
Resolution Agreement of the Formal Dispute
rorthe D2 Feasibility StudyJorthe Burial Grounds Operable Unit at the Paducalz

Gaseousijif/usion Plant, Paducah, Kentucky
(DOEILXl07-0130&D2)

BACKGROUND

In accordance with Section XX.I. of the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) for the
Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant (PGDP), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 4 and the-Kentucky Division of Waste Management (KDWM) disapproved the
D2~¢asibi1ity Study (F~)for lhel3.urial Grounds OperableUnit,(BGQU) [t>QEfLXlQ7..
0130&D2] and invoked informal dispute as well as jolntlypmvlded 116 comments tIlat
servedas conditions that mustbe addressed beforethey could approve a revised ES..The
Parties conducted a period of informal dispute underSectignJOCViA. of the FFA
between January '14, 2011 ,and September 26, 2011. During this.informal dispute
resolution period, theParties reachedmutually acceptable resolution on the majority of
concerns raised by BPA and KDWM in their comments. However, the Parties Were
unable to resolve irifonnally the BPA and KDWM comments related to documentation in
the ES of the presence of principal threat waste (pTW) at solid waste management units
(SWMUs) 2, 4, and 7.

On September 27, 2011,,, EPA elevated this remaining disputed matter for resolution by
the.Dispute Resolution Committee.{DRC) through the ErA's formal dispute process and
issued a written statement of dispute (SOD) in accordance with FEA Section XXV.B.
The SOD set forth EPA's position with respect to identification.in the FS of PTW in
SWMUs2, 4~and 7 in consideration of the CBRCLA Section 12I{b)(1) provisions, the
National Contingency Plan (NCP) requirements, and Agency's expectation to treat
principal threat wastes, wherever practicable. The SOD included BPA's basis for
identifying the source materials at SWMUs 2, 4~and 7 ~Pl'W in consideration gf EJ>~
guidance such as the SuperfundPublication 9380.3-06PS,A Guideta Principal Threat
dndLow-Level Threqi lfas:!es as,well as historical information provided. in the
admi~istratiye r~cotdfile do~umep.ts()nJh~ types of disposed wastes and nature and
extent of contamination. '

On October 17,2011, the DRCtepresentatives held a teleconference to discuss the
disputed matter. The DRCwasnotable to unanimously resolve the dispute, and BPA and
KDWMissued ajoint decision (DRC Decision) on October 25,2011. Although SWMU
3 was not included in EPA's January 14,2011 non-concurrence letter invoking dispute,
the DRC Decision provided additional rationale for classifying the uranium waste as
PTW and required the BGOU FS to document it as such. On November 4,2011, DOB
issued a letter of disagreementwith the DRC Decision and requested elevation of the
dispute.fo the Senior ExecutiveCommittee (SEC) in accordance with Section XXV.B.3
oftheFFA. The SEe discussed the dispute in the course of several telephone calls and
subsequently met on January 30, 2012. The SEC successfully resolved the formaldispute
arid reachedunanimous decision regarding PTW determinations in SWMUs 2; 3,4, and 7
that will be included in BGOUFSand related CERCLA documents. The terms of the
dispute resolution agreement (PRA) are set forth below,
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SWMU3

BGOU PTW DETERMINATIONS

SWMU4

• TheFS for S'WMU4 will identify the TCE dense, non-aqueous phase liquids
(DNAPL) andhigh concentration TCE in soilsas.P'I'W,

• The FS forSWMU4 will dcoument that sWMD 4isaprimary Source ofTCE
contamination to 'the Southwest Plume.

• Prior to the;dispute"tbeFFA parties agreed to conduct additional remedial
investiga(i6q (RJlt(jll¢tf¥rdeHneafe the.extent <)fTCE. Addendum to the Work
Plan for the"Burial Grounds Operable Unit Reme4ial/nwstigation and
Feasibility Study at the.PaduoahGaseous Diffusion-Plan, Paducah, Kentucky,
SWMU 4 Sainplingiand Analysis Plan (DOE10RJ07,.2179&D21A2)has been
submitted by DOEtoEPA and KDWMforteview and approval. Results of the
investigation will be documented in an addendum to the BGOU RI Report and a
revised'FS for SWMU 4.

• The Parties recognize the potential for .high concentration uranium waste to be
present at SWMD 4 (possibly in the form of sludge) that was intended for
disposal at SWMU 3 based upon site history and process knowledge.

• The record is inconclusive as to whether the uranium present in SWMU4
constitutes PTW. As noted above, additional investigation has been agreed to, the
scope of which includes determining the nature and extent of uranium
centarrrination.The.P'I'W determination WIll be.madeafter evaluation oftbe
results of the inv~stigation and documented in the addendum to the RI Report. As
stated be~ow.:I)qE, wi11~nitia.tethe investigation field work no laterthan
September30-i-2012.

