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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

REGION 5 -. . 
77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 

CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 Alii ;G 9 - 53 ;,,; 'Joq 

REPLY TOTHE AllENTION OF: 

APR 2 2 1994 
Mr. Jack R .  Craig 
United States  Department of Energy 
Feed Materials Production Center 
P.O. Box 398705 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705 

HRE-8J 

R E :  Disapproval of the OU #2 
Remedial Investigation Report 

Dear Mr. Craig: 

The United States  Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. E P A )  has completed i ts  
review. of the Operable U n i t  ( O U )  2 Remedial Investigation ( R I )  Report. 
Although the RI has adequate data t o  define the nature and extent of 
contamination i n  OU 2 ,  U.S. EPA disagrees w i t h  several of the United States 
Department of Energy's (U.S. DOE) conclusions regarding interpretation of the 
data. 

For example, U.S. DOE s t a t e s  that  there i s  no s ignif icant  impact of the Lime 
Sludge Ponds on the underlying so i l s .  
Sludge Ponds pose a s ignif icant  r i sk .  Also, U.S. DOE fa i led to  discuss the 
impacts of the Lime S l u d g e  Ponds on soils and the perched groundwater. 

However, the radionuclides i n  the  Lime 

The basic approach of the baseline risk assessment appears t o  be technically 
valid and appropriately conservative. However, numerous errors and omissions 
i n  t ex t ,  calculations,  and references were found that  prevented a complete and 
thorough review of the document. I n  addition, the summary and conclusions of 
the risk assessment provides l i t t l e  useful information for  risk management 
decisions. 

Therefore, U.S.  EPA hereby disapproves the R I  report pending incorporation of 
the attached comments into the document. U.S. DOE must incorporate these 
comments in to  the R I  report and/or submi t  highlighted change pages w i t h i n  
t h i r t y  (30)  days receipt of th i s  l e t t e r .  

Printed on Rew&d Paper 



Please contact  me a t  (312) 886-0992 if you have any questions. 

Remedial Pro ject  Manager 
Technical Enforcement Section #1 
RCRA Enforcement Branch 

Enclosures 

cc: Tom Schneider, OEPA-SWDO 
Pat Whi t f  i e l  d , U .S. DOE-HDQ 
Don Ofte, FERMCO 
Jim Thiesing, FERMCO 
Paul Clay, FERMCO 
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bcc w/o attachments: 
William Muno->Norm Niedergang->Kevin Pierard, WMD 
Brian Barwick, ORC 
Cheryl Allen, OPA 

bcc w/attachments: 
Gene Jablonowski, ARD 
Jean Michaels, PRC 
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT "REMEDIAL-INYESTIGATION-REPORT-FOR---, - ~- 

OPERABLE UNIT 2 - FEBRUARY 1994" 

U.S. EPA REGION 5 RADIATION SECTION 

MARCH 1994 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA, Radiation Section 
Section #: Glossary Page #: G-1 Line#: 1 1  Code: E 
Original Comment #: 1 
Comment: 
Response: 
Action: 

It would be useful if the definitions for 2000 and 3000 series wells were included. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA, Radiation Section 
Section #: 4.1.2 Page #: 4-4 Line #: 17 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 2 
Comment: Please clarify in text whether the method used to calculate the 95th percentile of RI/FS 

field investigation data sets, for purposes such as providing activity levels for air 
transport assessment (Tables 5-50 through 5-54), is the same as the method to calculate 
the 95th percentile background concentrations presented here. 

Response: 
Action: 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA, Radiation Section 
Section #: 4.2.2 Page#: 4-22 Table #: 4-3 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 3 
Comment: In the tables that present field investigation data such as this one, it would be useful to 

include columns indicating for each parameter's data set: 

1)  
2) the mean concentration; 
3) the standard deviation; and 
4) the 95th percentile concentration. 

the statistical distribution type (normal, lognormal, or undetermined); 

There seems to be more than enough room for this inclusion, as it would make 
referencing the data for fate and transport and risk assessment purposes more 
convenient. 

Response : 
Action: 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA, Radiation Section 
Section #: 4.2.5 Page #: 4-98 Line #: 24 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 4 
Comment: In this section, as also in sections 4.3.5 and 4.5.5, please state the likelihood of 

remediation and whether the ecological impacts from these waste areas will be 
addressed in the Site-Wide Ecological Risk. Assessment. 

Response: 
Action: 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA, Radiation Section 
Section #: 5.0 Page#: 5-1 Line#: 33 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 5 
Comment: Please clarify that technetium-99 and neptunium-237 are not the progeny of the 

uranium and thorium series isotopes, and that neptunium-237 is in fact a transuranic 
. radionuclide. 

Response : 
Action: 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA, Radiation Section 
Section #: 5.5 Page#: 5-184 Line #: 4 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 6 
Comment: Please review the accuracy of the stated EPA guideline reference on this line and 

throughout the rest of this document. Also, most of the references noted in sections 
5.5.3.1, 5.5.3.2, 5.5.4, and 5.5.4.1 are not listed in the references section at the end of 
this volume. 

Response: 
Action: 

Commenting Organization: U. S. EPA, Radiation Section 
Section #: 5.5.4 Page#: 5-192 Line#: 26 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 7 
Comment: 
Response: 
Action: 

Please explain here what a "worst case annual meteorological period" is. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA, Radiation Section 
Section #: A.3.5.3 Page #: A-3-23 Line #: -1 1 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 8 
Comment: It is not clear how the limited erosion potential of the surface soil of the North Lime 

Sludge Pond and the Active Flyash Pile was determined and how it was quantified for 
emission rate determination. 

Response: 
Action: 
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TECHNICAL-REV-I--EP-COKMENT-ON-TEE-DRAFT 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT FOR OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU2) 

GENERAL COMMENT8 

Commenting Organizati,on: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 2.3 to 2.6 Page 8: 2-42 to 2-89 Line f :  All 
Original General Comment f: 1 
Comment: The discussion in Section 2.0 of the environmental 

characterization information for each of the five subunits 
of Operable Unit 2 (OU2) should clearly indicate which data 
were collected, analyzed, and validated under the approved 
Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPjP). 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.0 Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 2 
Comment: The soil and groundwater background data presented in 

the revised OU2 RI report differs from the background data 
presented in the draft RI report. As an example, the 
perched groundwater background concentration for total 
uranium is higher in the OU2 RI.report. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.0 Page P :  NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 3 
Comment: 

numerous metals exceed maximum contaminant levels (MCL) . 
Resulting conclusions regarding on-site groundwater 
contamination relative to background concentrations are, 
therefore, suspect with regard to these constituents. As 
stated in previous reviews, this issue should be addressed. 

