 YES 
2.00 0.125 YES 
2.17 0.779 YES 
1.25 YES 

861.00 1485.47 NO 
8.14 0.792 YES 
0.47 0.688 NO 

' 

• 
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Table 7**•: Identification of Future Groundwater Constituents of Potential Concern for the Construction Worker 

Scenario in Parcel 3 

----------·- ----- ··--·--------- ------------- --- --- ----- --- -- -- -- ----o- ------ -----, 

Chemical Minimum Maximum Units Detection 95 Percent Concentration Background 

Concentration Concentration Frequency UCL Used for Value COPC? 
In Bedrock In Bedrock ln,Bedrock Screening 

Wells Weils Wells 

Inor~anics 

Aluminum 20.1 31500.00 ug/L 107/115 6840.00 6840.00 37.523 YES 
Antimony 0.35 41.60 ug!L 211 122 2.82 2.82 0.578 YES 
Arsenic*"' 0.3 933.00 ug!L 26/114 1180 11.80 32.997 NO 
Beryllium•• 0.03 2.30 ug!L 41/ 115 0.47 0.47 YES 
Bismuth"'"' . 0.9 264.00 ug!L 23/ 103 23.20 23.20 YES 
Cadmium 0.14 13.10 ug!L 111124 0.75 0.75 YES 
Chromium"' 0.27 44800.00 ug/L 78/ 120 5010.00 5010.00 6.076 YES 
Copper 0.38 514.00 ug/L 81/ 117 26.80 26.80 1.167 YES 
Lead"'"' 0.4 32.00 ug/L 55! 125 4.90 4.90 10.05 NO 
Lithium 8.8 4280.00 ug/L 87/ 102 123.00 123.00 55.7 YES 
Manganese 0.037 3030.00 ug!L !55/ 165 737.00 737.00 229.568 NO: I 
Molybdenum 0.79 474.00 ug!L 51/ 98 32.50 32.50 5.597 YES 
Nickel 1.2 11600.00 ug/L 82/120 749.00 749.00 34.957 YES 
Thallium 3.1 6.90 ug/L 6/107 4.44 4.44 YES 
Vanadium 0.15 277.00 ug!L 651 115 33.00 33.00 17.1 YES 

O~anic Compounds 
1,1-DichloroethaneM 2.00 2.00 ug!L 1/238 0.75 0.75 NO· I 
1,2-Dichloroethene•• 1.00 35 00 ug!L 13/ 38 6.61 6.61 YES 
Dich!oromethane 1.00 610.00 ug!L 41/239 3.28 3.28 YES 
T etrachloroethene•• 0.30 25.00 ug!L 55! 247 3.37 3.37 YES 
Trichloroethene 0.44 46.00 ug!L 152/ 273 5.12 5.12 YES 

Radlonuclldes 
Radium-226+0 0.1260 39.47 pCi!L 43/ 59 2.34 2.34 0.996 YES 
Strontium-90 0.74 42.40 pCi!L 7/ 57 2.22 2.22 0.975 YES 
Thorium-228 + D 0.02 8.50 pCi!L 39/ 54 90.70 8.50 0.779 YES 
Thorium-230 0.0044 4.07 pCi!L 43/ 56 0.57 0.57 YES 
Thorium-232 + D 0.0005 2.11 pCi!L 31163 0.78 0.78 0.314 NO:l 
Tritium 2.95 2816310.00 pCi!L 4440/4455 206000.00 206000.00 1485.47 YES 
Uranium-234 0.03 59.10 pCi!L 601 69 2.12 2.12 0.792 YES 
Uranium-238 + D 0.03 1.34 pCi!L 57/ 75 0.51 0.51 0.688 NO 

NO: 1 ~ Flow tube modeled manganese (179.2 ug!L) and thorium-232 (O.l747pCi!L) concentrations were below backgroud values and are screened out of the RRE. 
COPC= Constituent of Potential Concern 

UCL= Upper Confidence Limit 
• =Chromium conservatively assumed to be present in the hexavalent state. 
•• =Constituent detected in bedrock well, but not in production well 
M =Constituent detected in production well, not in bedrock wells; reported frequency of detection based on production wells analyses 
••• Originally published as Table 10 of the Parcel3 RRE 

• 
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Table 8***: Identification of Future Groundwater Constituents of Potential Concern for the Site Employee Scenario in 
Parcel3 

(Bedrock 95% UCL or Maximum Detected Concentration Compared to Background Values 

Chemical Minimwn 

Concentration 

In Bedrock 

Wells 

lnorganics 
Alwninwn 20 I 

Antimony 0.35 
Arsenic•• 0.3 

Berylliwn•• 0.03 
Bismuth•• 0.9 

Cadmiwn 0.14 

Chromiwn• 0.27 
Copper 0.38 

Lead•• 0.4 

Lithiwn 8.8 

Manganese 0.037 

Molybdenwn 0.79 

Nickel 1.2 
Thalliwn 3.1 

Vanadiwn 0.15 

Organic Compounds 
1,2-Dichloroethene•• 1.00 

Dichloromethane 1.00 

Trichloroethene 0.44 

Radionuclides 

Actiniwn-227+DAA 0.500 

Plutoniwn-238 0.012 

Plutoniwn-239/240 0.003 

Radiwn-226+0 0.1260 

Radiwn-228° 0 ISO 
Strontiwn-90 0.74 

Thoriwn-228 + D 0.02 

Thoriwn-230 0.0044 

Thoriwn-232 + D 0.0005 

Tritiwn 2.95 

Uraniwn-234 0.03 

Uraniwn-238 + D 0.03 

COPC= Constituent of Potential Concern 

NC= 95% UCL not calculated, less than 20 samples in the data set. 

UCL= Upper confidence Limit 

Maximwn 

Concentration 
In Bedrock 

Wells 

31500.00 

41.60 

933.00 

2.30 

264.00 

13.10 

44800.00 

514.00 

3,2.00 

4~80.00 
3930.00 

474.00 

11600.00 

6.90 

277.00 

35.00 

610.00 

46.00 

0.500 

1.870 

0.18 

39.47 

1.50 

42.40 

8.50 

4.07 

2.11 

2816310.00 

59.10 

1.34 

Units Detection 95 Percent 

Frequency UCL 

In Bedrock 

Wells 

ug/L 107/115 6840.00 

ug/L 211122 2.82 

ug/L 261114 11.80 

ug/L 41/115 0.47 

ug/L 23/ 103 2320 

ug/L 11/124 0.75 

ug/L 78/120 5010.00 

ug/L 811117 26.80 

ug/L 55/125 4.90 

ug/L 87/ 102 123.00 

ug/L 1551 165 737.00 

ug/L 511 98 32.50 

ug/L 82/120 749.00 

ug/L 6/107 4.44 

ug/L 651115 33.00 

ug/L 13/ 38 661 

ug/L 41/239 3.28 
ug/L 152/273 5.12 

pCi/L 1/10 NA 

pCi/L 8/ 60 0.15 

pCi/L 12/ 51 0.42 

pCi/L 43/ 59 2.34 

pCi/L II I NC 

pCi/L 7/ 57 2.22 

pCi/L 39/ 54 90.70 

pCi/L 43/ 56 0.57 

pCi/L 31/ 63 0 78 

pCi/L 4440/4455 206000.00 

pCi/L 60/ 69 2.12 

pCi/L 57/ 75 0.51 

Concentration Background 

Used for Value COPC? 
Screening 

6840.00 37.523 YES 
2.82 0.578 YES 

11.80 32.997 NO 
0.47 YES 

23.20 YES 
0.75 YES 

5010.00 6.076 YES 
26.80 1.167 YES 

4.90 10.05 NO 
123.00 55.7 YES 
737.00 229.568 NO:l 

32.50 5.597 YES 
749.00 34.957 YES 

4.44 YES 

33.00 17.1 YES 

6.61 YES 

3.28 YES 

5.12 YES 

0.50 YES 
0.15 0.087 YES 
0.18 0.125 YES:2 
2.34 0.996 YES 
ISO YES 
2.22 0.975 YES 
8.50 0.779 YES 
0.57 YES 
0.78 0.314 NO: I 

206000.00 1485.47 YES 
2.12 0.792 YES 

0.51 0.688 NO 

NO: I = Future groundwater concentrations (modeled bedrock plus current concentrations) for manganese (I 79.2 ug/L) and thoriwn-232 (0.1747 pCi/L) are below background values 

and are screened out of the RRE. 

• = Chromiwn conservatively asswned to be present in the hexavalent state. 

•• = Constituent detected in bedrock well, but not in production well 

AA =Constituent detected in production well, not in bedrock wells; reported frequency of detection based on production wells analyses 

YES:2 -Current groundwater COPC, therefore, future groundwater COPC 

••• Originally published as Table 12 of the Parcel 3 RRE 

..., • 



Table 9**: Current and Future Incremental Residual Risks for Parcel 3 

Scenario and 
Receptor 

Worker Scenario 

NA -Not applicable 

Media 

Groundwater 
(Current) 

Air* 

(Current/Future) 

Groundwater 
(Current) 

Groundwater 
(Future) 

Air* 

Constituents Pathway Total Noncancer HI Total Cancer Risk 

*RRE values for air were brought forward from the Technical Position Report for Release Blocks D and H. (DOE 1999) 

Numbers written as J.OE-03 equal I xl o·3 

bolded values exceed cancer risk of I o·6 or non cancer HI greater than I 
bls - below land surface 
**Originally published as Table 35 of the Parcel 3 RRE 
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Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 
CERCLA 120 (h) Summary of Finding of Suitability to Transfer 

. ' 

I. PURPOSE 

The information contained in this notice is required under the authority of regulations 
promulgated under section 120 (h) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). This summary is intended to support a transfer 
by deed to new ownership for economic development by documenting that the U.S. 
Department of Energy's (US DOE) Mourid Plant has met the requirements of CERCLA 120 
(h) for Parcel 3. A copy shall be provided to all future owners. 

II. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

A. Description of Property Suitable for Transfer 

This Environmental Summary addresses Parcel 3, which is located on the northern border 
of the Mound Plant (hereinafter "Plant") as shown in Figure 1. Parcel 3 is generally 
bounded to the south and west by the plant proper, to the north by offsite residences, and 
to the east by the parking lot (Release Block H) transferred to the Miamisburg Mound 
Community Improvement Corporation (MMCIC). 

The legal description of Parcel 3, as recorded in the Parcel 3 Record of Decision (Draft, 
May 2001) is included as Appendix A of this Environmental Summary. 

B. · Regional Context of Mound Plant and Transferred Property 

The Mound Plant is in Montgomery County within the City of Miamisburg, Ohio as shown 
in Figure 2. At one time, the Mound Plant occupied an approximately 306 acre site. Since 
1999, approximately 122 acres have been transferred to MMCIC. 

Benner Road forms the southern boundary of the plant, arid the Norfolk Southern Railroad 
roughly parallels the western boundary at a distance of 50-200 feet. At one time, the 
Mound Plant consisted of approximately 130 buildings with a total of 1.4 million square feet 
of floor space (although the number of buildings is constantly diminishing as buildings are 
decommissioned and demolished). 

C. . Historical Uses of Parcel 3 

The primary use of most of the area making up Parcel 3 has been as a parking area. for 
Mound employee vehicles. Much of the parking lot is built on fill material from the plant 
site. The fill included excess materials and soil from the plant site. There are two buildings 
in Parcel3; GH and GP-1. GH Building is a one story, brick office building. Its primary use 
was a visitor control center. Building GP-1 was for many years the guard force 
headquarters. It housed offices, an exercise room, a communications center, and a firing 
range. At other times, Parcel 3 included trailers for uncleared employees, a guard island 
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Figure 2: Regional Context of the Mound Plant 
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(GIS), and a modular building (OSE X-ray) used for security check and baggage 
examinations. No other uses of the area of the Mound facility referred to as Parcel 3 were 
identified. 

Ill. ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS 

A: Methodology 

In accordance with Section 120 (h)(3) of CERCLA, to the extent that information is 
available based on a complete search of DOE files, the following shall be placed in deeds: 
(1) a notice of the type and quantity of hazardous substances stored, disposed of, or 

released; (2) a notice of the time at which such storage, disposal, or release took place; 
and (3) a description of any remedial action taken. Information sources reviewed to obtain 
the information include: 

.... Federal Government records, 

.... Recorded chain of title documents, 

.... Reasonably obtainable aerial photographs, 

.... Visual inspection of the property and adjacent properties, 

.... Reasonably obtainable records of releases on adjacent properties; 

.... Interviews with current or former employees, and 

.... Sampling, if appropriate under the circumstances. 

Parcel 3 includes three Potential Release Sites or PRSs that have undergone previous 
investigations. These PRSs were identified on the basis of potential radiological and/or 
chemical (non-radioactive) contamination, knowledge of historical land use, or on actual 
sample data. The locations of PRSs in Parcel3 are shown in Figure 3. Before transfer of 
a parcel can be completed, all buildings and PRSs must be evaluated for protectiveness 
or remediated to a protective level. Residual risks associated with remaining contamination 
in Parcel 3 have been evaluated. 

A Core Team with representatives from the US DOE, US Environmental Protection Agency 
(US EPA), and Ohio EPA (OEPA) performs a joint agency evaluation of each PRS. The 
Core Team uses process knowledge, site visits, and existing data to determine whether 
or not any action is warranted concerning the PRS and recommends the appropriate 
response( s ). 

Information in the following documents was used to support this Environmental Summary. 

