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' TECENICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE
OPERABLE UNIT 2 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT, REVISION 1
GENERAL COMMENTS
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.0 Page #: NA Line #: NA
Original General Comment #: 5 '

Comment: This comment discusses expanding the summaries for each

of the operable unit (OU) 2 subunits. - The following.
comments pertain to each subunit as specified.

Solid Waste Landfill: The revised text collectively
presents the results for the sediment and surface water.

The only surface soil contaminant of concern (COC) that
sediment and surface water samples collected downstream of
the Solid Waste Landfill have in common is uranium.
'Grouping the results implies that certain trends are
present.  The text should be revised to 1nd1v1dually present
the results for sediment and surface water.

Lime Sludge Ponds: Conclusions regarding surface water are
not presented in the revised text summary for the Lime
Sludge Ponds. The text should be revised to include
conclusion regarding surface water.

Inactive Flyash Pile: The text states that the flyash
generally had lower concentrations of constituents than the
fill material did. The text should be expanded to indicate
which specific constituents such as metals,'organics, or
radionuclides were lower in the flyash than in the fill
material.

South Field: The text should be revised to state that
isotopes of eight not nine elements were detected in soil
samples. Also, the text should be revised to state that
ruthenium was not detected above background, as Table 4-48A
1nd1cates.

For the Great Miami Aquifer (GMA) 2000-series wells, the
text should be revised to state that neptunium was detected
above background which is indicated in Tables 4-57 and 4-
58.

Active Flyash Pile: For subsurface soil, the revised text
states that lead-210 was detected above background. The
text should be revised to state that lead-210 was not
detected above background, which is indicated in Tables 4-62
and 4-63.



The conclusion regarding the detection of metals and organic
contamination in shallow groundwater was deleted from the
revised text. The revised text should include this
conclusion.

The text should be revised to state that thorium, a
radionuclide, was detected above background in perched
groundwater. Also, the conclusion regarding the conceptual
model should be moved from Section 4.0 to Section 6.0.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: A.2 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original General Comment #: 12

Comment: The original comment requested that fate and transport
model groundwater flow directions and calibration targets
for the GMA be presented. The flow direction and water
level calibration are presented in Figure A.2-19A and the
projected increase of U-238 groundwater concentrations is
presented in Figure A.2-19B; however, the model groundwater
concentrations as compared to actual concentrations measured
in samples from monitoring wells at the site are not
presented. U.S. DOE should present a comparison of the
model groundwater concentrations to actual measured
groundwater concentrations in the GMA.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: A.2 Page #: NA Line #: NA

Original General Comment #: 13

Comment: The original comment stated that all groundwater
contaminants of potential concern (CPC) were not modeled.
The action referred to by U.S. DOE to clarify this comment
(U.S. DOE comments A-53 and 5-27) actually refer to a
laboratory contaminant issue. U.S. DOE should state or
refer to the correct action that will resolve the CPC issue.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA ' Commentor: Saric

Section #: NA Page #: NA Line #: NA

New General Comment #: 1

Comment: In both summary tables and text, U.S. DOE presents non-
surface soil COC contamination in terms of surface soil or
"cross-media" COCs. This approach is confusing. U.S. DOE
should revise the text to indicate why COCs are not defined
and discussed in terms of battery- and media-specific COCs.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.0 Page #: NA Line #: NA
New General Comment #: 2 .
Comment: Table 4-0 presents the COCs by subunit and media of
- concern. Throughout the remedial investigation (RI) report,
U.S. DOE discusses the data in terms of COCs present in the
media. A comparison of the COCs that are noted in these
discussions versus those in Table 4-0 reveals some
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discrepancies. U.S. DOE should review the text for accuracy
when discussing data results in terms of COCs.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.0 Page #: NA Line #: NA

New General Comment #: 3

Comment: U.S. DOE has presented evidence in Section 4.3.2 that
the wastes held in the Lime Sludge Ponds are a source of
radionuclide contamination in perched groundwater yet this
likelihood has not been acknowledged in the discussion of

- groundwater sampling results (Section 4.3.4) or--in the
summary of Lime Sludge Pond sampling results (Section
4.3.6). U.S. DOE should revise the text to clearly indicate
whether the Lime Sludge Ponds are or were sources of \
radionuclide groundwater contamination.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA ‘Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.2.4 Page #: 4-71 Line #: 22 and 23