The reported groundwater background concentrations for 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.0 Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 4 
Comment: The RI report indicates that background radiological 

groundwater samples were not filtered. The U . S .  Department I 

of Energy (U.S. DOE) should indicate whether non-background 
radiological groundwater samples were filtered. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.0 Page P: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 5 
Comment: Several conclusions in each of the summarized 

conclusion sections for the OU2 subunits are incomplete and 
misleading. The summarized conclusion section for each of 
the OU2 subunits should be expanded to include all 
contaminants of concern (COC) for each medium and cite all 
major issues involved in the particular subunit. 

1-1 

000006 

,I-- . . .: 



Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 5.0 Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 6 
Comment: Section 5.0 summarizes the surface water and 

groundwater fate and transport model presented in Appendixes 
A.l and A.2; therefore, a l l  Comments on Appendixes A.l and 
A.2 should also be addressed in Section 5.0. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 7.0 Page #: Multiple Line #: ~ l l  
Original General Comment #: 7 
Comment: Section 7.0 should contain a table listing preliminary 

remediation goals (PRG) for the chemicals of potential 
concern (CPC). The levels of contamination in each 
environmental medium for each subunit should then be 
compared to the PRGs. Also, it is not clear whether action 
is needed for all media, including surface soil, subsurface 
soil, surface water, sediment, perched groundwater, 
groundwater, and flyash. This section should be revised to 
add specific remedial action objectives (RAO) in accordance 
with remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) 
guidance for each medium, CPC, and PRG. The RAOs are too 
general to be useful. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
'Section #: 7.0 Page #: Multiple Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 8 
Comment: Many general and specific comments were made regarding 

Appendix B, the Baseline Risk Assessment. Any change in the 
summary and conclusions resulting from revisions made to 
address these comments should be reflected in Section 7.0. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 7.0 Page #: Multiple Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 9 
Comment: The summary and conclusions presented in this section 

are difficult to assimilate and compare across subunits. 
This deficiency does not reflect a failure by U . S .  DOE, but 
instead results from the complexity of the site and the 
abundance of site data. A figure or set of figures showing 
the risks associated with the various subunits, pathways, 
routes, and receptors would help the reader consider the 

therefore develop and include such a figure or set of 
figures in this section. 

risks within the entkre operable-unit. --U.S. DOE should - - _. 

Commentor: Saric 
Line I: NA - 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA 
Section #: 7.0 Page 8 :  Mult-iple - -  

Original General Comment #: 10 
Comment: Selected data summarized in Section 7.0 were compared 

with data presented in Appendix B. Inconsistencies 
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i-dent-Lf 3-ea-irtKe s amp ledata reviewed are pres en t ed as 
specific comments in Enclosure 2. 

- 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2 Page 8 :  NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 11 
Comment: The document does not present a clear and concise 

summary of the modeling results. A summary should be 
provided presenting model results as they compare to present 
day concentrations and model results at the time of maximum 
on-site and off-site concentrations of various constituents. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section f: A.2 Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 12 
Comment: The document should show present day concentrations and 

flow directions as predicted by the fate and transport model 
and calibration targets (wells and nodes) for each 
calibration. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2 Page P: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 13 
Comment: The text discusses contaminants of potential concern 

(CPC) as the only contaminants that were used in the 
groundwater model (Sandia Waste Isolation Flow and Transport 
[SWIFT] 111). The tqxt states that the CPCs are the only 
contaminants that reach the Great Miami Aquifer (GMA) above 
hazard screening levels. However, data presented in 
Section 4.0 of the RI show many contaminants in the GMA 
above background and hazard index screening levels. For 
example, Table A.2-51 lists CPCs from the South Field that 
reach the GMA above a hazard index screening level. Data 
presented in Table 4-58 of Section 4.0 for GMA monitoring 
wells near the South Field list gross alpha and beta, 
plutonium-238 (Pu-238), thorium-230 (Th-230), and 
thorium-232 (Th-232) as constituents above background 
levels, and apparently above hazard index screening levels. 
U.S. DOE should review the model results and CPCs for each 
subunit and discuss why only certain contaminants were used 
in the groundwater fate and transport model. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section P: A.l and A.2 Page P: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment P: 14 
Comment: Because of the large amount of uncertainty in the fate 

and transport model, the raw data for the input and output 
of the model should be provided to assist in accurately 
reviewing the model. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EFA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: NA Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 15 
Comment: Throughout the document numerous tables and figures 

were incorrectly referenced and sometimes not referenced at 
all; inconsistencies exist between text discussions and data 
presented in tables or figures; sources of information, such 
as equations, are not referenced; and numerous typographical 
errors were noted. The document should be thoroughly 
reviewed and corrected for these types of errors. 

8PECIFIC COMMENT8 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 1.6.4 Page #: 1-34 Line #: 13 
original Specific Comment #: 1 
Comment: The text is unclear in its reference to the origin of 

the water sampled and analyzed for total uranium. 
should be clarified to indicate the origin of the water 
sampled. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: Figure 3-25 Page P: 3-51 Line #: N/A 
Original Specific Comment #: 2 
Comment: It is difficult to discern the "wetland areas1' from the 

The text 

"waters of the U.S." on the jurisdictional wetlands figure 
because of the similar shading used to indicate their 
locations on the legend of the figure. The legend of the 
figure should be improved by using a different shading for 
the wetlands areas and the waters of the U . S .  