1 ~ PRS and Building Data Packages for the PRSs and buildings located within Parcel 
3. PRS and Building Data Packages provide a summary of information sufficient for the 
Core Team to make recommendations or change the status of the PRS or building. The 
locations of the PRSs and buildings in Parcel 3 are shown on Figure 3. The rationale for· 
designation of these PRSs is outlined in Table 1. These PRSs were identified on the basis 
of potential radiological and/or chemical (non-radioactive) contamination using knowledge 
of historical land use or on actual sample data. The rationale for designation of these 
buildings is outlined in Table 2. 
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Table 1: Parcel 3 PRSs and Core Team Conclusions 

PRS Reason for Identification Core Team Decision Close Out of PRS 

99 Reported disposal of drums Removal Action On-Scene Coordinator (OSCI Report 
containing sand conducted in August, signed by Core Team on 7/12/00. 
contaminated with 1999 
polonium-21 0, cobalt-60, 
and cesium- 'i 3 7 

100 Reported disposal of Binned No Further Recommendation for NFA signed by 
neutralized chromium plating Assessment (NFAI Core Team on 8/16/00. 
bath solution and process 
tank 

241 Several positive soil gas Binned NFA Recommendation for NFA signed by 
detections during Mound Core Team on 5/13/97. 
Plant Soil Gas and 
Geophysical Investigation ' 

(Reconnaissance Sampling 
Report- Soil Gas and 
Geophysical Investigations 
Mound Plant and SM/PP Hill, 
February 1993) 

Table 2: Parcel 3 Buildings and Core Team Conclusions 

Building Description 

GH Office 

GP-1 Guard force headquarters 

Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 
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Core Team Decision Close Out of Building Data Package 

Binned NFA Recommendation for NFA signed by 
Core Team on 2/9/99. 

Binned NFA Recommendation for NFA signed by 
Core Team on 2/9/99. 
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• 
2. Residual Risk Evaluation, Parcel 3, Final, September 2001. Provides the evaluation 
of human health risks associated with any residual contamination that may remain in the 
parcel after all remedies within a parcel have been addressed. The evaluation, used in 
conjunction with the Proposed Plan, ensures that future users of the land will not be 
exposed to contamination levels that would pose unacceptable hea/tl-; risks. 

3. Proposed Plan for Parcel 3, Mound Plant, Miamisburg, Ohio, Public Review Draft, 
Revision 0, April 2001. Identifies to the public the preferred option for addressing residual 
contamination at the Mound Plant, Parcel 3, by briefly summarizing the alternatives studied 
and highlighting the key factors that led to identifying the preferred alternative. 

4. Record of Decision (ROD) for Parcel 3, Mound Plant, Miamisburg, Ohio, Final, 
September 2001. Documents the remedial action plan for the parcel and serves the 
following three functions: (1) certifies the remedy selection process was carried out in 
accordance with CERCLA, (2) describes the technical parameters of the remedy, 
specifying the treatment, engineering, and institutional components as well as cleanup 
levels, and (3) provides the public with a consoiidated summary of information about the 
parcel and the chosen remedy, including the rationale behind the selection. 

B. Building Analysis Summary 

There are two DOE-owned buildings within Parcel 3. Both buildings were evaluated by the 
Core Team and determined to warrant No Further Assessment (NFA). Consequently, there 
is no building-related contamination warranting remedial action or environmental concern. 

1. Asbestos 

Asbestos material in buildings can be found in five forms: sprayed or troweled on ceilings 
and walls (surfacing materials); insulation around pipes, ducts, boilers, and tanks (pipe 
and boiler insulation); transite (in-ground piping and siding material); and in roofing 
materials (roofing felts); other products such as ceiling and floor tiles and wall boards 
(miscellaneous materials). 

There are no areas in GH or GP-1 requiring asbestos abatement prior to transfer. 

2. Lead 

Lead-based paint was used almost exclusively in the U.S. prior to the 1970s. It is likely 
that lead-based paint was used in GP-1 and GH. Congress established maximum 
allowable lead concentrations in residential paint in 1978. 

GP-1 included a firing range. Lead c::tust and metal were removed from the building in the 
Fall of 1998. The process for removing the lead is described in Section 4.2.2.7 of the GP-1 
Building Data Package, Final, July 1999. The lead sampling results for the interior are 
listed in Appendix J of the same document. Additional samples were taken in November 
1999 (Memo, Vicarel to Bird, December 6, 1999). The results indicated lead in the dust 
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from inside the air handler at the west end of GP-1 at 64,900 mg/kg. Lead was observed 
in the fine grain roofing material at the west end of GP-1 at 41,000 mg/kg. In response 
(Letter, Provencher to Grauwelman, April 19, 2000), MEMP offered to remove ductwork 
and coat part of the roof "to close out any questions that future responsibility for clean up 
is the MMCIC's if and when GP-1 is razed." 

There are no areas in GH or GP-1 requiring lead abatement prior to transfer. 

3. Radon 

Radon studies are presented in a 1989-90 Mound Indoor Radon study for buildings. There 
are no areas in GH or GP-1 requiring radon abatement prior to transfer. 

4. Radiological Surveys 

Fixed radiological contamination was found on the main door threshold of GH Building and 
on a manhole cover located near the building. The threshold was scabbled to remove the 
contamination and the manhole cover was replaced. The final radiological survey met all 
surface contamination guidelines. The results of this survey are provided in Section 4.2.2.1 
and Appendix G of the GH Building Data Package, Final, July 1999. 

5. Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

There are no areas within Parcel 3 requiring polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) cleanup. 

C. Potential Release Site (PRS) Summary 

The US DOE, US EPA, and OEPA have jointly decided that no additional remedial action 
for the PRSs in Parcel 3 is necessary with the placement of Institutional .Controls. in the 
form of deed restrictions on future land use for Parcel 3 upon transfer. 

A brief summary of the history of the PRSs in Parcel 3 and their contaminants follows. For 
a more detailed description of these PRSs, refer to the PRS data packages as identified 
in Section III.A.1 of this Environmental Summary. 

PRSs at Mound were identified based on either knowledge of historical land use that was 
considered potentially detrimental, or an actual sampling result showing elevated 
concentrations of contaminants. The locations of the PRSs in Parcel 3 are shown in 
Figure 3. 

The rationale for designation of PRS 99, 100, and 241 is outlined as follows: 

PRS 99, ~lso known as Area 6 or WD Building Filter Cleaning Waste, is a former trench 
in the parking lot south of GH Building. It was believed to contain drums of polonium-21 0 
contaminated sand resulting from the sandblast cleaning of the WD Building sand filters. 
It was thought that the sand may also be contaminated with cobalt-60 and cesium-137. In 
February 1999, 137 samples were collected from 46 borings in the parking lot south of GH 
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Building to include PRS 99. One sample displayed an elevated concentration of plutonium-
238 (120 pCi/g onsite gamma spectrometry, 294 pCi/g offsite isotopic analysis). A 
trenching investigation yielded evidence of greater contamination (up to 839 pCi/g of 
plutonium-238). A removal action was performed which resulted in residual plutonium-238 
concentrations below the 55 pCilg Risk-Based Guideline Value (On-Scene Coordinator 
(OSC) Report, PRS 99 Removal Action, Final (August 2000)). 

I 

PRS 100, also known as Area For Chromium Trench, is located south of GH Building. 
PRS 1 00 was designated a Potential Release Site because of the reported disposal of 
"neutralized" chromium plating bath solution in a trench. At least one of the plating shop 
process tanks -..vas reportedly disposed of in the same area as the chromium soiution. The 
February 1999 sampling at PRS 99 included PRS 100. As noted above, one sample at 
PRS 99 exceeded a Risk-Based Guideline Value for a contaminant of concern. All other 
samples showed no sign of contamination or visual indication of waste. There were no 
elevated detections or visual indications of debris associated with any of the PRS 100 
samples. In August 2000, the Core Team changed the status of PRS 100 to NFA. 

PRS 241 is the result of several soil gas detections by the Soil Gas Survey and 
Geophysical Investigation (Reconnaissance Sampling Report; Soil Gas Survey and 
Geophysical Investigations; Mound Plant Main Hill and SMIPP Hill; Final, Revision 2, 
(February 1993)). PRS 241 includes the northwest parking lots, including the parking lots 

·,:e • east of OSE Building, south of GH Building and the parking lot north of A Building. No 
operations are known to have been performed in the parking lots. The items reportedly 

.-; ,·~r:;.. included in the fill material on which the parking lot south of GH Building is located 
• "' . . prompted the identification of PRS 99 and 1 00. The Radiological Site Survey Project ( OU­
• · 9 Site Scoping Report, Vol. 3 - Radiological Site Survey, Final, (June 1993)) observed 

plutonium-238, thorium, tritium, cesium-137, and radium-226 below Risk-Based Guideline 
,,@-.·~,. .. Values. The reconnaissance soil gas sampling detected trichloroethane (TCE) at 8 ppb 
al~r<•' ·.:(parts pef;billion or 1 in 1,000,000,000) and toluene at 255 ppb. Both are below Risk­
\:·:: ' Based Guideline Values. In May 1997, the Core Team recommended PRS 241 required 

No Further Assessment. 

D. Residual Risk Evaluation (RRE) Summary 

Pursuant to the Residual risk Evaluation Methodology (RREM) (Final, Rev. 0, January 6, 
1997), risks are quantified for both carcinogenic (cancer-causing) and non-carcinogenic 
(non-cancer-causing) contaminants. All analytes (carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic) 
detected at least once in soil and/or groundwater in Parcel 3 were identified as 
constituents of potential concern (COPCs). The maximum concentration of each COPC for 
soil and groundwater was compared to and screened against criteria established in the 
RREM and presented in the Parcel 3 Residual Risk Evaluation (Final, September 2001 ). 
COPC tables for both groundwater and soil are presented in Appendix B. COPCs that were 
carried through the RRE process are identified in the tables. The risk associated with the 
intake of a known or suspected carcinogen is reported in terms of the incremental lifetime 
cancer risk presented by that COPC, as estimated using the appropriate slope factor and 
the amount of material available for uptake. The acceptable risk range as defined by 
CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan (NCP) is 1 o-4 to 1 0-s (one human in ten-
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thousand to one human in one-million incremental cancer incidence). Potential human 
health hazards from exposure to non-carcinogenic contaminants are evaluated by using 
a Hazard Quotient (HQ). The HQ is determined by the ratio of the intake of a COPC to a 
reference dose or concentration for the contaminant of concern that is believed to 
represent a no-observable effect level. The contaminant of concern-specific HQs are then 
summed to provide an overall Hazard Index (HI). US EPA guidance sets a limit of 1.0 for 
the Comprehensive HI. The incremental carcinogenic risks and hazards associated with 
residual concentrations of COPCs in Parcel 3 are also shown in Appendix B. 

Evaluation of residual soil and groundwater contaminants within Parcel 3 has resulted in 
a determination that future users of the land·will"not be exposed to contaminant levels that 
would pose unacceptable risks as long as compliance with the deed restrictions described 
in the Parcel 3 Record of Decision are maintained. The soils within Parcel 3 have not been 
evaluated for any use other than onsite industrial/commercial use. Any offsite disposition 
of the Parcel 3 soil without proper handling, sampling, and management could create an 
unacceptable risk to offsite receptors. 

E. Other Factors Considered 

DOE developed a generic checklist of the issues to be considered in evaluating property 
to be transferred. The checklist was modified from that used by the Department of 
Defense in releasing property for sale. The checklist includes environmental problems 
from Mound Plant that are likely to concern a potential purchaser as well as items relating 
to the operational concerns from ongoing and future remedial actions. Table 10 contains 
a brief summary and references for all factors considered. Results of only those factors 
which affect Parcel 3 are presented as follows: 

1. Cultural Resources 

There are cultural resources in Parcel 3. GH Building was determined to be a historic 
building in July 1998. To mitigate'the potential adverse impact of transferring ownership 
of this building, DOE prepared a documentation package listing the building's historic 
uses. The package also includes current and historic photographs. This document was 
completed in March 1999 and was provided to the Ohio Historic Preservation Office 
(OHPO). 

2. Drinking Water 

Mound Plant drinking water has exceeded the action levels for lead and copper due to the . 
corrosive action· of the water on the materials used in the distribution system. When the 
action level for·lead is exceeded, EPA regulations require corrosion control and public 
education programs. These programs are in place at Mound. Information on the steps 
being taken to reduce lead concentrations in the Mound Plant water system, and on the 
hazards associated with ingesting lead are available to all Mound drinking water users. 
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Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Considered for Parcel 3 

FACTOR 
CONSIDERED 

AFFECTS 
Parcel3? 

AFFECTS I 
Parcel3? 

1··RECOM MENDATI6N/CONCLUSION REFERENCE 

YES I NO 

Cultural Resources V' There are historic or cultural resources within Parcel 3. GH Correspondenc'~ From Mark J. 
Building has been determined to be a historic building under Epstein, Department Head, Resource 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act {NHPA) in Protection and Review, Ohio Historic 
July 1998. Under a Memorandum of Agreement negotiated by Preservation Office dated July 31, 
the OHPO and the DOE, DOE prepared a documentation 1998. 
package illustrating the building's historic uses and major 
structural modifications. This package also included current 
and historic photographs. The required package was completed 

----ori~~~~;~;;; --r----~---~~.~~~~;:~:;:~~ :~~~~~~:~f;~~:~~~~ t~; ~~,n~~:~in;-;ro)ect, E~n~;,me~~ 
materials used in the water distribution system. When the action Environmental Report for Calendar 
level for lead is exceeded, EPA regulations require corrosion i Year 1999, September 2000. 
control and public education programs. These programs are in 
place at Mound. Information on the steps being taken to reduce 

. lead concentrations in the Mound Plant water system, and on 

I ~
he hazards associated with ingesting lead will be made, . 

....... - ... --·-·--.. ---- .. - ........... ______ , __ 

1 

_______ ···--------·--······----·-·-----·--- a_'{_~J!~.~~.!~~O_':!_r:!_d.__c!rink~_g_~~~r user:..:·----·--·--·---------· .. -•-·-------------- . . .. 
Endangered I . ~ Two state protected species were found, the dark-eyed junco Operable Unit 9 Hydrogeologic 

Species Y {Junxo hyemalis) and the inland rush (Juncus interior). Because Investigation: Wetlands Determination 
1only one individual inland rush was located, it is not considered Report, Technical Memorandum, 

Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 
Draft Proposed Final 

a viable breeding population at the Mound facility. The dark- Revision 1, January 1994. 
eyed junco is not known to breed in southwestern Ohio. It has 
also been determined that the plant site is in the habitat range of,Operable Unit . 9 Ecological 
the federally endangered species of Indiana Bat (Myotis Characterization Report, Final, March 
sodalis), however, the Mound site does not provide a suitable 1994. 
habitat for the Indiana Bat. Neither the solitary sitings of the 
rush and the junco, nor the potential habitat for the Indiana bat, 
are expected to affect ongoing or future activities at the site. 
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Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Considered for Parcel 3 (continued) 

FACTOR 

I 
AFFECTS 

I CONSIDERED Parcel3 

YES 

Fragment I I 
Arcs 

AFFECTS 
Parcel3 

NO 

v 
RECOMMENDATION/CONCLUSION 

No fragment arcs and clearance zones due to 
hazards at onsite operations exist in Parcel 3. 