Original Specific Comment #: 4

Comment: The revised text states that for the Solid Waste
Landfill well 2027 is an upgradient 2000-series well in the
Upper GMA. However, reviewing Figure 3-33 reveals that well
2027 is a downgradient 2000-series well located on the
western edge of the Solid Waste Landfill. Reviewing Figqure
4-6 reveals that the only upgradient 2000-series well for
the Solid Waste Landfill is well 2949 with a total uranium
concentration of 0.5 mlcrograms per liter (ug/L). The
downgradient 2000-series wells had concentrations ranging
from 0.5 to 4.7 ug/L. The revised text also states that the
Upper GMA has not been impacted by total uranium from the
Solid Waste Landfill. However, the discussion does not
support this statement. The discussion supports the
conclusion that the Upper GMA has been impacted by total
uranium from the Solid Waste Landfill within the operable
unit limits. The text should be revised accordingly.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.3.2 . Page #: 4-131 Line #: 1 and 2

Original Specific Comment #: 16

Comment: The response action presented for the Lime Sludge Ponds
in the comment response document differs from the actual
revised text in the RI report. Also, the response action
states that the K-65 slurry trench is believed to be a
possible source for uranium and thorium detected in
downgradient perched wells. However, both the K-65 slurry
trench and the Lime Sludge Ponds are possible sources of the
contamination. The perched groundwater flow is to the
southwest as noted in the revised document in Figure 3-37.
Well 1042, a downgradient perched groundwater well, is
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located west of downgradient perched groundwater well 1934.
Well 1042 intercepts perched groundwater flow from the
majority of the Lime Sludge Ponds and the K-65 slurry
trench, while well 1934 intercepts perched groundwater from
a small portion of the Lime Sludge Ponds and the K-65 slurry
trench. The results of sampling for uranium and thorium in
soil and perched groundwater for well 1042 are higher than
are those for well 1934. The higher results for well 1042
could be attributed to the impact of the Lime Sludge Ponds
as well as the K-65 slurry trench on well 1042. The text
should be revised accordingly.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA ~ Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.4.3 Page #: 4-218 Line #: 13 to 15

Original Specific Comment #: 26

Comment: For the Inactive Flyash Pile, the revised text states
that "elevated concentrations of uranium exist in the
surface water from the drainage west of the Inactive Filyash
Pile, and is contributing to the contamination of the
aquifer." The text should be revised to state specifically
which aquifer is impacted to avoid ambiguity.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA : Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.4.6 : Page #: 4-255 Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 28 ,

Comment: The summary for the Inactive Flyash Pile was to be
expanded to discuss the COCs found in surface water,
sediment, perched water and the Great Miami Aquifer.
Reviewing the summary reveals that a discussion of the
following is omitted from the summary for the Inactive
Flyash Pile: metals and organics for surface water, metals
for sediment, metals and organics for perched water, and
metals and organics for the Great Miami Aquifer. The text
should be revised accordingly to include these items in the

summary. :
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.5.6 Page #: 4-329 Line #: 11 to 17

Original Specific Comment #: 36

Comment: The revised text discusses the results of organic
testing on Phase I and II groundwater sampling for the South
Field. The text should be revised to state that these
results are for the 2000-series groundwater wells. Also,
the revised text states that the Phase II detections
included diethyl phthalate tributyl phosphate. According to
Tables 4-57 and 4-58, this compound was not detected during
Phase II sampling and the text should be revised
accordingly. Finally, the revised text states that the
organics detected during the Phase I and II sampling events
are common laboratory contaminants. A number of the
organics such as the phthalate compounds and acetone may
possibly be laboratory contaminants. However, it is
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unlikely that others such as 1,1,1l1-trichloroethane and 1,1-
dichloroethane are laboratory contaminants. It more likely
that other compounds that are detected such as 1,1,1-
trichloroethane and 1,1-dichloroethane are a result of
operations at OU2. The text should be revised accordingly.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: A.1.7.1 Page #: A-1-34 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 67