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.2.3 Page X: 4-44 Line f :  22 
Original Specific Comment i: 3 
Comment: The text states that seven metals were detected during 

Phase I1 surface water sampling for the Solid Waste 
Landfill. Table 4-8, page 4-50, contains eight metals. 
This inconsistency should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section P: 4.2.4 Page #: 4-71 Line #: 22 and 23 
Original Specific Comment #: 4 
Comment: Table 4-13 presents total-uranium in samples collected 

during Phase I1 for the 1000-Series and 2000-Series wells. 
However, the text does not discuss the results for the 2000-  
Series wells. The text should be revised to discuss these 
results. 
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Comment-ing-Organ-Lz ation-:--tkS.EPA -C omm-ent-oTFSEiZ 
Section #: 4.2.4 Page #: 4-72 Line 8 :  16 to 19 
Original Specific Comment #: 5 
Comment: The text states that one organic compound was detected 

for the Phase I1 sampling of 2000-Series wells. Table 4-15, 
page 4-92, contains two organic compounds. This 
inconsistency should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.2.6 Page #: 4-99 Line #: 14 and 15 
Original Specific Comment #: 6 
Comment: The text states that the sediment samples and surface 

water samples collected downstream of the Solid Waste 
Landfill indicate a possible impact from the Solid Waste 
Landfill. The conclusion in the text should be expanded to 
indicate the chemical constituents comprising the impact. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.2.6 Page #: 4-99 Line #: 24 and 25 
Original Specific Comment #: 7 
Comment: The text states that deeper pits may have been used for 

disposal in the southwest corner of the Solid Waste 
Landfill. Data to substantiate this conclusion should be 
provided. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.2.6 Page #: 4-99 Line P :  27 and 28 
Original Specific Comment’#: 8 
Comment: The text states that concentrations of radionuclides 

and organic compounds were detected above background in 
leachate from two of the three test trenches. The text 
should state the comparison background media for the 
leachate. 
elevated radionuclide and organic concentrations. 

The text should specify which two trenches had 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.2.6 Page P: 4-99 Line 8 :  30 and 31 
Original Specific Comment #: 9 
comment: Lines 9 and 10 on page 4-72 state that strontium-90 was 

also detected at elevated levels in the perched groundwater 
downgradient from the waste unit. The conclusion in the 
text concerning perched groundwater does not state that 
strontium-90 was also detected at elevated levels. This 
inconsistency should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA . Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.2.6 Page #: 4-99 Line 8 :  30 through 35 
original Specific Comment 8:  10 
Comment: This section provides a summary of conclusions 

regarding the Solid Waste Landfill investigation. 
Groundwater results are only discussed in terms of thorium 
and uranium contamination. A thorough discussion of 
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groundwater contamination for all constituents should be 
provided in the summary section. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA - Commentor: Saric 
Section 8:  4.3.1 Page #: 4-100 Line #: 7 and 8 
Original Specific Comment #: 11 
Comment: The text presents the volume of lime sludge and berm 

material as a total value. The text later concludes that 
the lime sludge and berm material are each distinct waste 
materials. Therefore, the volume of the lime sludge and 
berm material should be presented as two individual values. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.3.2 Page #: 4-108 Line #: 11 
original Specific Comment #: 12 
Comment: The text states that no organic compounds were detected 

above background levels in the Lime Sludge Ponds during 
Phase I. However, Table 4-17 on page 4-112 states that 2- 
hexanone was detected above background levels. This 
inconsistency should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.3.2 Page P :  4-108 Line #: 24 and 25 
Original Specific Comment #: 13 
Comment: The text states that soil samples collected from 

beneath the sludge in the Lime Sludge Ponds exceeded 
background concentrations for copper (in five of nine 
samples), beryllium (in six of nine samples), and arsenic 
(in two of nine samples). Table 4-19 presents shaded 
numbers for values that exceed background soil 
concentrations for copper (in three of nine samples), 
beryllium (in four of nine samples), and arsenic (in one of 
nine samples). These inconsistencies should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Line #: N/A Section 8 :  Table 4-20 Page P: 4-127 

Original Specific Comment #: 14 
Comment: The entry for the type of material for sample 114607 is 

missing from Table 4-20. This information should be 
included in the table. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.3.2 Page #: 4-129 Line #: 24 and 25 
Original Specific Comment #: 15 
Comment: The text states that elevated concentrations of metals 

were detected in soil samples collected next to the slurry 
line in the investigation trench. However, data in 
Table 4-21 indicates that only one of the two samples 
(sample 114767) exhibits elevated levels of these metals. 
This disparity in the data indicates that additional samples 
should be obtained to characterize the trench. The text 

\ 
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should-ident i f-y-that-a-da-ta-gap-ex-i-sks-f or--t-he-trench-and---'-- 
requires additional investigation. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.3.2 Page 8 :  4-131 Line #: 1 and 2 
Original Specific Comment #: 16 
Comment: The text concludes that the sample data indicate that 

leakage from the K-65 slurry line trench may be a source of 
elevated concentrations of radium-226, thorium-230, and 
uranium-238 in the soil next to and south of the trench. 
This conclusion should be added to the conclusions in the 
summary in Section 4.3.6. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.3.6 Page #: 4-148 Line #: 38 to 40 
Original Specific Comment #: 17 
Comment: The text concludes that because organic compounds 

detected in soil were not detected in samples of perched 
groundwater, these organic compounds are not leaching from 
the sludge. However, the organics in the soil could be due 
to the sludge leaching to the soil or soil contamination 
prior to the existence of the sludge ponds. 
justify the conclusion that the sludge is not leaching 
should be presented in the text. 

The facts to 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section P: 4.3.6 Page #: 4-177 Line #: 1 and 2 
Original Specific Comment'#: 18 
Comment: The text concludes that the sludge, the roadway, and 

the berm materials have different characteristics and 
concentrations and are thus distinct waste materials. The 
text should also present the specific characteristics for 
the sludge, the roadway, and the berm materials as a 
conclusion in Section 4.3.6. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section P: 4.3.6 Page #: 4-177 Line #: 6 
Original Specific Comment f: 19 
Comment: The text states that for the Lime Sludge Ponds, future 

impacts from the sludge upon the soil are not likely. The 
facts and discussion to substantiate this statement are not 
presented in the text in Section 4.3.2. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section P: 4.3.6 Page #: 4-177 Line #: 5 through 7 
original Specific Comment #: 20 
Comment: The issue of potential future impacts to the perched 

groundwater from the contaminated soils are not discussed. 
This issue should be addressed. 
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Commenting Organization: U . S .  ETA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.3.6 Page f :  4-177 Line f :  9 through 11 
original Specific Comment #: 21 
Comment: The text states that the K-65 slurry line trench is the 

source of uranium and thorium contamination in perched 
groundwater downgradient of the Lime sludge Ponds. Observed 
groundwater flow directions in the perched aquifer do not 
support this observation. Observed flow directions and 
radiological data for the Lime Sludge Pond sludge and 
groundwater appear to indicate that the ponds are the source 
of perched groundwater contamination. This issue should be 
addressed further. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.3.6 Page #: 4-177 Line #: 2 3  to 25 
original Specific Comment #: 22 
Comment: The text states that metals were detected in unfiltered 

water samples and are a possible result of.slight turbidity 
prior to acidification during sampling. This fact is not 
discussed in Section 4.3.4 of the text. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.4.1 Page #: 4-177 Line #: 36 
Original Specific Comment #: 23 
Comment: The text presents the volume for the combined subunits 

of the Inactive Flyash Pile and South Field. It may be 
useful to also present the approximate volume for each 
subunit separately for remedial design purposes. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.4.1 Page #: 4-178 Line #: 9 to 23 
Original Specific Comment #: 24 
Comment: This paragraph discusses the correlations for 

subsurface soils and various analytes. 
presentation of the actual data compared should be included. 
Also, additional information should be included to explain 
the basis of the correlations. 