REFERENCE 

explosive I Drawing FSD 970058, "Clearance Zones 
and Fragment Arcs" 
Building 100 Technical Review, Appendix 
7.3 - Lease Agreement for Building 
(Excerpt) 

II···················································-·····-···········-····· ········1···············-······-·····--······--· ... ·-·1-····-·-·-·-··············- ······-·······+--·-··--··--··-···-···-·······-·····--·-··-··----·--·-···-·-·------·--··--····--·--·----··--····-·----·--···-·-----····---··-·-··--·-------·----··----·--·---------·-··· 
Monitoring 

Equipment 
v There is no monitoring equipment located in Parcel 3. There, Groundwater Monitoring Program and 

is a ground water capture pit in Parcel 3. (Capture Pit ID Groundwater Protection Management 
0712, Historic Designation P012.) In addition, a stair and 1Program Plan, Apri11997, Revision 1. 
sidewalk provide access to Seep 0607. 

Mound Plant Environmental Monitoring 
Plan dated July 1997. 

--····--- ·····---···-···--··--------··--1--·····-·---·----1---·-·-·----·----·-~····---·-----··-----·----·-------·--------------·----·1...;__________________ _ __________ , 
National 

Environmental 

Policy Act 

v A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was issued on,The Mound . Plant EA for 
October 27, 1994 for the commercialization of the Mound Commercialization ·of the Mound Plant, 
Plant. 1 DOE/EA-1001 dat~d October, 1994 and 

·--···--·--····--{~.~·~·~·--·--·----···---·-----·---····-----·-···-·-----·-·--···--·-·----·-----------·----··---·-·---·-----
FONSI for the Commercialization of the 
Mound Plant EA dated October 27, 1994. 

Resource 
Conservation and 

Recovery Act (RCRA) 
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v DOE has found no RCRA regulated units within Parcel 31 RCRA Part B Permit Application, Volume I, 
warranting a RCRA closure·action. Section A, September 1995 (as amended) 

Responses to Information Requested by 
It has been determined that the closest facility boundary from the Ohio HWFB Technical Staff 
Buildings 23 and 72 will not change with the sale of Parcel 3. transmitted to Bob Brown of the State of 
Therefore, the risk assessment information prepared in Ohio Hazardous Waste Facility Board 
conjunction with the RCRA Part B Permit and submitted to dated March 12, 1996. 
the Ohio Hazardous Waste Facility Board (HWFB) will not! 
change. 

September 2001 
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Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Considered for Parcel 3 (continued) 

FACTOR 
CONSIDERED 

Underground 
Storage Tanks (USTs) 

AFFECTS 
Parcel3 

YES 

AFFECTS 
Parcel3 

NO 

V' 

RECOMMENDATION/CONCLUSION 

1 

There are no USTs located within Parcel 3. 

I 

REFERENCE 

EG&G Mound Applied Technologies, 
Active Underground Storage Tank Plan, 

1 November 1994. 

·········· ···-w~!i~nds ···········-····-·-·r·········--··~-····-·-···-········1··-····-·--···--- ······-·frhree--charaCieristics-musf1le ___ iiresenT···to·--t>e·--classffie<r--as··a-p-erabTe-··-·--·-rrn·~----·-g·····--·····-···RYdrci9eofo9i.c 
V !jurisdictional wetlands: {1) hydrophytic vegetation, {2) hydric Investigation: We.11ands Determination 

soils, and (3) wetlands hydrology. Absence of any one of Report, Technical Memorandum, Revision 
these characteristics removes an area from consideration. 1, January 1994. Delineation of Federal 
None of the sites examined within Parcel 3 constitute Wetlands and Other Waters of the US, 
jurisdictional wetlands Final, August 1999. 

---·---i=io.ocip.iai"ns- ----·- r··· . ---- ·-- -r-;~ ----~N-~--P~·;t;-~-~--~"f-·-p~~-~;131i;~-~thi~-th~·1-o-a=ye~~-·-fi;;-od pi a i~~ -s-~~th--Pr~ perty --"FI~od pi ai~-·--/..sse~sm ;~ 
!Consistent with 10 CFR 1022, the applicability of floodplain and Notice of Floodplain Involvement 
J regulations to the property must be disclosed to the new issued in Environmental Assessment 

I 
owner. Disposition of Mound Plant's South 

, Property, June 199!3. 

-CieanAlfACii ~--r--r=.c~~~:i;~~·wf.:~~~~k;t;-~;,;,an~ perm.-F001 ---------------·--
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3. Monitoring Equipment 

In Parcel 3, there is a capture .Pit (Capture Pit ID 0712, Historic Designation P012) that is 
used to monitor ground water. Although exceedances of the MCL for Nitrate/Nitrite have 
been observed at this location, the most recent results do not exceed the MCL. In addition, 
a stair and sidewalk provide access to Seep 0607. DOE will continue to have access to 
these areas via easements. 

4. National Environmental Policy Act 

Parcel 3 !ies within the boundaries of the Mound Plant desciibed in the Environmentai 
Assessment for Commercialization of the Mound Plant (October, 1994) and the resulting 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) issued on October 27, 1994. The land use 
described in the EA is consistent with the institutional controls in the ROD for Parcel 3. 

5. Clean Air Act 

OEPA placed the roads and parking lots at Mound on permanent registration status with 
air permit F001. The roads and parking lots in Parcel 3 are included under that permit. 

IV. FINDINGS OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER 

In accordance with the provisions of CERCLA Section 120 (h), contaminated property can. 
only be transferred if one of the following applies: 

( 1 ) a decision has been made that no remedial action is necessary , 

(2) all remedial action necessary to protect human health and the environment with respect 
to any such substance remaining on the property has been taken before the date of 
transfer, or 

(3) Early Transfer Authority, which allows for transfer before all necessary action is 
complete, has been granted by US EPA with concurrence from the Governor of the State 
of Ohio pursuant to CERCLA Section 120(h)(3)(C). 

The future industrial use of the Mound Plant has been determined based upon agreement 
among US DOE, US EPA, and OEPA, and interested stakeholders. This land use is 
reflected in the MMCIC Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan and is currently codified in the 
City of Miamisburg Zoning Ordinance for industrial/commercial use. 

A joint agency decision among the US DOE, US EPA, and OEPA has been made that a 
remedial action has been taken that proteCts human health and the environment. EPA 
deems this condition to be satisfied if the institutional controls are implemented and 
operating successfully. Institutional controls in the form of deed restrictions on future land 
use will be placed on Parcel 3 upon transfer as part of the remedy. The objective of these 
institutional controls is to prevent an unacceptable risk to human health and the 
environment by restricting the use of Parcel 3, including Parcel 3 soils and groundwater, 
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to that which is consistent with assumptions in the Parcel 3 RRE. DOE or its successors 
will retain the right and responsibility to monitor, maintain, and enforce these institutional 
controls. The following property deed restrictions and requirements will be imposed on the 
property to maintain protection of human health and the environment in the future: 

• Maintenance of industrial/commercial land use; 
• Prohibition against residential use; 
• Prohibition against the use of groundwater; 
• Site access for federal and state agencies for the purpose sampling and monitoring; 

and, 
• Prohibition against removal of Parcel 3 soils from the DOE Mound property (as 

owned in 1998) boundary without approval from the Ohio Department of Health 
(ODH) and OEPA. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL COVENANTS 

DOE is committed to include a covenant in accordance with Section 120 (h)(3) of CERCLA 
in the deed for the sale or transfer of the property that warrants that: 

A. All remedial action necessary to protect human health and the environment has 
been taken as long as the deed restrictions limiting land and groundwater use are 
in effect and enforced. 

B. Any additional response action or corrective action found to be necessary after the 
date of sale or transfer shall be conducted by the United States [Section 
120(h)(4)(D)(i)]. The requirements of the covenant shall not apply in any case in 
which the person or entity to whom the property is transferred is a potentially 
responsible party with respect to the property. 

C. A clause granting the United States access to the property in any case in which a 
response action or corrective action is found to be necessary or such access is 
necessary to carry out a response action or corrective action on the adjoining 
property [Section 120 (h)(4)(D)(ii)]. 

VI. NOTI!=ICATION I PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The community has been an active participant in this process to date. Comments from the 
public on the PRS recommendation have been incorporated as part of the remedy 
evaluation. DOE believes all comments have been resolved with the commentor and the 
documents, comments, and responses have been placed in the CERCLA Public Reading 
Room. 

Table 111ists the Parcel 3 PRS packages, Parcel 3 RRE, and Parcel 3 Proposed Plan 
along with the dates they were made available for public comment. 

Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 
Draft Proposed Final 

September 2001 
Page 8 of 8 



• 

t .. : .. -: . . 

·: ~ . 

..... 

Table 11: Parcel 3 Documents and Public Comment Periods 

DOCUMENT 

~S 99 Action Memo 
PRS 100 Data Package 
PRS 241 Data Package 
i3H Building Data Package 
GP-1 Building Data Package 
Parcel 3 Residual Risk Evaluation 
Parcel 3 Proposed Plan 

Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 
Draft Proposed Final 

COMMENT PERIOD 
(BEGIN) 
5/3/00 
8123100 
6/17/97 
3117/99 
3/17/99 . 
4/24/01 
4/24/01 

COMMENT PERIOD 
_(END) 
6/3/00 
9/25/00 
7/18/97 
4/17/99 
4/17/99 
5/24/01 
5/24/01 

September 2001 



I APPENDIX A 

Legal Description of Parcel 3 



• Exhibit "A " 
for 

Mound Parcel Three 
containing 

5.581 Acres 

May 4, 2000 

Situate in the State of Ohio, County ofMontgomery and being parts of City of 
Miamisburg Lot Numbered 2259 and 2290, also being part of Sections 30, Fractional 
Town 2, Range 5 East M.R.S. and Fractional Section 36, Fractional Town 2, Range 5 
East M.R.S. and being a portion previously conveyed to USA as described in Deed Book 
1246, Page 45 and also being a portion previously conveyed to USA as described in Deed 
Book 1214, Page 12 and also being a portion previously conveyed to USA as described in 
Deed Book 1256, Page 179 and being more particularly described as follows: 

COMMENCING at a Concrete Monument Found (Top Broken Off) at the Northwest 
corner ofthe Northwest Quarter of Section 30 said Monument also being the Northeast 
corner of a 2.90 Acre tract of land conveyed to Robert P. Heist a~ described in Deed MF 
74-0526-C09, THENCE with the West line of said Heist Lands, South 05° 45' 57" West 
for a distance of 130.89 feet to a 1" Iron Pipe Found Pinched at the Southwest corner 
of said Heist Lands and the Northwest corner of a 14.288 Acre tract conveyed to the 
Miamisburg Community Corporation as described in Deed MF 99-852-E 11 and the 
TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING of the herein described tract; 

THENCE with the West line of said Miamisburg Community Corporation lands the next 
seven calls: 

1) THENCE, South 05° 29' 16" West for a distance of57.67feet to a 518" 
Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy),· 

2) THENCE, South 65° 31' 15" West for a distance of 35.05 feet to a 518" 
Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

3) THENCE, South 25° 44' 48" East for a distance of 160. 76feet to a 518" 
Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

4) THENCE, South 64° 37' 16" East for a distance of 56.61feet to a 518" Rebar 
Found with cap (LeRoy); 

1 



5) THENCE, North 64° 01' 25" East for a distance of 31.94 feet to a 518" Rebar 
Found with cap (LeRoy); 

6) THENCE, South 25° 04'47" East for a distance of 194.43 feet to a 518" 
Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

7) THENCE on a Curve to the Left with a Radius of 360.67 feet, a Arc Length 
of 180.89 feet, a Delta Angle of 28° 44' 12", with a Chord Bearing of South 39° 
26' 53" East and a Chord Distance of I79:oo feet to a 518" Rebar Set; 

THENCE on a new division line through said USA lands, South 40° 10' 27" West for a 
distance of 91.34 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 23° 57' 22" 
East for a distance of 17. 73 feet to a 3 inch Existing Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 64° 21' 58" 
West for a distance of99.96feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 50° 48' 40" 
West for a distance of 23.44 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

-
THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 65° 58' 19" 
West for a distance of 39. 91 feet to Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 24° 24' 48" 
West fora distance of 308.00feet to a 6 inch Existing Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 59° 05' 44" 
East for a distance of 2. 80 feet to a 6 inch Existing Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 20° 40' 57" 
West for a distance of 10.55 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 67° 51' 08" 
West for a distance of 3.37 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 24° 33' 12" 
West for a distance of 30.35 feet to a 6 inch Existing Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 50° 32' 22" 
West for a distance of 26.56 feet to a Mag Nail Set, passing a RR Spike Set at 8.09 feet 
on the West line of said Section 30; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 31° OJ' 18" 
West for a distance of 13.93 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 
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THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 65° 08' 57" 
West for a distance of 7. 98 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 
THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands', South 23° 06' 46" 
East for a distance of 13.85 feet to a 4 inch Existing Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 63° 53' 40" 
West for a distance of 26. 73 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 24° 54' 44" 
East for a distance of 45.10 feet to a Cross Notch·Set on the Easterly extension of the 
Southerly line of an existing one story brick building named GS 1; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands and with the 
Southerly line of said GS1 building, South 65° 11' 32" West for a distance of268.32 
feet to a 518" Rebar Set, passing the Southeasterly comer of said GS 1 building at 62.6 
feet and the Southwesterly comer of said GS 1 building at 263.43 feet; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 24° 25' 19" 
West fol a distance of 229. 01 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands and with an existing 
fenceline, South 65° 33' 23" West for a distance of 284. 61 feet to a Mini RR Spike Set 
in a 4 foot wide Concrete Walk at the Joint; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 24° 23'31" 
West foria distance of 104.08 feet to a518" Rebar Set on the South line of lands 
conveyed to the City ofMiamisburg as described in Deed Book 594, Page 410, witness a 
Concrete Monument Found Bearing South 65° 36' 29" East at a distance of38.74 feet; 

THENCE with the South line of said City ofMiamisburg lands, North 65° 36' 29" East 
for a distance of 770.61 feet BACK TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

3 



Said property contains 5.5R I Acres more or less \vith 1.992 Acres more or kss in Section 
)()and :1.5&9 Acn:s more or less in Fractional Section ~6. North based on State Plant· 
Coordinah:s. Ohio South /.one taken trom a survey pcrf(mned hy l.ockv,•ood. Jones and 
Beals dated 06-01-&2 and referenced to Deed MF 99-R52-E11: Note hearing South 25° 
0-4' 4T East \•:ith a distance of 194.43 feel. This description is hascd on an actual tield 
sur\'ey perl'lmned hy lll.S Sur\'cyors and Engineers under the direct super\'ision of 
William C. LeRoy PS. Ohio l.ic. No. 7(J64 and dated May. :woo. Subject to all 
Lascmcnts. lligll\\·ays. Covenants and Restrictions. 