Comment: - The original comment discussed extending to the north
the stream area where the till beneath Paddys Run is absent-
and therefore is a source of contamination to the GMA.
Figures A.1-6A and A.1-6B were included in the revised ouU2
RI to address this comment. However, on Figure A.1-6B, the
area of Paddys Run acting as a source still does not appear
to be correct. The area of Paddys Run acting as a source
should apparently extend to the point where Paddys Run is
adjacent to the Inactive Flyash Pile. This additional
source area of Paddys Run may not affect the overall
contaminant concentrations in the GMA, however, it should
still be defined so it is addressed in remediation scenarios
for OU2. U.S. DOE should revised Figure A.1-6B to 1nclude
the additional area of Paddys Run as a source for

contamination.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric .
Section #: A.2.8.2.1 Page #: A-2-135 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 82

Comment: The original comment stated that lead, radium-226,
radium-228, and uranium isotopes (shown in Table A.1-14)
should be considered as groundwater CPCs for the Active
~Flyash Pile. The response to this comment stated that
modeling ‘results for all uranium isotopes can be determined
using U-238 scaling ratios. However, modeling results for
lead, radium-226, and radium-228 were not included in the
discussion. U.S. DOE should state why these additional CPCs
were not included in the groundwater fate and transport

modeling.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA _ Commentor: Saric
Section #: 3.4.2 Page #: 3-93 Line #: 22 to 24

New Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: The text gives a range of hydraullc conductivity (K)
values for the glacial overburden. U.S. DOE should indicate
whether these values represent K values for the sand lenses,

the glacial till or if the values are some sort of average
for both.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.1.1 Page #: 4-5 Line #: 12 to 15

New Specific Comment #: 2

Comment: The text states that radionuclide and organic
contamination is not anticipated at the Lime Sludge Ponds as
a result of the processes that generated the lime sludge.
However, Section 4.3, which presents the Lime Sludge Pond
investigation results, indicates that Lime Sludge Pond
sludges are likely sources of radionuclide and organic
contamination. This discrepancy should be resolved and the
RI report should clearly state whether these sludges are
contaminant sources for the various media of concern.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.1.2 Page #: 4-6 Line #: . 19 to 21

New Specific Comment #: 3

Comment: The text states that individual samples whose
constituent concentrations exceed the respective 95th
percentile background concentration are identified as being
inconsistent with background data. U.S. DOE should revise
the text to address how these "outliers" were treated in the
statistical calculations of background values.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.1.2 Page #: 4-9 Line #: Na
New Specific Comment #: 4 -

Comment: Footnote "d" to Table 4-1A states that fission products
detected at the site are the result of atmospheric fallout
from weapons testing. Several Fernald Environmental
Management Project (FEMP) documents, including Line 32 on
Page 4-50 of the 0OU2 RI report, have indicated that FEMP
accepted and processed materials containing small amounts of
fission products. U.S. DOE should provide further evidence
supporting its claim that fission products, many that are
found in subsurface environmental media, are related to
weapons testing and not to production activities.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.2.2 Page #: 4-44 -~ Line #: 24 to 25

New Specific Comment #: 5

Comment: The text states that no single hot spot source area
exists for surface or subsurface soils at the Solid Waste
Landfill. However, Lines 29 to 33 on Page 4-95 discuss
individual hot spot areas within Solid Waste Landfill
subsurface soils. Additionally, U.S. DOE has presented data
(Table 4-2A: identifying several trenches and borings where
highly radi.active "yellow colored material" is present.
The text should be revised to address this discrepancy.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.2.4 - Page #: 4-94 Line #: 10 to 22

New Specific Comment #: 6

Comment: Blaming poor well construction in the adjacent perched
aquifer well 1037, U.S. DOE rejects detection of uranium
isotopes, strontium-90, and carbon disulfide in well 2037 in
an attempt to support the argument that the landfill is not
raffecting the GMA in terms of these constituents. .The data
presented seems to suggest that well 1037 is screened in the
GMA .and not in the perched aquifer. If this is true, then
the argument that contaminated perched- groundwater has
reached the GMA (in the area of well 2037) via well 1037 is
not relevant. U.S. DOE should provide further evidence that
the contamination observed in well 2037 is not resulting
from the Solid Waste Landfill.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.2.5 Page #: 4-95 Line #: 17 to 18

New Specific Comment #: 7 '

Comment: The summary lists surface soil COCs by elemental names,
instead of by isotopes, as is done in the supporting text.
‘For consistency, COCs should be summarized in terms of their
specific isotopes.

.Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.2.6 Page #: 4-97 ' Line #: 7 to 13

New Specific Comment #: 8

Comment: The text states that uranium, thorium, or strontium-90
were not detected in downgradient Solid Waste Landfill GMA
wells. However, strontium-90 was detected above background
in both downgradient wells, and uranium 235/236 was detected
in downgradient well 2947. This dlscrepancy and its
implications should be addressed in the text.

Commenting Organlzatlon: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.3.2 Page #: 4-100 Line #: 26 to 27

New Specific Comment #: 9

Comment: The text states that surface soil contamination has
resulted from the K-65 slurry trench and spillage from the
haul roads. Without direct evidence of these contamination
pathways, surface soil contamination via aeolian transport
.of contaminated sludges cannot be ruled out as sources.
Also, it is difficult to conclude that contaminants
. contained in steel pipes inside the trench can affect
.surface soils. This issue should be discussed further

Commenting Organization: U S. EPA Commentor. Saric

Section #: 4.3.2 Page #: 4-127 Line #: 1 to 2

New Specific Comment #: 10

Comment: U.S. DOE suggests that a possible scenario for the
elevated subsoil radionuclide concentrations underlying the
lime sludge wastes is that soils were already contaminated

1-7

F21GG6008




L
£

prior to installation of the Lime Sludge Ponds. Existing
data do not support this scenario. U.S. DOE should
acknowledge the more likely scenario that this contamination
is the result of leaching of the lime sludge wastes.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.3.2 Page #: 4-127 Line #: 23 to 24

New Specific Comment #: 11

Comment: The text states that the west berm and areas north of
the north Lime Sludge Pond are possible sources of organic
compounds detected in the sludge samples. While these areas
may be contributing to the observed organic contaminations,
because the organic contamination increases with depth as
noted in samples 1947, 1961, 1962, and 1963 this suggests
that the sludge is the primary source of this contamination.
This issue should be discussed further in the text.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.3.2 Page #: 4-128 Line #: 33 to 34
New Specific Comment #: 12
Comment: The text states that the absence of trichloroethane
(1,1,1-TCA) in toxicity characteristic leaching procedure
(TCLP) results confirms that the facility's wastewater
exemption was applicable for on-site use of small amounts of
solvent. - The purpose of this statement is not clear.
U.S. DOE should clarify the discussion regarding 1,1,1-TCA.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA ' Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.3.4 Page #: 4-146 ' Line #: 20 to 22

New Specific Comment #: 13

Comment: The text suggests that the K-65 slurry trench may be
the source of uranium contamination in the perched
groundwater. However, the data support an equally strong
argument that the Lime Sludge Ponds are the source of this
contamination. Therefore, the issue of perched groundwater
contamination sources should be addressed further in the

text.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.4.4 Page #: 4-225 Line #: 30 to 35

New Specific Comment #: 14

Comment: U.S. DOE suggests that the source of uranium
contamination in perched groundwater is upgradient of the
hydropunch locations. However, the hydropunch data and the
.chemical data for the flyash clearly suggest that the
Inactive Flyash Pile is the source of perched groundwater
contamination. The text should be revised to discuss this
issue further.

1-8

000009

"




= 5803

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.4.4 Page #: 4-225 Line #: 31 to 35

New Specific Comment #: 15

Comment: The text states that the cited hydropunch locations
were not associated with waste materials. However, the
cited hydropunch samples were collected at locations where
waste is between 5 and 20 feet thick. The text should be
revised to resolve this discrepancy.