A tabular 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.4.2 Page #: 4-204 Line #: 1 through 3 
Original Specific Comment %: 25 
Comment: The text states that the elevated concentrations of 

radionuclides and organic compounds in subsurface samples 
indicates that surface spillage and leaching are not 
responsible for observed concentrations. It- is not clear 
how these observations can be used to rule out the role of 
leaching to explain the increase in contamination with 
depth. This issue should be discussed further. 
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--Comment ing-Organ-kz at-ion-:-US-.-EPA eommen&or-:-Sa-r-ic 
Section #: 4.4.3 Page #: 4-218 Line #: 13 to 1 5  
Original Specific Comment f :  26 
Comment: The zext concludes that recharge to the regional 

aquifer is supplied by surface water from the west drainage 
and that the recharge water has elevated concentrations of 
uranium. This conclusion should be included in the summary 
in Section 4.4.6. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.4.3 Page #: 4-229 Line #: 3 to 5 
Original Specific Comment #: 27 
Comment: The text concludes that the Inactive Flyash Pile may be 

the source of semivolatile compounds detected in the Paddy's 
Run sediment. This conclusion should be included in the 
summary in Section 4.4.6. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.4.6 Page #: 4-255 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 28 
Comment: This summary section does not discuss metals or organic 

compound contamination in surface water, sediment, perched 
and regional groundwater. The summary section should be 
expanded to discuss these issues. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section f: 4.4.6 page #: 4-255 Line #: 28 
Original Specific Comment %: 29 
Comment: The text refers to Hydropunch- sample 11010. However, 

this sample number is not included in Table 4-42 on 
Page 4-238. This inconsistency should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.4.6 Page P: 4-255 Line #: 3 1  
Original Specific Comment #: 30 
Comment: The text states that the seepage in the drainage to the 

Additional west may be associated with perched groundwater. 
discussion should be provided. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Line #: 8 Section P :  4.5.1 Page 8 :  4-256 

Original Specific Comment #!: 31 . 
Comment: The text presents the volume for the combined subunits 

of the Inactive Flyash Pile and South Field. It may be 
useful to also present the approximate volume for each 
subunit separately for remedial design purposes. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.5.4 Page #: 4-309 Line #: 14 through 18 
Original Specific Comment #: 32 
Comment: 

contamination in 1000-series wells is incomplete with regard 
The discussion provided in the text regarding metals 
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to the data presented in Table 4-56. Numerous metals found 
in concentrations well above background have not been 
acknowledged. The text and resulting conclusions should be 
expanded. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.5.4 Page #: 4-328 Line #: 1 through 15 
Original Specific Comment #: 33 
Comment: The background concentrations reported for lead in this 

section do not correspond to those presented in Section 4.1 
and are also much higher. The data presented do not support 
the conclusion that the firing range has not impacted 
groundwater in terms of lead. This issue should be 
addressed. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section I: 4.5.4 Page #: 4-328 Line #: 29 to 31 
Original specific Comment #: 34 
Comment: The text concludes that perched groundwater recharge 

may have impacted the GMA with uranium contaminated 
groundwater. This conclusion should be included in the 
summary in Section 4.5.6. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.5.4 Page #: 4-328 Line #: 29 to 32 
Original Specific Comment #: 35 
Comment: 

of surface water may have impacted the GMA. This conclusion 
should be included in the summary in Section 4.5.6. 

The text concludes that uranium contaminated recharge 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.5.6 Page #: 4-329 Line #: 11 through 17 
Original Specific Comment #: 36 
Comment: The text states that organic compounds were detected in 

groundwater at trace levels indicating no significant impact 
on groundwater. A review of the raw data indicates organic 
compound concentrations at levels significantly higher that 
what is usually considered to be trace amounts. The term 
"no significant impactu1 is vague and not supported by the 
data. This issue should be addressed. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.5.6 Page #: 4-329 Line #: NA 
original Specific Comment #: 37 
Comment: Metals contamination in groundwater is not discussed in 

. _  

this section. This information and conclusions regarding 
metals contamination sources should be provided. 
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C-omme nki-ng-O r g ani-z a t-i-on-:-U7S T -EFA---- Commentor :-Saric’ 
Section #: 4 . 6 . 2  Page #: 4-332 Line #: 19 
Original Specific Comment #: 38 
Comment: The text states that in subsurface flyash, 11 organics 

were detected above background concentrations for subsurface 
soil during Phase I sampling. However, Table 4-61A contains 
18 organics detected above background concentrations. This 
inconsistency should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4 . 6 . 2  Page #: 4-332 Line #: 32 
Original Specific Comment #: 39 
Comment: The text states that one organic compound was detected 

above background concentration in subsurface soil during 
Phase I sampling. However, Table 4-62 contains four 
organics detected above background concentrations for soil. 
This inconsistency should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4 . 6 . 2  Page #: 4-357 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 4 0  
Comment: Table 4-64 presents the Active Flyash Pile toxicity 

characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) results. The term 
**rejected** is used to describe data in the table. The term 
I*rejectedt1 should be explained in the table and text. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4 . 6 . 2  Page #: 4-360 Line #: 1 
Original Specific Comment P: 4 1  
Comment: The text states that three organic compounds were 

detected above background concentrations for soil in 
subsurface soil during Phase I1 sampling. However, Table 4- 
63 contains six organics detected above background 
concentrations for soil. This inconsistency should be 
resolved. 

commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4 . 6 . 2  Page #: 4-360 Line #: 4 
Original Specific Comment f :  42 
Comment: The text presents a comparison between *‘surface 

samples** and **subsurface samples*@. It is unclear if soil or 
flyash samples are being compared. 
this issue. 

The text should clarify 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4 . 6 . 2  Page f: 4-360 Line #: 37 
Original specific Comment #: 43 
Comment: The text presents an analysis of the data recorded in 

Table 4-64.  This analysis does not correlate with the data 
presented in the table with respect to parameters detected. 
These inconsistencies should be resolved. 