/v £/L 
/'' (_ 6 - 0 s-- 0 0 

William C. LeRoy PS 
Ohio Lie. No. 7664 
KY. Lie. No. ~516 ~----~~~~=-~~~ 

JOSEPH lrtviN P.E., P.S. , 
COUNTY ENGINEER \ 

r:;:-:,\GOMERY f'"UNIY OAYTO!t C"l~f) · 

r ~: :?.!PTION CHECKED AND fl.PPi\ > ~) \ 

b . e':/).~ ..... ~All vLu /~j 

.J 
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Table 3 

Table 4 

Table 5 

Table 6 

Table 7 

Table 8 

Table 9 

APPENDIX 8 

RRE Summary Tables {Tables 3 through 9} 

Identification of Soii Constituents of Potential Concern for the 
Construction Worker Scenario in Parcel 3 

Identification of Soil Constituents of Potential Concern for the 
Site Employee Scenario in Parcel 3 

Identification of Current Groundwater Constituents of Potential 
Concern for the Construction Worker Scenario in Parcel 3 

Identification of Current Groundwater Constituents of Potential 
Concern for the Site Employee Scenario in Parcel 3 

Identification of Future Groundwater Constituents of Potential. 
Concern for the Construction Worker Scenario in Parcel 3 

Identification of Future Groundwater Constituents of Potential 
Concern for the Site Employee Scenario in Parcel 3 

Current and Future Incremental Residual Risks for Parcel 3 
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Table 3**: Identification of Soil Constituents of Potential Concern for the Construction Worker 

Scenario in Parcel 3 
(Exposure Point Concentration Compared to Background Values) 

CAS' Chemical 
Number 

Radlonuclldes 
10045-97-3 · Cesium-137+0 
14255-04-0 Lead-210+0• 
13981-16-3 Plutonium-238 
13982-63-3 Radium-226+0 
14269-63-7 Thorium-230 
7440-29-1 Thorium-232+0 

CAS = Chemical Abstract Service 
COPC = Constituent of Potential Concern 
NO < Background 
RRE = Residual Risk Evaluation 
UCL = Upper Confidence Limit 

Minimum Maximum 
Concentration Concentration 

0.02 0.50 

0.47 2.99 

0.02 34.80 

0.40 3.53 

0.40 10.10 

0.17 4.47 

• Lead-210 background value is based upon its parent Uranium-238 background value. 
•• Originally published as Table 2 of the Parcel 3 RRE 

Units Location Detection 95 Percent 
of Maximum Frequency UCL 

Concentration 
(depth in ft) 

pCi!g SO!! (0) 54-165 0,07 

pCilg 4459 (0) 70-145 0.85 

pCilg 602 (0) 36-177 67.20 

pCilg 4444 (0) 142-164 1.48 
pCilg X5 (8) 145-156 1.27 

pCi!g C0004 (3) 155-175 0.75 

Concentration Background 
Used for Value 
Screening 

0,07 0.42 
0.85 1.2 

34.80 0.13 
1.48 2 
1.27 1.9 
0.75 1.4 

• 
COPC 

forRRE 

NO 
NO 

YES 
NO 
NO 
NO 
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Table 4""': Identification of SoitConstituents of Potential Concern for the Site Employee 
Scenario in Parcel 3 

. (Exposure Point Concentration Compared to Background Values) 

CAS Chemical Minimum 
Number Concentration 

Radlonuclldes 
10045-97-3 Cesium-137+0 

13981-16-3 Plutonium-238 
13982-63-3 Radium-226+0 

14269-63-7 Thorium-230 
7440-29-1 Thorium-232+0 

CAS • Chemical Abstract Service 
COPC • Constituent of Potential Concern 
EPC • Exposure Point Concentration 
NO <Background Value 
UCL ·Upper Confidence Limit 

RRE • Residual Risk Evaluation 

0.02 

O.o2 
0.40 

0.40 
0.17 

**Originally published as Table 4 of the Parce13 RRE 

Maximum 
Concentration 

0.50 

34.80 
3.53 

6.09 
2.71 

Units Location Detection 95 Percent 
of Maximum Frequency UCL 

Concentration 
(depth in ft) 

pCi/g SOli (0) 53-142 0.05 

pCi/g 602 (0) 28-160 28.20 

pCi/g 4444 (0) (19-141 1.48 

pCi/g 4442 (0) 131-142 1.27 
pCi/g PRS99/100 139-158 0.73 

.. 

Concentration Background 
Used for Value 

Screening 
<EPC) 

0.05 0.42 

28.20 0.13 
1.48 2 
1.27 1.9 
0.73 1.4 

COPC 
forRRE 

NO 

YES 
NO 

NO 
NO 

a 
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Table 5*": Identification of Current Groundwater Constituents of Potential Concern for the Construction 

Worker Scenario in Parcel 3 
(Exposure Point Concentration Compared to Background Values) 

Chemical Minimum Maximum Units Detection 

Concentration Concentration Frequency 

Inorganlcs 

Antimony 2.8 40.20 ug!L 5-29 
Cadmium 4.6 7.70 ug!L 6-32 
Copper 1.6 593.00 ug!L 22-32 

Lead 3.4 40.00 ug!L 5-32 

Radlonuclldes 

Thorium-230 O.Ql 1.99 pCiiL 11-32 
Uraniwn-238+0 0.13 8.25 pCiiL 41-48 

COPC; Constituent of Potential Concern 

EPC; Exposure Point Concentration, minimum of95% UCL or maximum detected concentration 
NO <Background Value 

RR£; Residual Risk Evaluation 

UCL; Upper Confidence Limit 

u Originally published as Table 6 of the Parcel3 RRE 

9S Percent 

UCL 

80.30 

5.25 

22.70 

7.28 

1.25 
0.47 

Concentration Background 

Used for Value COPC 

Screening forRRE 

EPC 

40.20 0.578 YES 

5.25 YES 
22.70 1.167 YES 

7.28 10.05 NO 

1.25 YES 
0.47 0.688 NO 

• 
I 
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Table 6**: Identification of Current Groundwater Constituents of Potential Concern for the Site 
Employee Scenario in Parcel 3 

(Exposure Point Concentration Compared to Background Values) 

----- --- - - - ---- -

Chemical Minimum Maximum Units Detection 95 Percent Concentration Background 

Concentration Concentration Frequency UCL Used for Value COPC 
Screening and forRRE 1 

Inorganlcs 

Antimony 2.8 
Cadmium 4.6 
Copper 1.6 
Lead 3.4 

Radlonuclldes 

Actinium-227+0 0.50 
Plutonium-239/240 0.00 
Thorium-228+0 O.Ql 

Thorium-230 0.01 
Tritium 110.00 
Uranium-234 0.20 
Uranium-238+0 0.13 

---

COPC= Constituent of Potential Concern 

EPC= minimum of95% UCL or maximum detected concentration 
NC= Not calculated, fewer than 20 samples in the data set 
NO <Background Value 
RRE= Residual Risk Evaluation 

UCL= Upper Confidence Limit 

•• Originally published as Table 8 of the Parcel3 RRE 

40.20 ug/L 

7.70 ug/L 

593.00 ug/L 

40.00 ug/L_ 

0.50 pCi!L 
2.00 pCi!L 
2.17 pCiiL 
1.99 pCiiL 

7200.00 pCiiL 
8.14 pCiiL 
8.25 pCiiL 

a 

EPC I 

5-29 80.30 40.20 0.578 YES 
: 6-32 5.25 5.25 YES 

22-32 22.70 22.70 1.167 YES 

5-32 7.28 7.28 10.05 NO 

1-10 NC 0.50 YES 

6-20 8.87 2.00 0.125 YES 
14-35 105.00 2.17 0.779 YES 
11-32 1.25 1.25 YES 

112-128 861.00 861.00 1485.47 NO 
14-19 NC 8.14 0.792 YES 
41-48 0.47 0.47 0.688 NO 

• 



., .... 
Table 7*"*: Identification of Future Groundwater Constituents of Potential Concern for the Construction Worker 

· Scenario In- Parcel 3 """ · 

I.IIIIOUIV ... n.JW 'V '-'"-""""VI U'&OI ........ &-&&1 ..,...,..,..,.._.,..,.,... '-VOO-'"'••••-•a ... n _.,. .... t"Ma ... - "'"' ---~·--••- •-•---

Chemical Minimum Maximum Units Detection 95 Percent Concentration Background 

Concentration Concentration Frequency UCL Used for Value COPC? 

In Bedrock In Bedrock In Bedrock Screening 

Wells Wells Wells 

In organics 
Aluminum 20.1 31500.00 ugiL 107/115 6840.00 6840.00 37.523 YES 

Antimony 0.35 41.60 ugiL 21/122 2.82 2.82 0.578 YES 
Arsenic•• 0.3 933.00 ugiL 26/114 11.80 11.80 32.997 NO 
Beryllium•• 0.03 2.30 ugiL 411115 0.47 0.47 YES 
Bismuth** 0.9 264.00 ugiL 23/103 23.20 23.20 YES 

Cadmium 0.14 13.10 ugiL 11/124 0.75 0.75 YES 
Chromium* 0.27 44800.00 ugiL 78/120 5010.00 5010.00 6.076 YES 

Copper 0.38 514.00 ugiL 811117 26.80 26.80 1.167 YES 
Lead•• 0.4 32.00 ugiL 55/125 4.90 4.90 10.05 NO 
Lithium 8.8 4280.00 ugiL 871102 123.00 123.00 55.7 YES 
Manganese 0.037 3030.00 ugiL 155/165 737.00 737.00 229.568 NO: I 
Molybdenum 0.79 474.00 ug!L 511 98 32.50 32.50 5.597 YES 

/'lickcl 1.2 11600.00 ug!L 82/120 749.00 749.00 34.957 YES 
Thallium 3.1 6.90 ugiL 6/107 4.44 4.44 YES 
Vanadium 0.15 277.00 ugiL 65/115 33.00 33.00 17.1 YES 

Organic Compounds 
1,1-DichlorocthaneM 2.00 2.00 ugiL 1/238 0.75 0.75 NO: I 
1,2-Dichlorocthene•• 1.00 35.00 ugiL 13/ 38 6.61 6.61 YES 
Dichloromcthane 1.00 610.00 ugiL 411239 3.28 3.28 YES 
Tctrachloroethene•• 0.30 25.00 ugiL 55/247 3.37 3.37 YES 
Trichlorocthcne 0.44 46.00 ug!L 152/273 5.12 5.12 YES 

Radlonuclldes 
Radium-226+0 0.1260 39.47 pCi/L 43/ 59 2.34 2.34 0.996 YES 
Strontium-90 0.74 42.40 pCi/L 7/ 57 2.22 2.22 0.975 YES 
Thorium-228 + D 0.02 8.50 pCi/L 39/ 54 90.70 8.50 0.779 YES 
Thorium-230 0.0044 4.07 pCi/L 43/ 56 0.57 0.57 YES 
Thorium-232 + D 0.0005 2.11 pCi/L 31163 0.78 0.78 0.314 NO: I 
Tritium 2.95 2816310.00 pCi/L 4440/4455 206000.00 206000.00 1485.47 YES 
Uranium-234 0.03 59.10 pCi/L 601 69 2.12 2.12 0.792 YES 
Uranium-238 + D 0.03 1.34 pCi/L 57/ 75 0.51 0.51 0.688 NO 

NO: I =Flow tube modeled manganese (179.2 ugll..) and thorium-232 (0.1747pCi/L) concentrations were below backgroud values and arc screened out of the RRE. 
COPC= Constituent of Potential Concern 

UCL~ Upper Confidence Limit 

• =Chromium conservatively assumed to be present in the hexavalent state. 
•• =Constituent detected in bedrock well, but not in production well 
M ~Constituent detected in production well, not in bedrock wells; reported frequency of detection based on production wells analyses 
••• Originally published as Table 10 of the Parcel3 RRE 
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Table 8***: Identification of Future Groundwater Constituents of Potential Concern for the Site Employee Scenario in 
Parcel3 

(Bedrock 95% UCL or Maximum Detected Concentration Compared to Backl!round Values 

Chemical Minimum 

Concentration 

In Bedrock 

Wells 

Inorganics 

Aluminum 20.I 

Antimony 0.35 
Arsenic•• 0.3 

Beryllium•• 0.03 

Bismuth** 0.9 

Cadmium . 0.14 

Chromium• 0.27 

Copper 0.38 
Lead•• 0.4 

Lithium 8.8 

Manganese 0.037 

Molybdenum 0.79 

Nickel 1.2 

Thallium 3.1 

Vanadium 0.15 

Organic Compounds 
1,2-Dichloroethene•• 1.00 

Dichloromethane !.00 

Trichloroethene 0.44 

Radionuclides 
Actinium-227+DM 0.500 

Plutonium-238 0.012 

Plutonium-239/240 0.003 

Radiwn-226+0 0.1260 

Radiwn-228° 0 1.50 

Strontiwn-90 0.74 

Thoriwn-228 + D 0.02 

Thorium-i30 0.0044 
Thorium-232 + D 0.0005 
Tritium 2.95 
Uranium-234 0.03 

Uranium-238 + D 0.03 

COPC= Constituent of Potential Concern 

NC= 95% UCL not calculated. less than 20 samples in the data set. 