‘Commenting-Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.4.4 Page #: "4=234 - - - Line #: 6 to 11

New Specific Comment #: 16

Comment: The text initially states that perched groundwater in
the Inactive Flyash Pile flows through waste materials
containing uranium at locations upgradient of the hydropunch
locations. However, the text concludes by saying that the
northern portion of the Inactive Flyash Pile may be the
source of uranium contamination. The text should be revised
to clarify whether uranium waste is located within the
Inactive Flyash Pile or upgradient of the pile.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.4.6 Page #: 4-249 Line #: 4 to 15
New Specific Comment #: 17 ‘

. Comment: This text summarizes surface water and sediment
contamination at the Inactive Flyash Pile. Because metals
contamination is not discussed, the text should be revised
to address this contamination.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA ' Commentor: Saric:
Section #: 4.5.2 Page #: 4-263 Line #: 'NA
New Specific Comment #: 18
Comment° Table 4-48B summarizes perched groundwater
contamination in terms of uranium. However, the issue of
metals and organic contamination has not been addressed.
U.S. DOE should provide this information or should identify
the issue as an outstanding data gap.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 4.5.2 . Page #: 4-263 _ Line #:NA
New Specific Comment #:. 19
Comment: Table 4-48B does not provide data from boring SP-7.

The table should be revised to provide this information.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.5.2 Page #: 4-277 Line #: 1 to 2

New Specific Comment #: 20

Comment: The text cites wipe sample data to support the
conclusion that contaminated materials originated from
process spillage and leaking prior to being deposited in the
South Field. However, this data is not provided in the
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report. 4The wipe sample data should be provided in the:
revised RI report. :

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 4.5.3 Page #: 4-294 Line #: 1 to 5

New Specific Comment #: 21

Comment: U.S. DOE concludes, based on the presence of chloride
and fluoride, that contaminated drainage water results from
perched water and not from rainwater (leachate). However,
the presence of high chloride levels is widely used to
indicate landfill leachate contamination. The data appears
to implicate percolation of rainwater filtering through
waste materials (thereby forming leachate) as the dominant
source of this contamination. The text should be revised to
address this issue.
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE
OPERABLE UNIT 2 BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 6.0 Page #: NA Line #: NA
Original General Comment #: 1

-Comment: Several general and specific comments are made

regarding Appendix B, which ¢ontains the "details" of the
baseline risk assessment. Therefore, if Appendix B is
revised in response to those comments, this section should
also reflect the changes because it summarizes the results
of the baseline risk assessment.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: B.3.0 Page #: NA Line #: NA

New General Comment #: 1

Comment: Several inconsistencies were found among tables in
Attachment B.III that list chemicals of potential concern
(CPC), tables in Section B.3.0 that present risk
calculations, and tables in Section B.4.0 that present
chemicals of concern (COC). (Specific examples are cited as
specific comments.) Therefore, these tables should be
reviewed to eliminate any inconsistencies among them and to
enable a constituent to be traced from its selection as a
CPC to its establishment as a COC.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: 6.3 Page #: 6-23 Line #: 7
Original Specific Comment #: 3 .

Comment: This line has been revised to differentiate between
CPCs and COCs by stating that COCs are CPCs that remain a
concern after the risks are calculated. To clearly make
this distinction, U.S. Department of Energy (U.S. DOE)
should present the risk levels that determine whether the
CPC is significant enough to become a COC.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6.3.6 Page #: 6-61 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 4

Comment: The original comment recommended that U.S. DOE specify
the route(s) contributing to significant risk. However,
this revision was not made. U.S. DOE should specify which
routes result in significant risk and should revise the text
accordingly.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6.4 Page #: 6-81 to 6-89 Line #: 11

Original Specific Comment #: 5

Comment: A variety of uncertainties are discussed in this
section. However, several uncertainties, such as potential
incomplete characterization of contamination and vadose zone
modeling, are cited without discussing how they may affect
the final risk estimate. U.S. DOE should attempt, whenever
possible, to estimate how any identified uncertainties may
affect the final risk estimate. If such an estimate cannot
be made for a particular parameter, then this should be
clearly stated in the text.

Also, a reference should be cited for the Rn-222 inhalation
slope factor presented on Page 6-87, Line 24. The value
presented, 7.7E-12 picocuries (pCi)~!, is inconsistent with
the value of 7.7E-13 pCi~! presented in the Health Effects
Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) that the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) published in
March 1993.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: B.2.4A.2.1 Page #: B-2-67 to B-2-69 Line #: NA

Original Specific Comment #: 6

Comment: Several of the constituents presented in Table B.2.2.F,
such as di-n-butylphthalate, are not footnoted to specify
the criteria for their removal during the toxicological
screening. The table should be revised so that all
constituents listed in the table are footnoted to specify
the criteria for their removal.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: B-II Page #: NA Line #: NA
Original Specific Comment #: 20