1-11 

000016 



6 0 0 9  
. Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 

Section P: 4.6.3 Page f :  4-367 Line f :  7 
Original specific Comment #: 44 
Comment: The text states that nine metals were detected in one 

Phase I1 surface water sample. However, Table 4-66 presents 
10 metals. This inconsistency should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.6.6 Page #: 4-399 Line #: 23 
Original Specific Comment f :  45 
Comment: The text states that two metals, five radionuclides, 

and nine organic compounds were detected above background 
concentrations for flyash in flyash during Phase I sampling. 
These numbers are inconsistent with those presented in the 
text on page 4-332 lines 8 through 15. These 
inconsistencies should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.6.6 Page #: 4-399 ' Line #: 27 to 29 
Original Specific Comment #: 46 
Comment: The text discusses the comparison of volatile organic 

compounds in the flyash with literature derived background 
concentrations for flyash. However, this discussion 
contradicts with lines 14 and 15 in Section 4.6.2 on 
page 4-332 that states that no background organic data is 
available for flyash. This inconsistency should be 
resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 4.6.6 Page #: 4-399 Line #: 35 to 36 
Original Specific Comment #: 47 
Comment: The text concludes that shallow groundwater has not 

been impacted by metals or organic compounds in flyash and 
soil. This conclusion is not discussed in Section 4.6.4, 
page 4-378, of the text. The text should contain a 
discussion of this conclusion prior to the summary. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 7.0 Page 8 :  7-4 Line #: 17 
Original Specific Comment #: 48 
Comment: This line suggests that the assessment quantifies all 

risk from potential human exposures. However, because the 
assessment does not consider exposure to multiple subunits 

- -or- groundwater containing const-i-tuents- from more than one 
subunit, the total risk to a receptor may be greater than 
that quantified in the assessment. Therefore, this line 
should be revised to specify that the assessment quantifies 
potential exposure to human receptors from individual 
subunits. . _  - - - - 
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Commenting-Organkzat ion :-UTST-EPA -Commentor :-Sarire 
Section #: 7.4 Page #: 7-8 Line #: 3 
Original Specific Comment #: 4 9  
Comment: The text states that the groundwater models have been 

calibrated to site conditions; however, Appendix A.2 states 
that the groundwater model was calibrated to 1986 and 
regional groundwater water levels. The groundwater model 
presented in the OU2 RI/FS should be calibrated to RI/FS 
measured water levels. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 7.4 Page #: 7-9 Line #: 30 
Original Specific Comment #: 50 
Comment: This line states that an excess carcinogenic risk from 

hazardous waste sites of is acceptable. However, the 
text does not reference a source for this value. The text 
does not state that action may also be required for excess 
carcinogenic risks between and The text should 
be revised to provide a reference for any allowable risk 
levels presented and clearly indicate at what risk level(s) 
action may be required. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 7.4.1 Page #: 7-13 Line #: 8 
Original Specific Comment #: 51 
Comment: The text states that the chemicals of concern (COC) for 

the Solid Waste Landfill consist of six radionuclides, three 
metals, and three organic compounds. However, Table 7-2 on 
Page 7-14 contains seven radionuclides. This inconsistency 
should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 7.4.1 ’Page #: 7-13 Line #: 15 
Original Specific Comment Y :  52 
Comment: The text states that no impact has been observed in the 

GMA; however, according to Table 7-2, contaminants have been 
detected in 2000-Series wells screened in the GMA. The text 
should be revised to resolve this discrepancy. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 7.0 Page #: 7-13 Line f: 27 
Original Specific Comment #: 53 
Comment: Table B.4-7a on page B-4-19 identifies thorium-228 as a 

significant contributor to risk to trespassing youths 
through exposure to sediment. However, the text does not 
include thorium-228 as a significant contributor to risk for 
this type of receptor. This discrepancy should be resolved. 
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6 0 0 0  
* Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 

Section #: Tables 7-2 Page #: 7-14 Line #: N/A 
Original Specific Comment # :  54 
Comment: Dibenzo (a,h)-anthracene is listed in Table 7-3 on 

Page 7-15. However, it is not listed in Table 7-2. This 
inconsistency should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section 8 :  7.4.1 Page #: 7-14 Line #: NA 
original Specific Comment #: 55 
Comment: Table 7-2 lists COCs detected in the Solid Waste 

' Landfill. Uranium-234, uranium-235/236, uranium-total, 
carbazole, and indeno(l,2,3-cd)pyrene are shown as COCs for 
the surface water pathway; however, in Appendix A.l, these 
COCs are not listed. In addition, Appendix A.2 lists 
technetium-99 (Tc-99) as a COC for .the groundwater pathway; 
however, it is not listed as a COC in Table 7-2. These 
inconsistencies should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section P: 7.4.2 Page f: 7-18 Line #: 5 
Original Specific Comment f: 56 
Comment: The text indicates the COCs for the Lime Sludge Ponds 

consist of four radionuclides, two metals, and one organic 
compound. However, Table 7-5 on Page 7-19 contains two 
organic compounds. This inconsistency should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 7.4.3 Page P: 7-23 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment P :  57 
Comment: Table 7-8 lists COCs detected in the Inactive Flyash 

Pile. Thorium-228, uranium-235/236, arsenic, beryllium, and 
uranium-total are shown as COCs for the surface water 
pathway for the Inactive Flyash Pile. These constituents 
are not listed as COCs in Appendix A.l for the Inactive 
Flyash Pile. These inconsistencies should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 7.4.4 Page P: 7-29 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 58 
Comment: Table 7-11 lists COCs detected in the South Field. 