UCL= Upper confidence Limit 

Maximum 

Concentration 

In Bedrock 

Wells 

3I500.00 

41.60 

933.00 

2.30 

264.00 

13.10 

44800.00 

514.00 

32.00 

4280.00 

3030.00 

474.00 

11600.00 

6.90 

277.00 

35.00 

610.00 

46.00 

0.500 

1.870 

0.18 

39.47 

!.50 

42.40 

8.50 

4.07 

2.11 

2816310.00 

59.10 

1.34 

Units Detection 95 Percent 

Frequency UCL 

In Bedrock 

Wells 

ug/L 107/115 6840.00 

ug/L 21/122 2.82 

ug!L 26/114 11.80 

ug!L 41/115 0.47 

ug!L 23/103 23.20 

ug!L 11/124 0.75 

ug!L 78/120 5010.00 

ug!L 81/117 26.80 

ug!L 551125 4.90 

ug/L 87/102 123.00 

ug!L 155/165 737.00 

ug/L 51/ 98 32.50 

ug!L 821120 749.00 

ug!L 6/107 4.44 

wzll. 65/115 33.00 

ug!L 13/ 38 6.61 

ug!L 41/239 3.28 

ul!/L 1521273 5.12 

pCi/L 1/10 NA 

pCi/L 8/ 60 0.15 

pCi/L 121 51 0.42 

pCi/L 43/ 59 2.34 

pCi/L Ill NC 

pCi/L 71 57 2.22 

pCi/L 39/ 54 90.70 

pCi/L 43/ 56 0.57 

pCi/L 31/ 63 0.78 

pCi!L 4440/4455 206000.00 

pCi/L 601 69 2.12 

pCi/L 571 75 0.51 

Concentration Background 

Used for Value COPC? 

Screening 

6840.00 37.523 YES 

2.82 0.578 YES 

1!.80 32.997 NO 
0.47 YES 

i3.20 YES 

0.75 YES 

5010.00 6.076 YES 

26.80 1.167 YES 
4.90 10.05 NO 

123.00 55.7 YES 
737.00 229.568 NO:! 

32.50 5.597 YES 

749.00 34.957 YES 
4.44 YES 

33.00 17.1 YES 

6.61 YES 

3.28 YES 

5.12 YES 

0.50 YES 

0.15 0.087 YES 
0.18 0.125 YES:2 

2.34 0.996 YES 
1.50 YES 

2.22 0.975 YES 

8.50 0.779 YES 

0.57 YES 

0.78 0.314 NO:! 

206000.00 1485.47 YES 

2.12 0.792 YES 

0.51 0.688 NO 

NO: 1 =Future groundwater concentrations (modeled bedrock plus current concentrations) for manganese (179.2 ug/L) and thorium-232 (0.1747 pCi!L) are below background values 

and are screened out of the RRE. 

• = Chromium conservatively assumed to be present in the hexavalent state. 

•• = Constituent detected in bedrock well, but not in production well 

M = Constituent detected. in production well, not in bedrock wells; reported frequency of detection based on production wells analyses 

YES:2 -Current groundwater COPC, therefore, future groundwater COPC 

••• Originally published as Table 12 of the Parcel 3 RRE 

.. • 
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Table 9"'"': Current and Future Incremental Residual Risks for Parcel 3 

Scenario and 
(leceptor 

Media 

Groundwater 
(Current) 

(Future) 

Groundwater 
(Current) 

~--Groundwater 
(Future) 

Air* 

NA ·Not applicable 

Constituents Pathway Total Noncancer HI Total Cancer Risk 

Chemical 

*RRE values for air were brought forward from the Technical Position Report for Release Blocks D and H. (DOE 1999) 

Numbers written as l.OE-03 equallxl0.3 

bolded values exceed cancer risk of I o·~ or non caricer HI greater than 1 
bls • below land surface 
**Originally published as Table 35 of the Parce13 RRE 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
'· REGIONS 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

AEPL Y TO THE ATIENTION OF: 

September 7, 2001 

- Mr. Richard B. Provencher 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Mound Environmental Management Project 
P.O. Box66 
Miamisburg, OH 45343-0066 

RE: US DOE Mound Plant 
. Parcel3 
Request for Concurrence to Transfer 

Dear Mr. Provencher, 

SRF-5J 

Thank you for your letter dated September 6, 2001, requesting concurrence to transfer Parcel 3 at 
the United States Department of Energy (U.S. DOE) Mound Plant in Miamisburg, Ohio . 

. The United States Envirorni1ental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has reviewed the Record of· 
Decision for Parcel3, Mound Plant, Miamisburg, Ohio, Final, September 2001, which has now 
been signed by U.S. DOE, U.S. EPA, and the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, and the 
Environmental Summary- Notice of Hazardous Substances for Parcel 3, Mound Plant, 
Miamisburg, Ohio, Final, September 2001. Based upon this information, U.S. EPA concurs that 
all remedial action necessary to protect public health and the environment with respect to any 
substance remaining in Parcel 3 has been taken, and that transfer of Parcel 3 may take place. 

It is understood that any additional remedial action found to be necessary in the future shall be 
·conducted by U.S. DOE to the extent necessary to protect human health and the environment. _ 

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Veqetable Oil Based Inks on 50% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer) 



The U.S. EPA fully supports redevelopment and reuse of the structures and other property 
available at the Mound Plant. However, assurances must be provided that all property and 
building leases and transfers will be protective of public health and the environment. If you have 
any questions or concerns about thi.s or future economic development issues at the site, please 
contact Timothy Fischer, ofmy staff, at (312) 886-5787. 

Sincerely, 

lk( rr1t ... 
William E. Muno, Director 
Superfund Division 

-

.cc: Brian Nickel, Ohio EPA 
Robert Rothman, US DOE-MEMP 
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Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 
CERCLA 120 (h) Summary of Finding of Suitability to Transfer 

I. PURPOSE 

The information contained in this notice is required under the authority of regulations 
promulgated under section 120 (h) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act {CERCLA). This summary is intended to support a transfer 
by deed to new ownership for economic development by documenting that the U.S. 
Department of Energy's (US DOE) Mound Plant has met the iequiiements of CERCLA 120 
(h) for Parcel 3. A copy shall be provided to all future owners. 

II. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

A. Description of Property Suitable for Transfer 

This Environmental Summary addresses Parcel 3, which is located on the northern border 
of the Mound Plant (hereinafter "Plant") as shown in Figure 1. Parcel 3 is generally 
bounded to the south and west by the plant proper, to the north by offsite residences, and 
to the east by the parking lot (Release Block H) transferred to the Miamisburg Mound 
Community Improvement Corporation (MMCIC). 

The legal description of Parcel 3, as recorded in the Parcel 3 Record of Decision {Draft, 
May 2001) is included as Appendix A of this Environmental Summary. 

B. Regional Context of Mound Plant and Transferred Property 

The Mound Plant is in Montgomery County within the City of Miamisburg, Ohio as shown 
in Figure 2. At one time, the Mound Plant occupied an approximately 306 acre site. Since 
1999, approximately 122 acres have been transferred to MMCIC. 

Benner Road forms the southern boundary of the plant, and the Norfolk Southern Railroad 
roughly parallels the western boundary at a distance of 50-200 feet. At one time, the 
Mound Plant consisted of approximately 130 buildings with a total of 1.4 million square feet 
of floor space (although the number of buildings is constantly diminishing as buildings are 
decommissioned and demolished). 

C. Historical Uses of Parcel 3 

The primary use of most of the area making up Parcel 3 has been as a parking area .for 
Mound employee vehicles. Much of the parking lot is built on fill material from the plant 
site. The fill included excess materials and soil from the plant site. There are two buildings 
in Parcel 3; GH and GP-1. GH Building is a one story, brick office building. Its primary use 
was a visitor control center. Building GP-1 was for many years the guard force 
headquarters. It housed offices, an exercise room, a communications center, and a firing 
range. At other times, Parcel 3 included trailers for uncleared employees, a guard island 

Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 
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(GIS), and a modular building (OSE X-ray) used for security check and baggage 
examinations. No other uses of the area of the Mound facility referred to as Parcel 3 were 
identified. 

Ill. ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS 

A. Methodology 

In accordance with Section 120 (h)(3) of CERCLA, to the extent that information is 
available based on a complete search of DOE files, the following shall be placed in deeds: 
(1) a notice of the type and quantity of hazardous substances stoied, disposed of, or 
released; (2) a notice of the time at which such storage, disposal, or release took place; 
and (3) a description of any remedial action taken. Information sources reviewed to obtain 
the information include: 

.. Federal Government records, 

.. Recorded chain of title documents, 

.. Reasonably obtainable aerial photographs, 

.. Visual inspection of the property and adjacent properties, 

.. Reasonably obtainable records of releases on adjacent properties, 

.. Interviews with current or former employees, and 

.. Sampling, if appropriate under the circumstances. 

Parcel 3 includes three Potential Release Sites or PRSs that have undergone previous 
investigations. These PRSs were identified on the basis of potential radiological and/or 
chemical (non-radioactive) contamination, knowledge of historical land use, or on actual 
sample data. The locations of PRSs in Parcel 3 are shown in Figure 3. Before transfer of 
a parcel can be completed, all buildings and PRSs must be evaluated for protectiveness 
or remediated to a protective level. Residual risks associated with remaining contamination 
in Parcel 3 have been evaluated. 

A Core Team with representatives from the US DOE, US Environmental Protection Agency 
(US EPA), and Ohio EPA (OEPA) performs a joint agency evaluation of each PRS. The 
Core Team uses process knowledge, site visits, and existing data to determine whether 
or not any action is warranted concerning the PRS and recommends the appropriate 
response(s). 

Information in the following documents was used to support this Environmental Summary. 

1; PRS and Building Data Packages for the PRSs and buildings located within Parcel 
3. PRS and Building Data Packages provide a summary of information sufficient for the 
Core Team to make recommendations or change the status of the PRS or building. The 
locations of the PRSs and buildings in Parcel 3 are shown on Figure 3. The rationale for 
designation of these PRSs is outlined in Table 1. These PRSs were identified on the basis 
of potential radiological and/or chemical (non-radioactive) contamination using knowledge 
of historical land use or on actual sample data. The rationale for designation of these 
buildings is outlined in Table 2. 
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Table 1: Parcel 3 PRSs and Core Team Conclusions 

PRS Reason for Identification Core Team Decision Close Out of PRS 

99 Reported disposal of drums Removal Action On-Scene Coordinator (OSC) Report 
containing sand conducted in August, signed by Core Team on 7112/00. 
contaminated with 1999 
polonium-2 1 0, cobalt-60, 
and cesium-1 3 7 

100 Reported disposal of Binned No Further Recommendation for NFA signed by 
neutralized chromium plating Assessment (NFA) Core Team on 8/16/00. 
bath solution and process 
tank 

241 Several positive soil gas Binned NFA Recommendation for NFA signed by 
detections during Mound Core Team on 5/13/97. 
Plant Soil Gas and 
Geophysical Investigation 
(Reconnaissance Sampling 
Report- Soil Gas and 
Geophysical Investigations 
Mound Plant and SM/PP Hill, 
February 1993) 

Table 2: Parcel 3 Buildings and Core Team Conclusions 

Building Description 

GH Office 

GP-1 Guard force headquarters 

Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 
Final 

Core Team Decision Close Out of Building Data Package 

Binned NFA Recommendation for NFA signed by 
Core Team on 2/9/99. 

Binned NFA Recommendation for NFA signed by 
Core Team on 2/9/99. 

September 2001 



2. Residual Risk Evaluation, Parcel 3, Final, September 2001. Provides the evaluation 
of human health risks associated with any residual contamination that may remain in the 
parcel after all remedies within a parcel have been addressed. The evaluation, used in 
conjunction with the Proposed Plan, ensures that future users of the land will not be 
exposed to contamination levels that would pose unacceptable health risks. 

3. Proposed Plan for Parcel 3, Mound Plant, Miamisburg, Ohio, Public Review Draft, 
Revision 0, April2001. Identifies to the public the preferred option for addressing residual 
contamination at the Mound Plant, Parcel 3, by briefly summarizing the alternatives studied 
and highlighting the key factors that led to identifying the preferred alternative. 

4. Record of Decision (ROD) for Parcel 3, Mound Plant, Miamisburg, Ohio, Final, 
September 2001. Documents the remedial action plan for the parcel and serves the 
following three functions: (1) certifies the remedy selection process was carried out in 
accordance with CERCLA, (2) describes the technical parameters of the remedy, 
specifying the treatment, engineering, and institutional components as well as cleanup 
levels, and (3) provides the public with a consolidated summary of information about the 
parcel and the chosen remedy, including the rationale behind the selection. 

B. Building Analysis Summary 

There are two DOE-owned buildings within Parcel 3. Both buildings were evaluated by the 
Core Team and determined to warrant No Further Assessment (NFA). Consequently, there 
is no building-related contamination warranting remedial action or environmental concern. 

1. Asbestos 

Asbestos material in buildings can be found in five forms: sprayed or troweled on ceilings 
and walls (surfacing materials); insulation around pipes, ducts, boilers, and tanks (pipe 
and boiler insulation); transite (in-ground piping and siding material); and in roofing 
materials (roofing felts); other products such as ceiling and floor tiles and wall boards 
(miscellaneous materials). 

There are no areas in GH or GP-1 requiring asbestos abatement prior to transfer. 

2. lead 

Lead-based paint was used almost exclusively in the U.S. prior to the 1970s. It is likely 
that lead-based paint was used in GP-1 and GH. Congress established maximum 
allowable lead concentrations in residential paint in 1978. 

GP-1 included a firing range. Lead dust and metal were removed from the building in the 
Fall of 1998. The process for removing the lead is described in Section 4.2.2.7 of the GP-1 
Building Data Package, Final, July 1999. The lead sampling results for the interior are 
listed in Appendix J of the same document. Additional samples were taken in November 
1999 (Memo, Vicarel to Bird, December 6, 1999). The results indicated lead in the dust 
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from inside the air handler at the west end of GP-1 at 64,900 mg/kg. Lead was observed 
in the fine grain roofing material at the west end of GP-1 at 41,000 mg/kg. In response 
(Letter, Provencher to Grauwelman, April 19, 2000), MEMP offered to remove ductwork 
and coat part of the roof "to close out any questions that future responsibility for clean up 
is the MMCIC's if and when GP-1 is razed." 