Comment: Many of the references in this section are incomplete,

- inconsistent, or missing from the final reference list. For
example, references to Leonard (1988), Bensted (1967), Wrenn
et.al. (1987), and Yuile (1973) are cited in the text but
are not included in the reference list. This section should
be fully reviewed and thorough and comprehensive referencing
should be provided. '

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6.2.1 Page #: 6-5 Line #: NA

New Specific Comment #: 1

Comment: Several inconsistencies were identified between Figure
2, the General Conceptual Site Model and Table 6-1, the
Generic Description of Exposure Scenario and Exposure Point
Concentrations. For example, Figure 2 shows an off-property
farmer receptor under private land ownership, while Table
6-1 does not show such a receptor. Also, Figure 2 shows a
"household" Great Miami River (GMR) user, while Table 6-1
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presents a “residential" GMR user. Figure 2 and Table 6-1
should be revised to eliminate all inconsistencies.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA . Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6.2.1.2 Page #: B=-2-17a Line #: NA

New Specific Comment #: 2

Comment: The page following Page 6-11 is numbered as "B-2-17a."
This page is apparently misnumbered and should be renumbered
to be consistent with this section.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA o "~ Commentor: - Saric

Section #: 6.3 ' Page #: 6-24 Line #: NA

New Specific Comment #: 3

Comment: Table 6-7 lists uranium-total as a COC for beef/milk
and homegrown produce affected by groundwater. However,
Table B.3.1-30 does not show uranium-total with a hazard
index (HI) greater than 1 for this pathway. Either the text
or table should be revised to eliminate this inconsistency.

Commenting Organization: ' U.S. EPA ‘ Commentor: Saric
Section #: 6.3.1 Page #: 6-27 Line #: 6
New Specific Comment #: 4 : ‘

Comment: This line presents a carcinogenic risk from soil of
6.9E-05 to the groundskeeper. However, Table B.3.1-2B
presents 6.9E-05 as the total radiologic risk and the total
carcinogenic risk to the groundskeeper from soil as
7.95E-05. The text or table should be revised to eliminate
this inconsistency.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 6.3.2 : Page #: 6-33 Line #: NA

New Specific Comment #: 5

Comment: Table 6-11 does not list tributyl-phosphate as a COC
for beef and milk and homegrown produce affected by .
groundwater. However, Table B.3.2-35 presents an HI of 1.0
for the off-property resident child’s ingestion of "H,O"
‘affected homegrown produce. The text or table should be
revised to eliminate this inconsistency.

Also, line 38 currently states that no hazard was assodiated
with the groundskeeper. This line should be revised to
state that a noncarc1nogen1c risk was not 1dent1f1ed for the

receptor.
commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: . 6.3.3 Page #: 6-42 Line #: NA

New Specific Comment #: 6

Comment: Table 6-15 does not list U-235/236 as a COC for
ingestion of homegrown produce affected by groundwater.
However, Table B.3.3-31 presents a risk of 5.9E-06 to the
on-property resident farmer (reasonable maximum exposure
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[RME]) via this pathway. Either the text or the table
should be revised to eliminate this inconsistency.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA : Commentor: Saric
Section #: B.2.4A.2.3 Page #: B-2-84 to B-2-93 Line #: NA
New Specific Comment #: 7
Comment: Table B.2-2H presents inhalation carcinogenic slope
factors (CSF) and inhalation reference doses (RfD).
However, EPA’s Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS)
currently presents only inhalation unit risks and reference
concentrations. Therefore, the table should be footnoted to
identify the source of the CSFs and RfDs presented in the

table.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: B.2.4A.2.3 Page #: B-2-94 to B-2-99 Line #: NA

New Specific Comment #: 8

Comment: Table B.2-2I lists constituents eliminated from further
evaluation based on a comparison to preliminary r-mediation
goals (PRG). However, the table does not list or reference
the concentration that was compared with the PRG. The table
should be revised to clearly present or reference the -
concentration that was compared to each PRG.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: B.2.4.2 Page #: B-2-116 Line #: NA

New Specific Comment #: 9 '