Radium-226, radium-228, thorium-228, uranium-235/236, 

benzo (6) f luoranthene , ben-zo (k) f luoranthene , -ideno ( 1,2,3 -- 
cd)pyrene, and ArOClOr-1254 are shown as COCs for the 
surface water pathway for the South Field. These 
constituents are not listed as COCs in Appendix A.l for the 

_ _  arsenic, beryllium, uranium-total, benzo(a)pyrene, 
- 

~ South Field. -These inconsistencies should be resolved. 
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cmmext-0r-s zit-' Comment-ing -Organ-iz at Lon :--UyS.EPA 
Section #: 7.4.5 Page #: 7-34 Line #: NA 
original Specific Comment #: 59 
Comment: Table 7-14 lists COCs detected in the Active Flyash 

- 

Pile. Lead, uranium-235/236, and uranium-total are listed 
in Appendix A . l  as COCs for the surface water pathway. 
These COCs are not listed as COCs in Table 7-14. These 
inconsistencies should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 7.4.6 Page #: 7-37 Line #: 17 to 19 
Original Specific Comment #: 60 
Comment: The text states that the Active Flyash Pile was a major 

source of metal constituents in Paddys Run and the Great 
Miami River. According to Table A.l-7, which lists Paddys 
Run water contaminant concentrations resulting from 
contamination from the various subunits, the South Field was 
also a major source of metal contaminants to Paddys Run. 
This inconsistencies should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 7.6.1 Page #: 7-46 Line #: 1 to 3 
Original Specific Comment #: 61 
Comment: The text states that OU2 subunits do not present a risk 

to current on-property or off-property receptors above 
allowable levels; however, according to Figure A.2-65, Tc- 
99 has been detected off-site at concentrations greater than 
0.1 picocuries per liter (pCi/L), apparently posing a risk 
to off-site receptors. The figure should be reviewed to 
determine if risk to off-site receptors exists from Tc-99. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.1.3 Page f: A-1-4 Line #: 3 to 8 
Original Specific Comment 1%: 62 
Comment: The text states that the Modified Universal Soil Loss 

Equation (MUSLE) model uses event-specific runoff volume and 
flow rate parameters to calculate the soil loss for a single 
rainfall event. The lost soil becomes contaminated sediment 
in nearby surface water bodies and acts as a source of 
groundwater contamination in the GMA. Because the baseline 
risk assessment discusses contamination for the next 1,000 
years, the cumulative amount of contaminated sediments would 
serve as a contaminant source, especially since Paddys Run 
and the Storm Sewer Outfall Ditch are intermittent and 
Paddys Run has a low flow rate. U . S .  DOE should revise the 
text to state if it attempted to calculate cumulative 
amounts of contaminated sediments and not just event- 
specific amounts. 
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Commenting organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: ~.1.4.3 Page #: A-1-8 Line #: 17 and 18 
Original Specific Comment #: 63 
Comment: The text discusses the calculation of the portion of 

the constituent from the eroded soil that remains with the 
sediment; however, bullet 1 in Section A.1.4.1 indicates 
that one of the surface water model assumptions is that 
constituents adsorbed to soils in runoff remain adsorbed in 
stream sediments. The text should be revised to clarify if 
all or just a portion of the constituents adsorbed to soils 
in runoff remain adsorbed in the stream sediments. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.1.4.3 Page #: A-1-0 Line #: 27 to 34 
Original Specific Comment #: 64 
Comment: The text discusses variables for an equation used to 

calculate constituent partitioning and loading; however, the 
values for these variables for the various subunits are not 
provided . 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.1.5.6 Page #: A-1-26 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 65 
Comment: The text discusses the combined modeling results (for 

all the subunits) for Paddys Run in the surface water 
pathway; however, the text only discusses combined surface 
water concentrations in Paddys Run. Sediment is part of the 
surface water pathway, but the text does not discuss 
combined sediment concentrations in Paddys Run as part of 
the surface water pathway. Also, combined sediment 
concentrations should be shown in Table A.1-7 and A.l-8 
since these tables show combined concentrations for the 
surface water pathway. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.1.6 Page #: A-1-31 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment f: 66 
Comment: The text discusses uncertainties in the surface water 

model; however, it does not discuss how sensitive the model 
was to various input parameters in the surface water model. 
The text should discuss whether or not a sensitivity 
analysis was performed for the model and the results of the 
analysis. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section 8 :  A.1.7.1 Page #: A-1-34 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 67 
Comment: Figure A . l - 6  illustrates areas of surface water runoff 

infiltration to the GMA from Paddys Run and the Storm Sewer 
Outfall Ditch. Data from OU5 indicates'paddys Run is a 
losing stream as far north as the K-65 silos. The text and 
conclusions should be revised to include the increase in 
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source-loading-f r.om-Paddys -Run-wher.e-the-t i 1 l-i-sahs-ent 
beneath Paddys Run. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2.1.1 Page $: A-2-6 Line 8 :  19 to 23 
Original Specific Comment #: 68 
Comment: The bulleted item discusses the calibration of the 

groundwater model to actual values observed in the operating 
time frame. The text should state what the operating time 
frame is and present the calibration data. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2.2.2 Page 8 :  A-2-12 Line #: 6 to 13 
Original Specific Comment 8 :  69 
Comment: The text discusses the exclusion of sand and gravel 

units in the glacial deposits from the groundwater model 
because they have limited areal and vertical extent. 
Evidence such as geologic cross sections should be presented 
to support this statement. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: NA Page #: A-2-21 (Figure A.2-9)  Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 70 
Comment: The figure depicts the groundwater pathways and the sum 

of contaminants reaching the GMA. However, the equation 
showing how the sum of contaminants reaching the aquifer is 
calculated does not include the contaminants (Q2, C2) moving 
vertica4ly through tfie glacial overburden to the GMA. The 
text should state why these contaminants are not included in 
the equation. 

Commentor: Saric 
Line #: 9 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA 
Section P: A.2.3.2 Page #: A-2-22 
Original Specific Comment #: 71 
Comment: The text states that the Lime Sludge Ponds are 

completely underlain by till. The text should provide 
evidence supporting this statement. 

commenting organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section P: A.2.4.2 Page #: A-2-34 Line #: 3 and 4 
Original Specific Comment #: 72 
Comment: The text states that average waste bulk densities were 

obtained from the geotechnical analysis of soil samples. It 
is not apparent how waste bulk densities were obtained from 
soil sample analysis. The text should explain how waste 
bulk densities were obtained from soil sample analysis or if 
bulk densities were obtained from the geotechnical analysis 
of waste samples, 
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6 0 0 9  
Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: ~ . 2 . 5  Page #: A-2-39 Line #: 28, 29, and 30 
Original specific Comment #:  73 
Comment: The text discusses longitudinal dispersion . .  