There are no areas in GH or GP-1 requiring lead abatement prior to transfer. 

3. Radon 

Radon studies are presented in a 1989-90 Mound Indoor Radon study for buildings. There 
are no areas in GH or GP-1 requiring radon abatement prior to transfer. 

4. Radiological Surveys 

Fixed radiological contamination was found on the main door threshold of GH Building and 
on a manhole cover located near the building. The threshold was scabbled to remove the 
contamination and the manhole cover was replaced. The final radiological survey met all 
surface contamination guidelines. The results of this survey are provided in Section 4.2.2.1 
and Appendix G of the GH Building Data Package, Final, July 1999. 

5. Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

There are no areas within Parcel 3 requiring polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) cleanup. 

C. Potential Release Site (PRS) Summary 

The US DOE, US EPA, and OEPA have jointly decided that no additional remedial action 
for the PRSs in Parcel 3 is necessary with the placement of Institutional Controls in the 
form of deed restrictions on future land use for Parcel 3 upon transfer. 

A brief summary of the history of the PRSs in Parcel 3 and their contaminants follows. For 
a more detailed description of these PRSs, refer to the PRS data packages as identified 
in Section lll.A.1 of this Environmental Summary. 

PRSs at Mound were identified based on either knowledge of historical land use that was 
considered potentially detrimental, or an actual sampling result showing elevated 
concentrations of contaminants. The locations of the PRSs in Parcel 3 are shown in 
Figure 3. 

The rationale for designation of PRS 99, 100, and 241 is outlined as follows: 

PRS 99, also known as Area 6 or WD Building Filter Cleaning Waste, is a former trench 
in the parking lot south of GH Building. It was believed to contain drums of polonium-21 0 
contaminated sand resulting from the sandblast cleaning of the WD Building sand filters. 
It was thought that the sand may also be contaminated with cobalt-60 and cesium-137. In 
February 1999, 137 samples were collected from 46 borings in the parking lot south of GH 
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Building to include PRS 99. One sample displayed an elevated concentration of plutonium-
238 (120 pCi/g onsite gamma spectrometry, 294 pCi/g offsite isotopic analysis). A 
trenching investigation yielded evidence of greater contamination (up to 839 pCi/g of 
plutonium-238). A removal action was performed which resulted in residual plutonium-238 
concentrations be!ow the 55 pCilg Risk-Based Guideline Value (On-Scene Coordinator 
(OSC) Report, PRS 99 Removal Action, Final (August 2000)). 

PRS 100, also known as Area F or Chromium Trench, is located south of GH Building. 
PRS 100 was designated a Potential Release Site because of the reported disposal of 
"neutralized" chromium plating bath solution in a trench. At least one of the plating shop 
process tanks was reportedly disposed of in the same area as the chromium soiution. The 
February 1999 sampling at PRS 99 included PRS 100. As noted above, one sample at 
PRS 99 exceeded a Risk-Based Guideline Value for a contaminant of concern. All other 
samples showed no sign of contamination or visual indication of waste. There were no 
elevated detections or visual indications of debris associated with any of the PRS 1 00 
samples. In August 2000, the Core Team changed the status of PRS 100 to NFA. 

PRS 241 is the result of several soil gas detections by the Soil Gas Survey and 
Geophysical Investigation (Reconnaissance Sampling Report; Soil Gas Survey and 
Geophysical Investigations; Mound Plant Main Hill and SMIPP Hill; Final, Revision 2, 
(February 1993)). PRS 241 includes the northwest parking lots, including the parking lots 
east of OSE Building, south of GH Building and the parking lot north of A Building. No 
operations are known to have been performed in the parking lots. The items reportedly 
included in the fill material on which the parking lot south of GH Building is located 
prompted the identification of PRS 99.and 100. The Radiological Site Survey Project (OU-
9 Site Scoping Report, Vol. 3- Radiological Site Survey, Final, (June 1993)) observed 
plutonium-238, thorium, tritium, cesium-137, and radium-226 below Risk-Based Guideline 
Values. The reconnaissance soil gas sampling detected trichloroethane (TCE) at 8 ppb 
(parts per billion or 1 in 1,000,000,000) and toluene at 255 ppb. Both are below Risk­
Based Guideline Values. In May 1997, the Core Team recommended PRS 241 required 
No Further Assessment. 

D. Residual Risk Evaluation (RRE) Summary 

Pursuant to the Residual risk Evaluation Methodology (RREM) (Final, Rev. 0, January 6, 
1997), risks are quantified for both carcinogenic (cancer-causing) and non-carcinogenic 
(non-cancer-causing) contaminants. All analytes (carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic) 
detected at least once in soil and/or groundwater in Parcel 3 were identified as 
constituents of potential concern (COPCs). The maximum concentration of each COPC for 
soil and groundwater was compared to and screened against criteria established in the 
RREM and presented in the Parcel3 Residual Risk Evaluation (Final, September 2001 ). 
COPC tables for both groundwater and soil are presented in Appendix B. COPCs that were 
carried through the RRE process are identified in the tables. The risk associated with the 
intake of a known or suspected carcinogen is reported in terms of the incremental lifetime 
cancer risk presented by that COPC, as estimated using the appropriate slope factor and 
the amount of material available for uptake. The acceptable risk range as defined by 
CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan (NCP) is 1 o-4 to 1 o-6 (one human in ten-
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thousand to one human in one-million incremental cancer incidence). Potential human 
health hazards from exposure to non-carcinogenic contaminants are evaluated by using 
a Hazard Quotient (HQ). The HQ is determined by the ratio of the intake of a COPC to a 
reference dose or concentration for the contaminant of concern that is believed to 
represent a no-observable effect level. The contaminant of concern-specific HQs are then 
summed to provide an overall Hazard Index (HI). US EPA guidance sets a limit of 1.0 for 
the Comprehensive HI. The incremental carcinogenic risks and hazards associated with 
residual concentrations of COPCs in Parcel 3 are also shown in Appendix B. 

Evaluation of residual soil and groundwater contaminants within Parcel 3 has resulted in 
a determination that future users of the land will not be exposed to contaminant levels that 
would pose unacceptable risks as long as compliance with the deed restrictions described 
in the Parcel 3 Record of Decision are maintained. The soils within Parcel 3 have not been 
evaluated for any use other than onsite industrial/commercial use. Any offsite disposition 
of the Parcel 3 soil without proper handling, sampling, and management could create an 
unacceptable risk to offsite receptors. 

E. Other Factors Considered 

DOE developed a generic checklist of the issues to be considered in evaluating property 
to be transferred. The checklist was modified from that used by the Department of 
Defense in releasing property for sale. The checklist includes environmental problems 
from Mound Plant that are likely to concern a potential purchaser as well as items relating 
to the operational concerns from ongoing and future remedial actions. Table 10 contains 
a brief summary and references for all factors considered. Results of only those factors 
which affect Parcel 3 are presented as follows: 

1. Cultural Resources 

There are cultural resources in Parcel 3. GH Building was determined to be a historic 
building in July 1998. To mitigate the potential adverse impact of transferring ownership 
of this building, DOE prepared a documentation package listing the building's historic 
uses. The package also includes current and historic photographs. This document was 
completed in March 1999 and was provided to the Ohio Historic Preservation Office 
(OHPO). 

2. Drinking Water 

Mound Plant drinking water has exceeded the action levels for lead and copper due to the 
corrosive action of the water on the materials used in the distribution system. When the 
action level for lead is exceeded, EPA regulations require corrosion control and public 
education programs. These programs are in place at Mound. Information on the steps 
being taken to reduce lead concentrations in the Mound Plant water system, and on the 
hazards associated with ingesting lead are available to all Mound drinking water users. 
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Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Considered for Parcel 3 

FACTOR 
CONSIDERED 

Cultural Resources 

1
1 AFFECTS 

Parcel3? 

YES 

I 
v 

AFFECTS I 
Parcel3? 

NO 

RECOMMENDATION/CONCLUSION REFERENCE 

There are historic or cultural resources within Parcel 3. GH Correspondenc•~ From Mark J. 
Building has been determined to be a historic building under Epstein, Department Head, Resource 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) in Protection and Review, Ohio Historic 
July 1998. Under a Memorandum of Agreement negotiated by Preservation Office dated July 31, 
the OHPO and the DOE, DOE prepared a documentation 1998. 
package illustrating the building's historic uses and major 

I
. I ~structural modifications. This package also included current 

--·----------·--- ------'·-------·· ~n~:~~~o;i~~;~~J~~~~~eJ~~ ~e~~~~-~~~:~ag_~:~s co~ple~ed -------------·-·-·------· 
Drinking Water r ,. ~ 1

1 

Mound Plant dOnking water has exceeded the action levels for\ Miamisburg EmAronmental 
Quality I"' lead and copper due to the corrosive action of the water on the Management Project, Annual Site 

' materials used in the water distribution system. When the action Environmental Report for Calendar 
level for lead is exceeded, EPA regulations require corrosion Year 1999, September 2000. 

1 control and public education programs. These programs are in 
place at Mound. Information on the steps being taken to reduce 
lead concentrations in the Mound Plant water system, and on 
the hazards associated with ingesting lead will be made 

-···-···- --··-- ·---- ................ _._ ...... , ................. - ......... ·--I-··-·· .. ·--·-· .. ---;~V.~.i!~!~ . .!P~!~9..!:ln9_.~!.i.r.!..klr:)_9 .. ~~!_Yser~.:-.. ·-·-·····---.. ·--······-· .... --.. ·····- ........... ___ .............. _ ...................................... ·---· .. --·-·--····· ..... . 
Endangered 

Species 

Parcel 3 Environmental S~,tmmary 
Draft Proposed Final 

V' Two state protected species were found, the dark-eyed junco Operable Unit 9 Hydrogeologic 
(Junxo hyemalis) and the inland rush (Juncus interior). Because Investigation: Wetlands Determination 
only one individual inland rush was located, it is not considered Report, Technical Memorandum, 
a viable breeding population at the Mound facility. The dark- Revision 1, January 1994. 
eyed junco is not known to breed in southwestern Ohio. It has 
also been determined that the plant site is in the habitat range of I Operable Unit 9 Ecological 
the federally endangered species of Indiana Bat (Myotis Characterization Report, Final, March 
sodalis), however, the Mound site does not provide a suitable 1994. 
habitat for the Indiana Bat. Neither the solitary sitings of the 
rush and the junco, nor the potential habitat for the Indiana bat, 
are expected to affect ongoing or future activities at the site. 
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Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Considered for Parcel 3 (continued) 

FACTOR 
CONSIDERED 

Fragment 

Arcs 

Monitoring 

Equipment 

I 

I 

AFFECTS 
Parcel3 

YES 
I 

I 

V' 

AFFECTS 
Parcel3 

NO 

V' 

RECOMMENDATION/CONCLUSION 

No fragment arcs and clearance zones due to 
hazards at onsite operations .exist in Parcel 3. 

REFERENCE 

explosive I Drawing FSD 970058, "Clearance Zones 
and Fragment Arcs" 
Building 100 Technical Review, Appendix 
7.3 - Lease Agreement for Building 
(Excerpt) · 

There is no monitoring equipment located in Parcel 3. There I Groundwater Monitoring Program and 
is a ground water capture pit in Parcel 3. (Capture Pit ID Groundwater Protection Management 
0712, Historic Designation P012.) In addition, a stair and Program Plan, April1997, Revision 1. 
sidewalk provide access to Seep 0607. 

I 
Mound Plant Environmental Monitoring 
Plan dated July 1997. 

---·-------------- ---- . --- ·-------
National l• ~ A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was issued on The Mound Plant EA for 

Environmental Y October 27, 1994 for the commercialization of the Mound Commercialization of the Mound Plant, 
Policy Act Plant. DOE/EA-1001 dated October, 1994 and 

FONSI for the Commercialization of the 
_____ (NEPA) _ ---·---·-· Mound_lllant _EA dated October 27, 1994. __ 

Resource 
Conservation and 

Recovery Act (RCRA) 

Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 
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.a 

V' DOE has found no RCRA regulated units within Parcel 3 RCRA Part B Permit Application, Volume I, 
warranting a RCRA closure action. Section A, September 1995 (as amended) 

Responses to Information Requested by 
It has been determined that the closest facility boundary from the Ohio HWFB Technical Staff 
Buildings 23 and 72 will not change with the sale of Parcel 3. transmitted to Bob Brown of the State of, 
Therefore, the risk assessment information prepared in Ohio Hazardous Waste Facility Board 
conjunction with the RCRA Part B Permit and submitted to dated March 12, 1996. 
the Ohio Hazardous Waste Facility Board (HWFB) will not 
change. 
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Table 10: Summary of Other Factors Considered for Parcel 3 (continued) 

FACTOR 
CONSIDERED 

Underground 
Storage Tanks (USTs) 

I 
AFFECTS 
Parcel3 

YES 

AFFECTS 
Parcel3 

NO 

V' 

RECOMMENDATION/CONCLUSION 

There are no USTs located within Parcel 3. 

REFERENCE 

EG&G Mound Applied Technologies, 
Active Underground Storage Tank Plan, 
November 1994. 