• The FS for SWMU 3 will identify the estimated 3,200 tons of bulk uranium
disposed in.the former surface-impQoodmerit..<ifSWM,U3 to be PTW:

• There-are contradictory statements in the historical.records regarding the potential
presence of pyrophoric uranium in SWMU 3. TheFS for SWMU 3 will .
acknowledge it is inconclusive as to wbetherpyrophoric uranium is present in
SWMU3.

SWMU2

• The FS for SWMU 2 will identify the following as PTW:
o the estimated 270 tons of uranium (e.g.~shavings and sawdust packed in

oil) disposed in burial pits in SWMU 2,
o buried drums of uranium-contaminated TCEandany high soil

concentrations ofTCR present. under and.adjacent to the drums,
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o buried drums' (thirty-five 30-gallon drums documented) of uranyl fluoride
solution and high soil concentrations of uranyl fluoride solution present
under and adjacent to the drums.and

o highconc'entrations of TeE and cis-l.2 dichloroethene (a toxic
;degr:ad~tionproduct ofTGE) Insoil.on the eastern side of SWMU 2.

• The FS for.SWMU 2'wiH state that there is 'the potential that the 59,000 gallons of
oil with Which the uranium was packaged in drums contains PCBs at
concentrations greater than 500 ppmconsidering sample results of 7900 ppm PCB
from a drum-excavated from SWMU 2~The drum came from Area 9 and
contained .TGEsludge as well as uranium contamination which suggests that it is
likely not from the same waste stream as the pyrophoric uranium, The FS for
SWMU 2y{ill.state·that under EPAguUI$ce, PCBsgreater.thatl50Q ppm are
generallyconsidered.Fl'W, Parties aeknowledgethat absent additional
characterization (sampling and analysis) of'theburied waste. lt.isuncertain
whether PCBs';u-e widely present in SWMU2 atlevels greater than 500 ppm.
Notwithstanding the uncertainty, theFS will state that the 59,000 gallons of oil
could contain PCBs in excess of 50Q ppm and thus be considered PTW.

SWMU7

e The FS.:lorSW¥U7 will document-that TCE (including degradationproducts) is
presentdnlJPperContil)ental Recharge-System asDNAPL and/or, high-
cencentration TCEresidtIal soilcontafuinationand constitute flTW.

eThe'FS,for8WMu7 will document analytical results of waste in drums removed
from TP-:? area of SWMU 7 during the 1992 site investigation and'if results
support, declare the waste PTW.

RELATED DECISIONS,

• Theresotutiou 0(J09. conunertts!conditions (as docum.entedinDOE's February 2,
201:2. letter to K.DWMand EPA) th..atwas achieved by theFFA parties during the
informal dispute period is incorporated by reference into the DRA and will be
addressed in the respective BGOUFSs as applicable. For those responses for
which specific replacement language Wasnot agreed to by theFFA parties, DOE
will make.its best effort to incorporate the path forward as agreed. If during FS
development, DOE believes thai changes or deviations to comment resolution are
warranted, DOE will gain agreement from KDWM and Ef'Aprior-to effecting
changes.

• The Parties agree to the schedule below for submittal of the following BGOU
documents.

o 04/29/12 =Revised BGeD FS-ror SWMUs 2, 3, 7 and 30
(90 days foiEPA and KDWM review and comment as a D1 documentin
'accordance with the FFA)

o 02/29112 - Revised (D2/Rl) FS for SWMUs 5 & 6 (review and comment.
asaDz document in accordancewiththeFFA)
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o OS/31112 - D 1 l"roposwPlnn {(If SWMUS S &; 6
o IO/30/12-DJ R$ordofDecls!onforSWM01l3 & 6
o 09/30112 - Field start forndditlon'ftl invt\$Ugtltlon ofSWMU 4

(mobllizntiQn doctuncutC() by letter to Bl>A and KDWM)

• Additional mllosfones and target datosfor theBGOU project documents (e.8" RI
Addendum and revised fS for 8WMtJ4, eto;) wlll be lilcludod in the rev~sed FY
12 S!t~ Management Plan in acoorolU1Ct with PODP FflA seetlen xvm. to be
eubmhted by nOB for reviow nnd rtpprovlil by.'EPA and KDWM.

Notl~ng in this DRA shall prevent any of the PtUtles from dlsputiogundet tho FFA, any
other matters refn(ild'to the aforementioned projects. Not' does tho ORA modify-the terms
and conditions of tho PP /I.. (e.g .•related to revtew 8nd~omment on Primary Documents,
BxtOMlotl Requests and Dispute Resohttlon)excepL all speolfically stated above. Pallure
to abIde by1be terms orlhe DnA mny r03ult In one or more of the Partles taking any
nation lIuthorlied underlh~ FFA. '

'the underslgned tlgtee tbnt tb~ tontltll dispute Invoked on. September 26, 20111 is hereby
resolved by this Declalon, . , .

1J..i. .Ac~._. d·
Wi!llllmB.~~---_o-.
Manager
DOH PortsmouthIPllQucah Projwt Offi~e

BruoeScott
Commissioner
Ken1\reky Dtp\U~nt'for Bnvil'\'lnmontaI PrOtectIon
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