coefficients, interstitial seepage, velocity, and molecular 
diffusion coefficients; however, the text does not provide 
these values. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2.7.1.1 Page #: A-2-52 Line #: 20 and 21 
original specific Comment #: 7 4  
Comment: The text discusses modifications to Darcy's Law to 

model flow for unsaturated conditions; however, these 
modifications are not discussed. The text should discuss 
the modifications to Darcy's Law, the values used in the 
modification, and how the values were determined. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2.8 Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 75 
Comment: Graphs depicting contaminant loading to the GMA from 

various subunits (for example Figure A.2-15) show a sharp 
rise and then an exponential decrease in contaminant loading 
concentration with time. The loading decrease is based on 
the rate of depletion of the source, The document should be 
revised to explain how the depletion rates were calculated. 
Also, if the graphs need modification, then the figures 
showing contaminant concentrations at various time intervals 
will also need corrections based on the recalculated 
depletion rates. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2.8.1 Page 8 :  A-2-125 Line #: 8 to 12 
Original Specific Comment P: 76 
Comment: The text discusses hydraulic conductivity values for 

various layers in the groundwater model; however, the source 
of these values (such as slug tests or a literature search) 
is not provided. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section P: A.2.8.1 Page 8 :  A-2-125 Line #: 25 
Original specific Comment #: 7 7  
Comment: The text states that a recharge value of 2 inches per 

year (in/yr) was assigned to the developed and sewered-areas 
of the site; however, the rationale of using 2 in/yr for the 
recharge value is not provided for each area. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section 8 :  A.2.8.1 Page f: A-2-125 Line #: 28 to 33 
Original Specific Comment P: 78 
Comment: The text discusses the calibration of the groundwater 

flow model and that the arithmetic mean residual for the 

- 
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c a-1-i-b Ea-t ed-f-1 o w-mod ell--i-s-O-.-3-3-feet-.-The-tex-t-s hou-l d-p r-ov-i d e l -  
a list of modeled head values as compared to actual RI 
measured head values because they may identify areas in the 
model that do not calibrate, and therefore, have different 
aquifer properties and parameters that will affect the flow 

. model. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2.8.2 Page #: A-2-130 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 79 
Comment: Table A.2-47 summarizes CPCs for surface water runoff 

loading to the GMA from the Inactive Flyash Pile and South 
Field; however, the table does not include uranium-234 (U- 
234). U-234 is included in Table A.l-14, which is a similar 
CPC table. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2.8.3 Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 80 
Comment: The text discusses the SWIFT modeling effort and 

presents the model results in figures (for example Figure 
A.2-18) showing the increase with time of the various 
constituents in the GMA. The tables and figures actually 
present the total CPC increase in the GMA because they 
assume the background concentrations to be zero (Page A-2- 
126). If the concentration resulting from the total 
increase in CPC is used in the risk assessment, it will 
underestimate the risk. The baseline risk assessment should 
use the concentration of the CPC that includes the 
background concentration plus the increase in CPC 
concentration. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2.8.3.1 Page 1%: A-2-131 Line #: 28 
Original Specific Comment #: 81 
Comment: The text states that maximum Tc-99 concentrations occur 

at 70 years in the GMA; however, according to Table A-2.49, 
the maximum Tc-99 concentrations in the GMA occur at 60 
years. This discrepancy should be resolved. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2.8.2.1 Page #: A-2-135 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 82 
Comment: Table A.2-48 lists CPCs for surface water runoff 

loading to the GMA from the Active Flyash Pile. 
does not list all the CPCs in Table A.l-14, a similar CPC 
table. U.S.  DOE should review the tables and revise them so 
that they accurately and consistently list all the CPCs. 

This table 
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* Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: ~.2.8.3.2 Page #:  A-2-139 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 83 
Comment: Table A.2-50 summarizes of SWIFT modeling results for 

the Lime Sludge Ponds. According to the table, the time of 
maximum on-site concentrations and the time of maximum 
concentration at the site boundary are both 40 years. The 
text does not explain how both the time of maximum on site 
concentration and the time of maximum concentration at the 
site boundary can occur at the same time. Either the table 
should be revised or evidence provided to support the 
occurrence of the maximum concentrations at the same time. 
This comment should also be addressed in Table A.2-51. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: ~.2.8.3.3 Page #: A-2-150 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 84 
Comment: Table A.2-51 summarizes SWIFT modeling results for the 

Inactive Flyash Pile and South Field. For Tc-99, the table 
shows both the time of maximum on-site contaminant 
concentration in the GMA and the time of maximum contaminant 
concentration in the GMA at the site boundary as 40 years, 
while the minimum time of contaminant arrival to the aquifer 
is shown as 60 years. U . S .  DOE should review the table and 
re-evaluate its estimate of the time of contarninant arrival. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section P: A.2.8.3 ’ Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 85 
Comment: This section presents tables of SWIFT modeling results 

for the various subunits at the time and location of maximum 
U-238 concentrations. However, some of the constituents 
listed in the tables will not reach the GMA within the time 
intervals indicated; therefore, these constituent 
concentrations should not be compared to hazard index 
screening levels at the time intervals indicated. For 
example, Table A.2-52 lists Ra-226 as 0.0 picocuries per 
liter (pCi/L) and antimony and manganese concentrations both 
as 0.0 micrograms per liter (pg/L) at 160 and 220 years. 
However, according to Table A.2-51, these constituents Will 
not reach the GMA within 220 years. 
reviewed and arrival times for the constituents reevaluated. 

The tables should be 

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

Section #: A.2.8.3.4 Page #: A-2-152 Line #: 28 and 29 
Original Specific Comment 8 :  86 
Comment: The text states that U-238 and neptunium-237 (Np-237) 

are at significantly elevated concentrations compared to 
screening-concentrations and may pose a significant risk. 
According to Tables A.2-53 and A.2-54, uranium-234 (U-234) 
also appears to be present at elevated concentrations. 
DOE should review the tables and text and revise them to be 

- _. 

U.S. 
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cons i-s t e n t -w i th-e a ch-ot her-.--A 1 s.o_,_-t-he-l-oc a t i on s o f the 
concentrations that are considered elevated should be 
presented in a figure. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2.8.3.4 Page #: A-2-174 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 87 
Comment: Figure A.2-48 is supposed to show the projected 

increase in U-238 concentration in the GMA at 1,000 years 
due to loading from the Active Flyash Pile. 
actually shows U-238 concentrations. Also, the Active 
Flyash Pile loading source in Figures A.2-48 and A.2-53 is 
southeast of the Active Flyash Pile loading source in 
Figures A.2-47 and A.2-52. U.S. DOE should state why the 
source has apparently moved. 