-----W~tl~nd~-·-·---·-r·--·--r-----rftiree characteristics must be present to .. be--Ciassified as· Operable ---unit··----···-g··--HicfrogeOfogi"c 
V' Uurisdictional wetlands: (1) hydrophytic vegetation, (2) hydric Investigation: Wetlands Determination 

soils, and (3) wetlands hydrology. Absence of any one of Report, Technical Memorandum, Revision 
these characteristics removes an area from consideration. 1, January 1994. Delineation of Federal 
None of the sites examined within Parcel 3 constitute Wetlands and oth•er Waters of the US, 
jurisdictional wetlands Final, August 1999. 

f--···-·~·M--0--~•••••-••••--••••M-•••••-•--•·--·---••••-4 ,..,,_,_, ________ ,,,_.,,_1-•--•-•••--•-·-----··----'-----·-------••-••--M-oo-Oo-OM ___ ,_ .. ,_,, __ .. __ ,, ___ , __ , _______ ,,,,, ______ ,,,, ______ ,,Io--oMMoo ____ ,,_,,_,_,,_,_,, ___________ , ______ ,,_,, __ ,,_,_,,,_,,,,oo-<oM-ooM-oMMooMO 

Floodplains 

-C::-:-IeOn ~;,.­
I 

Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 
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V' No portion of Parcel 3 lies within the 100-year floodplain. South Property Floodplain Assessment 
Consistent with 10 CFR 1022, the applicability of floodplain and Notice of Floodplain Involvement 
regulations to the property must be disclosed to the new issued in Environmental Assessment 
owner. Disposition of Mound Plant's South 

Property, June 199R 

·------r··-·-----·-----·------·--------·---·--------·--·-----r-·---·---·-----·--···---··-------·------·-·-·-·--··---
oEPA placed the roads and parking lots on permanent1Air permit F001 
registration status with air permit F001. 
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• 
3. Monitoring Equipment 

In Parcel 3, there is a capture pit (Capture Pit ID 0712, Historic Designation P012) that is 
used to monitor ground water. Although exceedances of the MCL for Nitrate/Nitrite have 
been observed at this location, the most recent results do not exceed the MCL. In addition, 
a stair and sidewalk provide access to Seep 0607. DOE will continue to have access to 
these areas via easements. 

4. National Environmental Policy Act 

Parcel 3 lies within the boundaries of the Mound Plant described in the Environmentai 
Assessment for Commercialization of the Mound Plant (October, 1994) and the resulting 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) issued on October 27, 1994. The land use 
described in the EA is consistent with the institutional controls in the ROD for Parcel 3. 

5. Clean Air Act 

OEPA placed the roads and parking lots at Mound on permanent registration status with 
air permit F001. The roads and parking lots in Parcel 3 are included under that permit. 

IV. FINDINGS OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER 

In accordance with the provisions of CERCLA Section 120 (h), contaminated property can 
only be transferred if one of the following applies: 

( 1) a decision has been made that no remedial action is necessary , 

(2) all remedial action necessary to protect human health and the environment with respect 
to any such substance remaining on the property has been taken before the date of 
transfer, or 

(3) Early Transfer Authority, which allows for transfer before all necessary action is 
complete, has been granted by US EPA with concurrence from the Governor of the State 
of Ohio pursuant to CERCLA Section 120(h)(3)(C). 

The future industrial use of the Mound Plant has been determined based upon agreement 
among US DOE, US EPA, ·and OEPA, and interested stakeholders. This land use is 
reflected in the MMCIC Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan and is currently codified in the 
City of Miamisburg Zoning Ordinance for industrial/commercial use. 

A joint agency decision among the US DOE, US EPA, and OEPA has been made that a 
remedial action has been taken that protects human health and the environment. EPA 
deems this condition to be satisfied if the institutional controls are implemented and 
operating successfully. Institutional controls in the form of deed restrictions on future land 
use will be placed on Parcel 3 upon transfer as part of the remedy. The objective of these 
institutional controls is to prevent an unacceptable risk to human health and the 
environment by restricting the use of Parcel 3, including Parcel 3 soils and groundwater, 
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to that which is consistent with assumptions in the Parcel 3 RRE. DOE or its successors 
will retain the right and responsibility to monitor, maintain, and enforce these institutional 
controls. The following property deed restrictions and requirements will be imposed on the 
property to maintain protection of human health and the environment in the future: 

• Maintenance of industrial/commercial land use; 
• Prohibition against residential use; 
• Prohibition against the use of groundwater; 
• Site access for federal and state agencies for the purpose sampling and monitoring; 

and, 
• Prohibition against removal of Parcel 3 soils from the DOE Mound property (as 

owned in 1998) boundary without approval from the Ohio Department of Health 
(ODH) and OEPA. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL COVENANTS 

DOE is committed to include a covenant in accordance with Section 120 (h)(3) of CERCLA 
in the deed for the sale or transfer of the property that warrants that: 

A. All remedial action necessary to protect human health and the environment has 
been taken as long as the deed restrictions limiting land and groundwater use are 
in effect and enforced. 

B. Any additional response action or corrective action found to be necessary after the 
date of sale or · transfer shall be conducted by the United States [Section 
120(h)(4)(D)(i)]. The requirements of the covenant shall not apply in any case in 
which the person or entity to whom the property is transferred is a potentially 
responsible party with respect to the property. 

C. A clause granting the United States access to the property in any case in which a 
response action or corrective action is found to be necessary or such access is 
necessary to carry out a response action or corrective· action on the adjoining 
property [Section 120 (h)(4)(D)(ii)]. 

VI. NOTIFICATION I PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The community has been an active participant in this process to date. Comments from the 
public on the PRS recommendation have been incorporated as part of the remedy 
evaluation. DOE believes all comments have been resolved with the commentor and the 
documents, comments, and responses have been placed in the CERCLA Public Reading 
Room. · 

Table 11 lists the Parcel 3 PRS packages, Parcel 3 RRE, and Parcel 3 Proposed Plan 
along with the dates they were made available for public comment. 
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• Table 11: Parcel 3 Documents and Public Comment Periods 

DOCUMENT 

PRS 99 Action Memo 
PRS 100 Data Package 
PRS 241 Data Package 
GH Building Data Package 
GP-1 Building Data Package 
Parcel 3 Residual Risk Evaluation 
Parcel 3 Proposed Plan 

Parcel 3 Environmental Summary 
Final 

COMMENT PERIOD 
(BEGIN) 
5/3/00 
8/23/00 
6/17/97 
3/17/99 
3/17/99 
4/24/01 
4/24/01 

COMMENT PERIOD 
(END) 

6/3/00 
9/25/00 
7/18/97 
4/17/99 
4/17/99 
5/24/01 
5/24/01 
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Legal Description of Parcel 3 
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• 
Exhibit "A " 

for 
Mound Parcel Three 

containing 
5.581 Acres 

May 4, 2000 

Situate in the State of Ohio, County ofMontgomery and being parts of City of 
Miamisburg Lot Numbered 2259 and 2290, also being part of Sections 30, Fractional 
Town 2, Range 5 East M.R.S. and Fractional Section 36, Fractional Town 2, Range 5 
East M.R.S. and being a portion previously conveyed to USA as described in Deed Book 
I246, Page 45 and also being a portion previously conveyed to USA as described in Deed 
Book I2I4, Page I2 and also being a portion previously conveyed to USA as described in 
Deed Book 1256, Page 179 and being more particularly described as follows: 

COMMENCING at a Concrete Monument Found (Top Broken Oft) at the Northwest 
corner of the Northwest Quarter of Section 30 said Monument also being the Northeast 
corner of a 2.90 Acre tract of land conveyed to Robert P. Heist as described in Deed MF 
74-0526-C09, THENCE with the West line of said Heist Lands, South 05° 45' 57" West 
for a distance of 13 0. 89 feet to a 1" Iron Pipe Found Pinched at the Southwest corner 
of said Heist Lands and the Northwest corner of a I4.288 Acre tract conveyed to the 
Miamisburg Community Corporation as described in Deed MF 99-852-E II and the 
TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING of the herein described tract; 

THENCE with the West line of said Miamisburg Community Corporation lands the next 
seven calls: 

1) THENCE, South 05° 29' 16" West for a distance of57.67 feet to a 518" 
Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

2) THENCE, South 65° 31' 15" West for a distance of35.05feet to a 518" 
Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

3) THENCE, South 25° 44' 48" East for a distance of 160.76 feet to a 518" 
Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

4) THENCE, South 64° 37' 16" East for a distance of56.61 feet to a 518" Rebar 
Found with cap (LeRoy); 



5) THENCE, North 64° OJ' 25" East for a distance of37.94 feet to a 518" Rebar 
Found with cap (LeRoy); • 

6) THENCE, South 25° 04'47" East for a distance of 194.43 feet to a 518'' 
Rebar Found with cap (LeRoy); 

7) THENCE on a Cun'e to the Left with a Radius of 360.67 feet, a Arc Length 
of 180.89 feet, a Delta Angle of 28° 44' 12", with a Chord Bearing of South 39° 
26' 53" East and a Chord Distance of 179.00 feet to a 518" Rebar Set; 

THENCE on a new division line through said USA lands, South 40° 10' 27" West for a 
distance of91.34 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 23° 57' 22" 
East for a distance of 17. 73 feet to a 3 inch Existing Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 64° 21' 58" 
West for a distance of 99. 96 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

' 
THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 50° 48' 40" 
West for a distance of 23.44 feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 65° 58' 19" 
West for a distance of 39. 91 feet to Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 24° 24' 48" 
West for a distance of 308.00 feet to a 6 inch Existing Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 59° 05' 44" 
East for a distance of 2. 80 feet to a 6 inch Existing Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 20° 40' 57" 
West for a distance of 10. 55 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through-said USA lands, South 67° 51' 08" 
West for a distance of 3.37 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 24° 33' 12" 
West for a distance of 30.35 feet to a 6 inch Existing Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, NtJrth 50° 32' 22" 
West for a distance of 26.56feet to a Mag Nail Set, passing a RR Spike Set at 8.09 feet 
on the West line of said Section 30; 

THENCE continuing ona new division line through said USA lands, North 31° OJ' 18" 
Westfor a distance of 13.93feet to a Mag Nail Set; 

2 



• THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 65° 08' 57" 
West for a distance of 7. 98 feet to a Mag Nail Set; · 
THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 23° 06' 46" 
Ea.•;tfor a distance of 13.85 feet to a 4 inch Existing Steel Fence Corner Found; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 63° 53' 40" 
West for a distance of 26. 73 feet to a Cross Notch Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, South 24° 54' 44" 
East for a distance of 45.10 feet to a Cross Notch Set on the Easterly extension of the 
Southerly line of an existing one story brick building named GS 1; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands and with the 
Southerly line of said GS 1 building, South 65° II' 32" West for a distance of 268.32 
feet to a 518" Rebar Set, passing the Southeasterly corner of said GS 1 building at 62.6 
feet and the Southwesterly corner of said GS 1 building at 263.43 feet; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 24° 25' 19" 
West for a distance of229.0Ifeet to a Mag Nail Set; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands and with an existing 
fenceline, South 65° 33' 23" West for a distance of 284.61 feet to a Mini RR Spike Set 
in a 4 foot wide Concrete Walk at the Joint; 

THENCE continuing on a new division line through said USA lands, North 24° 23'31" 
West for a distance of I 04.08 feet to a518" Rebar Set on the South line of lands 
conveyed to the City ofMiamisburg as described in Deed Book 594, Page 410, witness a 
Concrete Monument Found Bearing South 65° 36' 29" East at a distance of38.74 feet; 

THENCE with the South line of said City of Miamisburg lands, North 65° 36' 29" East 
for a distance of 770. 6I feet BACK TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

3 



Said prop~rty contains S.5X I Acres more or l~ss with I .992 Acres more or Jess in Section 
.10 and 3 . .:\X<J Acr1..·s mor~ or k:ss in Fractional Section 36. North based nn State Plane 
( ·oordinatcs. <>hio South Zone taken from a survey pcrf(mned by l.ockwood. Jones and 
lkals dated ()(,-0J-X2 and rc..:fnenced to Dc~d MF 99-R52-F1 I: Note hearing South 25" 
o.r ~T East with a distance of 194.43 feet. Thisdescription is based on an actual fidd 
sur\'cy perl~nmcd hy lli.S Surveyors and Engineers utl(kr the direct supcn·ision of 
William ( · l.eRo~ I'S. < >hio l.ic..:. No. 7(,()4 ;md dated May. 2000. Subject to all 
l·.;tscnll..·nts. lli):!h'';t~s. Con..:nants :tnd Restrictions. 

//. F;f<~>:!/ 
.//U../ L £_ t,-os--oo 

William C. LeRoy PS 
Ohio Lie. No. 7664 
KY. l.ic. No. 3516 

r-----~~~~~~~~ 
JOSEPH l.fiviN P.E., P.S. , 

· COUNTY ENGINEER 1 
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APPENDIX 8 

RRE Summary Tables (Tables 3 through 9) 

Identification of Soil Constituents of Potential Concern for the 
Construction 'vVorker Scenario in Parcei 3 

Identification of Soil Constituents of Potential Concern for the 
Site Employee Scenario in Parcel 3 

Identification of Current Groundwater Constituents of Potential 
Concern for the Construction Worker Scenario in Parcel 3 

Identification of Current Groundwater Constituents of Potential 
Concern for the Site Employee Scenario in Parcel 3 

Identification of Future Groundwater Constituents of Potential 
Concern for the Construction Worker Scenario in Parcel 3 

Identification of Future Groundwater Constituents of Potential 
Concern for the Site Employee Scenario in Parcel 3 

Current and Future Incremental Residual Risks for Parcel 3 
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Table 3••: Identification of Soil Constituents of Potential Concern for the Construction Worker 

Scenario in Parcel 3 
(Exposure Point Concentration Compared to Background Values) 

-

CAS Chemical 
Number 

Radlonuclldes 

10045-97-3 Cesium-137+0 

14255-04-0 Lead-210+0• 
13981-16-3 Plutonium-238 

13982-63-3 Radium-226+ D 

14269-63-7 Thorium-230 

7440-29-1 Thorium-232+0 

CAS = Chemical Abstract Sen. ice 

COPC = Constituent of Potential Concern 
NO <Background 

RRE = Residual Risk Evaluation 
UCL = Upper Confidence Limit 

Minimum Maximum 
Concentration Concentration 

0.02 0.50 

0.47 2.99 

0.02 34.80 

0.40 3.53 

0.40 10.10 
0.17 4.47 

• Lcad-21 0 background value is based upon its parent Uranium-238 background value. 