Comment: The ingestion rate values presented in Table B.2-3A for
ingestion of home produced meats and 1ngestlon of milk do
not correspond with values presented in the cited reference.
These values should be reviewed and any discrepancies
eliminated. Also, footnotes "1" and "m" to this table are
missing. Either footnotes "1" and "m" should be added or
the footnotes should be relettered appropriately.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: B.2.4.2 Page #: B-2-134 Line #: NA

New Specific Comment #: 10

Comment: Footnote "r" is omitted from Table B.2-4B. Footnote
"r* should be added to the table or the footnotes should be
revised to eliminate this discrepancy.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: B.2.4.2 Page #: B-2-154 Line #: NA

New Specific Comment #: 11

Comment: Several of the parameters presented in Table B.2-6A
either could not be identified in the cited reference or
conflicted with values presented in the cited reference.
For example, the parameters presented in Table B.2-6A for
1,1,2-trichlorotrifluoroethane could not be found in the
cited reference. Also the t* and B values for 1,4-dioxane
in Table B.2-6A (6.04E-01 and 3.80E-01, respectively) do not
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agree with the values presented in Table 5-8 of the cited
reference (7.2E~01 and 5.4E-05, respectively). The tables
should be revised to eliminate these inconsistencies.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: B.3.1.3.1 Page #: B-3-9 Line #: 6

New Specific Comment #: 12 '

Comment: The word "soil" has apparently been omitted from the
beginning of this line. The line should be revised to begin
with the word "soil." '

-cOmmenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: B.3.2.3.1 Page #: B-3-39 *Line #: 31
New Specific Comment #: 13

Comment: This line states that the risk to the trespassing youth

from dermal contact with benzo(a)pyrene is 1.2E-06.
However, this risk is presented as 1.5E-06 in Table B.3.2-4.
The text or the table should be revised to eliminate this

discrepancy.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: B.3.2.4.3 Page #: B-3-134 Line #: NA

New Specific Comment #: 14

Comment: This section discusses risks to the central tendency
(CT) on-property resident farmer and cites several specific
COCs. However, the text fails to cite Ra-226 and Th-232,
which are shown in Table B.3.2-34 to present carcinogenic
risks of 6.5E-04 and 1.2E-04, respectively, via the soil
exposure pathway. Ra-226 and Th-232, which contribute 31.68
and 5.84 percent of the receptor risk, respectively, should
be added to the discussion.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: B.3.2.4.4 Page #: B=-3-47 Line #: 26

New Specific Comment #: 15

comment: This section presents the major contrlbutors to risk to
the homebuilder. However, arsenic, which is presented with
a risk of 1.1E-06 in Table B.3.2-34, is not mentioned. The
risk from arsenic should be added to the discussion.

. Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: B.3.2.6 Page #: B-3-51 » Line #: NaA

New Specific Comment #: 16

Comment: This section discusses the risk to on-property
receptors and cites the primary contributors to risk to this
receptor. Table B.3.2-34 shows that Ra-226 contributes
23.18 percent of the total receptor risk. However, Ra-226
is not included in the discussion. The text should be
revised to include a discussion of Ra-226.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA : Commentor: Saric

Section #: B.3.5.3.1 Page #: B-3-165 Line #: NA

New Specific Comment #: 17

Comment: Table B.3.5-3 lists the CPCs for the lime sludge ponds.
The CPCs in the table match those preserted in
Table 3.5-2(a), but not those in Tables 3.3.5-25 through
B.3.5-28. For example, lead; thorium-total;
benzo(g,h,i)perylene; and phenanthrene are listed in Table
B.3.5-3 as CPCs, but are not included in Tables B.3.5-25
through B.3.5-28. These tables should be reviewed and
revised to eliminate any inconsistencies among them.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: B.3.5.3.1 Page #: B=-3-166 Line #: 4 to 5
New Specific Comment #: 18 ‘

Comment: This line presents the carcinogenic risk from thorium-
232 as 2.5E-06. However, Table B.3.5-25 presents this risk
as 2.4E-06. The text or the table should be revised to
eliminate this inconsistency.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: B.4.0 Page #: B=-4-1 Line #: 4

New Specific Comment #: 19

Comment: This line states that CPCs are considered COCs if they
present a noncarcinogenic risk greater than 0.2. However,
at other points in the document, COCs are defined as CPCs
with an HI greater than 1.0. The text should be revised to
eliminate this inconsistency.
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