•• OriginaUy published as Table 2 of the Parcel3 RRE 

Units Location Detection 95 Percent 
of Maximum Frequency UCL 
Concentration 

(depth in fi) 

pCi/g SOil (0) 54-165 O.o7 

pCi/g 4459 (0) 70-145 0.85 
pCi/g 602 (0) 36-177 67.20 

pCi/g 4444 (0) 142-164 1.48 

pCi/g X5 (8) 145-156 1.27 

pCi/g C0004 (3) 155-175 0.75 

Concentration Background 
Used for Value 

Screening 

0.07 OA2 

0.85 1.2 
34.80 0.13 

1.48 2 
1.27 1.9 
0.75 lA 

----

• 
C'OPC 

for RRE 

NO 

NO 

YES 
:-10 
NO 

NO 

----- ------
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Table 4*": Identification of Soil Constituents of Potential Concern for the Site Employee 
Scenario in Parcel 3 

(Exposure Point Concentration Compared to Background Values) 

CAS Chemical Minimum 
Number Concentration 

Radionuclides 

10045-97-3 Cesium-137+0 

13981-16-3 Plutonium-238 

I 3982-63-3 Radium-226+0 

14269-63-7 Thorium-230 

7440-29-i Thorium-232+0 

CAS - Chemical Abstract Service 

COPC- Constituent of Potential Concern 

EPC - Exposure Point Concentration 

NO <Background Value 

UCL - Upper Confidence Limit 

RRE - Residual Risk Evaluation 

0.02 

0.02 

0.40 

0.40 
0.17 

•• Originally published as Table 4 of the Parcel3 RRE 

Maximum 
Concentration 

0.50 

34.80 

3.53 

6.09 

2.71 

Units Location Detection 95 Percent 
of Maximum Frequency UCL 

Concentration 

(depth in ft) 

pCi/g SOil (0) 53-142 0.05 

pCi/g 602 (0) 28-160 28.20 

pCi/g 4444 (0) 119-141 1.48 

pCiig 4442 (0) 131-142 1.27 

pCiig PRS99/IOO 139-158 0.73 

.. 

Concentration Background 
Used for Value 

Screening 

(EPC) 

0.05 0.42 

28.20 0.13 

1.48 2 
1.27 1.9 

0.73 1.4 

COPC 
' 

for RRE 

NO 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

• 
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Table s••: Identification of Current Groundwater Constituents of Potential Concern for the Construction 

Worker Scenario in Parcel 3 
(Exposure Point Concentration Compared to Background Values) 

Chemical I Minimum Ma...:imum Detection 195 Percent I Concentration I Background 
Concentration Concentration Frequency UCL Used for Value I 

Screening 

2.8 40.20 ugiL 5-29 

-1.6 7.70 ug/L 6-32 

I G 593.00 ug/L 22-:12 

J.-1 -10.00 ug/L 5-32 

1·32 
-11-48 

COPC= Constituent of Potential Concern 

EPC= Exposure Point Concentration. minimum of95% UCL or ma.>imum detected concentration 

NO <Background Value 

RRE= Residual Risk Evaluation 

UCL= Upper Confidence Limit 

**Originally published as Table 6 of the Parcel 3 RRE 

EPC 

80.30 40.20 0.578 

5.25 5.25 
22.7(1 22.70 1.167 

7.28 7.28 10.05 

1.25 1.25 

T 0.68J 0.47 0.47 

COPC 

for RRE 

YES 

YES 
YES 

NO 

YES 
NO 

• 
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Table 6**: Identification of Current Groundwater Constituents of Potential Concern for the Site· 
Employee Scenario in Parcel 3 

(Exposure Point Concentration Compared to Background Values) 

Chemical Minimum Maximum 

Concentration Concentration 

lnorganlcs 

Antimony 2.8 

C~dmium 4.6 

Copper 1.6 

Lead 3.4 

Radionuclides 

Actinium-227+0 0.50 

Plutonium-239/240 0.00 

Thorium-228+0 0.01 
Thorium-230 0.01 

Tritium 110.00 

Uranium-234 0.20 

Uranium-23 8+ D 0.13 

COPC~ Constituent of Potential Concern 

EPC~ minimum of95% UCL or maximum detected concen!'ration 

NC~ Not calculated, fewer than 20 samples in the data set 

NO <Background Value 

RRE~ Residual Risk Evaluation 

UCL~ Upper Confidence Limit 

•• Originally published as Table 8 of the Parcel3 RRE 

40.20 

7.70 

593.00 

40.00 

0.50 

2.00 

2.17 

1.99 

7200.00 

8.14 

8.25 

~ 

Units Detection 95 Percent 

Frequency UCL 

ug/L 5-29 80.30 

ug!L 6-32 5.25 

ug!L 22-32 22.70 

ug!I. 5-32 7.28 

pCi/L 1-10 NC 

pCi!L 6-20 8.87 

pCi!L 14-35 105.00 

pCi/L 11-32 1.25 

pCi!L 112-128 861.00 

pCi!L 14-19 NC 

pCi/L 41-48 0.47 

Concentration Background 

Used for Value COPC 

Screening and for RRE 

EPC 

40.20 0.578 YES 

5.25 YES 

22.70 1.167 YES 

7.28 10.05 NO 

0.50 YES 

2.00 0.125 YES 

2.17 0.779 YES 

1.25 YES 

861.00 1485.47 NO 

8.14 0.792 YES 

0.47 0.688 NO 

a 



.. • Table 7**•: Identification of Future Groundwater Constituents of Potential Concern for the Construction Worker 
Scenario In Parcel 3 

,~--- __ _. .,. ... ·- .... .._ ..... -· ··---····-··· ------- --··--··-·--·-·· ............ -·-- ·- ---· ·--··- . -·---
Chemical Minimum Maximum Units Detection 95 Percent Concentration Background 

Concentration Concentration Frequency UCL Used for Value COPC? 

In Bedrock In Bedrock In Bedrock Screening 

Wells Wells Wells 

Inorganlcs 

Aluminum 20.1 31500.00 ug/L 107/ I 15 6840.00 6840.00 37.523 YES 
Antimony 0.35 41.60 ug!L 21/ 122 2.82 2.82 0.578 YES 
Arsenic•• 0.3 933.00 ug/L 26/ I 14 I 1.80 11.80 32.997 NO 
Beryllium•• 0.03 2.30 ug/L 41/ I 15 0.47 0.47 YES 
Bismuth"'"' 0.9 264.00 ugiL 23/ 103 23.20 23.20 YES 
Cadmium 0.14 13 10 ug/L I 1/124 0.75 0.75 YES 
Chrom i urn • 0.27 44800.00 ug/L 78/120 5010.00 5010.00 6.076 YES 
Copper 0.38 514 00 ug/L 81/ 117 26.80 26.80 1.167 YES 
Lead•• 0.4 32.00 ug/L 55/125 4.90 4.90 10.05 NO 
Lithium 8.8 4280.00 ug/L 87/102 123.00 123.00 55.7 YES 
Manganese 0.037 3030.00 ug/L 155/165 737.00 737.00 229.568 NO.I 
Molybdenum 0.79 474.00 ug!L 51/ 98 32.50 32.50 5.597 YES 
Nickel 1.2 11600.00 ug/L 82/120 749.00 749.00 34.957 YES 
Thallium 3.1 6.90 ug/L 6/107 4 44 4.44 YES 
Vanadium 0.15 277.00 UI'/L 651 115 33.00 3300 17.1 YES 

Organic Compounds 
I, 1-DichloroethaneM 2.00 2.00 ug!L 1/238 0 75 0 75 NO· I 
I ,2-Dichloroethcne•• 1.00 35 00 ug!L 13/ 38 6.61 6.61 YES 
Dichloromethane 1.00 610 00 ug/L 41/239 3.28 3.28 \'ES 

Tetrachloroethenc•• 0.30 25.00 UgiL 55/247 3.37 3 37 YES 
Trichloroethene 0.44 46.00 ug!L I 52/273 5.12 5.12 YES 

Radionudides 
Radiurn-226+D 0.1260 39.47 pCiiL 43/ 59 2.34 2.34 0.996 YES 
Strontiurn-90 0.74 42.40 pCi/L 7/ 57 2.22 2.22 0.975 YES 
Thoriurn-228' D 0.02 8.50 pCi/L 391 54 90.70 8.50 0.779 YES 
Thoriurn-230 0.0044 4.07 pCr/L 43/ 56 0.57 0.57 YES 
Thoriurn-~3~ + D 0.0005 211 pCi/L 31163 0.78 0 78 0.314 NO I 
Tritium 2.95 2816310 00 pCr.~- 4440/445) 206000.00 206000.00 1485 47 YES 
Uranrum-234 0.03 59 10 pCi/1 601 69 2.1 ~ ~ 12 0.792 YES 
Uranium-~38- D 0.03 I 34 pCi!L 57/ 71 0 51 0 51 0 688 NO 

~U I ·.Flow tube moJelcd manganese ( 179.2 ug/L) and thorium-232 (0 1747pCiiLi conr.entrallons were he low hackgroud l'alues and arc scre<ned out of the RRI' 
COPC= Constituent of Potential Concern 

UCL= Upp<rConfldcnce Lrmrt 
• . .,. Chromium conservatively assumed to be present m the hexavalent state 

•• == Constituc:nt detected m bedrock well, but not in production well 

''=Constituent d<tected rn production well, not in bedrock wells·. reported treyuency ol detection based on production wells analyses 
••• Originally published as Tahle 10 of the Parcel) RRE 

• 
= 

I 
I 
' 

I 

I 
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Table 8 .. *: Identification of Future Groundwater Constituents of Potential Concern for the Site Employee Scenario in 
Parcel3 

(Bedrock 95% UCL or Maximum Detected Concentration Compared to Background Values 

Chemical Minimum 

C~onccntration 

In Bedrock 

\Vdls 

lnorganics 
Aluminum 20 I 

Antimony 0 35 

An~l!nic•"' OJ 
Beryllium•• () ().1 

Bismuth++ 0.9 

Cadmium 0 14 

Chromium"' 0.27 

Copper () 38 

Lead•• 0.4 

Lith1um 8.8 

!-.·!anganese 0.037 

Molybdenum 0 .. 79 

Nickel 1.2 
Thallium 3.1 

Vanadium 0.15 

Organic Compounds 
1,2-Dichloroethene•• 100 

Dichloromethane 1.00 

Trichloroethene 0.44 

Radionuclides 

Actinium-227+o··· 0.500 

Plutonium-238 0.012 
Plutonium-239/240 0.003 

Radium-226+0 0.1260 
Radium-228++ 1.50 

Strontium-90 0.74 

Thorium-228 + D 0.02 

Thorium-230 0 0044 

Thorium-232 + D 0.0005 

Tritium 2.95 

Uranium-234 0.03 
Uranium-238 ;. D 0.03 

COPC= Constituent of Potential Concern 

NC-= 95~'o Uri.. nnt c:~lculntcd. less th;m 20 samph.:s in the d11ta set 

UCL llppcr <.:onlitlcncc Limit 

Maximum 

Concentration 

In Bedrock 

Wells 

31500.00 

41.60 

933.00 

230 

264.00 

13.10 

44800.00 

514.00 

32.00 

4280.00 

3030.00 
474.00 

11600.00 

6.90 

277.00 

35.00 

610.00 

46.00 

0 500 

1.870 

0.18 

3947 

1.50 

42.40 

8.50 

4.07 

2.11 

2816310.00 

59.10 

1.34 

UniL• Detection 95 Percent 

Frequency lJCL 

In Bedrock 

Wells 

ug!L 107/115 6840.00 

ug!L 21/ 122 2.82 

ug!L 26/ 114 11.80. 

ug!L 41/115 (1.47 

ug!L 23! 103 23.20 

ug!L 11/124 0.75 

ug!L 78/120 5010.00 

ug!L s 1/117 26.80 

ug!L 55/125 4.90 

ug!L 87/102 123.00 

ug!L 1551165 737.00 

ug!L 511 n 32 50 

ug!L 82/120 749.00 

ug!L 6/107 4.44 

ui1/L 651115 33.00 

ug!L 13/ 38 6.61 

ug!L 41/239 3.28 

ui1fl 152/273 5.12 

pCi/l. 1/10 NA 

pCiiL 8/ 60 0.15 

pCi/L 12/ 51 0.42 

pCill 43/ 59 2.34 

pCi/L II I NC 

pCi/L 7i 57 2.22 

pCill 391 54 90.70 

pCi/L 43/ 56 0.57 

pC:iiL .11/ 63 0 78 

pCi/L 444014455 206000.00 

pCi/L 601 69 2.12 

pC1/L 57! 75 0.51 

Concentration Background 

Used for Valu..: ('()i'!"' 

Screening 

6840.00 37.523 YES 

2 82 0.578 YES 

11.80 32.997 NO 
0.47 Y"S 

23.20 YES 

0.75 YES 
5010.00 6.076 YES 

26 80 I 167 YES 

4.90 10.05 NO 

123.00 55.7 YES 

737.00 229 568 1'<01 

32.50 5 597 YES 

749.00 34 957 YES 

4.44 YES 

33.00 17.1 YES 

6.61 YES 

3.28 YES 

5.12 YES 

0.50 YES 

0.15 0.087 YES 

0.18 0.125 YES:2 

2.34 0996 YES 
1.50 YES 

2.22 0.975 YES 

8.50 0.779 YES 

0.57 YES 

0 78 0.314 NOI 

206000.00 1485.47 YES 

2.12 0 792 YES 

0.51 0.688 NO 

NO: I =Future groundwater concentrations (modeled bedrock plus current concentrations) for manganese ( 179 2 ug!L) and thorium-232 (0.1747 pCi/L) are below background values 
and are screened out of the: RRE. . 

• = Chrnm1um c.:onsctVil.li\'cl)' a.'isumt:d to he pn.:scnt m the hexavalent state 

•• = Constituent detected in bedrock well, but not m production well 

··.=Constituent detected m production well. not m bedrock wells, reported frequency of detection based on production wells analyses 

YES:2 ·Current groundwater COPC. therefore. future groundwater COPC 

••• Originally published as Table 12 of the Parcel 3 RRE 

a 

I 

• 
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Table 9**: Current and Future Incremental Residual Risks for Parcel 3 

Scenario and 
Receptor 

NA- Not applicable 

Media 

Groundwater 
. (Current) 

Groundwater 
(Future) 

Air* 

(Current/Future) 

Groundwater 
(Current) 

Groundwater 
(Future) 

Air* 

Constituents Pathway Tutai Noncanccr IIi Total Cancer Risk 

Radiological 

Chemical 

*RRE values for air were brought forward from the Technical Position Report for Release Blocks D and. H. (DOE 1999) 

Numbers written as l.OE-03 equal lxi0"3 

bolded values exceed cancer risk of I 0"6 or non cancer HI greater than I 
bls - below land surface 
** Origina\lv published as Table 35 of the Parcel 3 RRE 