This figure 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2.8.3.4 Page #: A-2-189 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 88 
Comment: Table A.2-53 summarizes of SWIFT modeling results for 

the Active Flyash Pile. According to this table, the 
maximum on-site arsenic concentration occurs at 1,000 years; 
however, according to Figure A.2-57, maximum arsenic 
concentrations occur at about 20 years. U.S. DOE should 
review the table and figure and make them consistent. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section 8 :  A.2.9 Page #: A-2-190 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 89 
Comment: The text in Section A.2.9 refers to groundwater fate 

and transport models using waste concentrations equal to 
background concentrations. 
rationale is for performing these model scenarios. 

The text does not state what the 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2.8.3.5 Page #: A-2-190 Line #: 11 to 15 
Original Specific Comment P: 90 
Comment: The text refers to Figures A.2-63 through A.2-66, which 

show the combined impact of all OU2 subunits on constituent 
concentrations in the GMA. A table containing the data 
summarized in the figures and a discussion of how the data 
from all the subunits was incorporated into one 
concentration map should be provided to aid in the review of 
the figures. Also, it is not apparent if these figures 
include loading from the surface water pathway. The text 
should state if loading from the surface water pathway is 
included in the figures, and if not, why. 
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6 0 0 9  
' Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPk Commentor: Saric 

Section #: A.2.9.3 Page #: A-2-198 Line #: 25 to 28 
original Specific Comment #: 91 
Comment: The text refers to Table A.2-57; however, this table is 

not provided in the document. Table A.2-56 is provided 
twice. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2.10 Page #: A-2-206 Line #: 48 and 49 
Original Specific Comment #: 92 
Comment: The text in the bulleted item discusses two zones in 

the one-dimensional transport model. The text should 
discuss what these two zones are. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section 8 :  A.2.10.1 Page 8 :  A-2-208 , Line #: 6 and 7 
Original Specific Comment #: 93 
Comment: The text states that values presented in Table A.2-59 

indicate that infiltration is not very sensitive to the Soil 
Conservation Study (SCS) runoff curve number when the SCS 
runoff curve number is increased by 10. However, according 
to Table A.2-59, when the SCS runoff curve number is 
increased by 10 for the Active Flyash Pile in zone 3, the 
amount of infiltration is decreased by about half. Table 
A.2-59 should be reviewed and either the table or the 
referenced text revised. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A.2.10.1 Page P: A-2-213 Line #: 10 to 12 
original Specific Comment #: 94 
Comment: The text states that Tables A.2-59 through A.2-60 

indicate that either infiltration is not sensitive to 
estimated parameters or a change in estimated parameters 
will not significantly increase infiltration, although a 
significant decrease in infiltration is possible. A 
significant decrease in infiltration is not apparent in the 
tables. The only significant changes noted in the tables 
occurred in regard to the glacial till hydraulic 
conductivity. The amount of infiltration to the GMA varied 
greatly because of changes in the glacial till hydraulic 
conductivity. The tables should be reviewed and the text 
revised accordingly. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: A..3.2 Page P: A-3-3 . Line #: 1 through 9 
original Specific Comment I: 95 

~ Comment: Receptors considered under the current land use 
scenario do not include on-property or on-subunit workers. 
Because these receptors may receive significant exposure, 
such receptors should be included in the risk assessment. 
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Comment ing -Orqanha t ion : -USEPA Commentor :-Saric’ 
Section #: A.3.5.3 Page f :  A-3-20 and 21 Line #: 24-33; 1-11 
Original Specific Comment #: 96 
Comment: The discussion regarding the threshold friction 

velocity presented in these two paragraphs does not lead to 
any conclusions or inferences. The statement that OU2 has 
limited erosion potential was established earlier in 
Paragraph 3 on page A-3-20. Therefore, the text should 
include a discussion supporting the threshold friction 
velocity calculated in Attachment A-3-11. 
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TECENI C S L - R E T I I % I I E - E ~ N T H E  
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT FOR OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OW2) 

SECTION 6.0 AND APPENDIX B -- BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT 
GENERAL COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor:. Saric 
Section #: 6.0 Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 1 
Comment: A variety of general and specific comments were made 

regarding Appendix B, which contains the I@details@@ of the 
baseline risk assessment. Therefore, any revision of 
Appendix B in response to those comments should be reflected 
in this section, which summarizes the results of the 
baseline risk assessment. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: Appendix B Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 2 
Comment: During the review of several tables in the risk 

assessment report, many errors of transcription, omission, 
and calculation were found. Therefore, all tables in the 
report should be carefully reviewed to identify errors. 

Commenting Organization: #U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.2.1, Tables B.2-1, B.2-2 
Page #: B-2-10 through 15 
Original General Comment #: 3 
Comment: Soil is alternately referred to as llsoil@l or 

@@soil/waste material." The latter term seems most 
appropriate because each of the subunits contains some waste 
material. The text should be revised to clarify the 
definition of this medium and refer to it using consistent 
terminology. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.3.5 Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 4 
Comment: This section refers to several statistical methods 

applied to site data and background data to identify 
chemicals of potential concern (CPC) at the site. However, 
several of the methods are neither clearly presented nor 
referenced. Also, the report states that some methods are 
applied when other methods are found to be inappropriate 
without clearly discussing how this was determined. The 
report should be revised to clearly present any statistical 
method used for site data and provide a reference for the 
source of each method. Also, the report should clearly 
discuss how a statistical method was determined to be 
appropriate and present which statistical methods were used 

2-1 

000030 



to select each CPC. Without this data, DOE'S selection of 
CPCs cannot be verified and approved. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.3.6 Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 5 
Comment: This section and associated appendix tables do not 

provide sufficient data to allow a reviewer to easily verify 
the estimate of exposure point concentrations. A set of 
summary tables providing the necessary parameters and table 
values to estimate the exposure point concentrations should 
be added to this section. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: 
Section #: B.2.3.7 Page #: NA Line 
Original General Comment #: 6 
Comment: This section presents a brief outline of a 

toxicological screening procedure used to select CPCs 
site. However, the results of this screening process 

Saric 
#: NA 

at the 
are 

only presented as table footnotes that are difficult to 
follow and evaluate. Therefore, both the discussion and the 
results of the screening process should be presented in a 
more thorough, complete, and readable fashion. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4, Tables B.2-3, B.2-4 Page #: B-2-21 and 23 
Original General Comment #: 7 
Comment: Numerous errors were identified in these two tables. 

For example, key parameters were missing for particular 
exposures, incorrect parameter values were reported, 
incorrect footnotes were referred to, and several footnotes 
were not used in either of the tables. Both of these tables 
should be closely reviewed and any errors corrected. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4 Page #: Multiple Line #: Various 
Original General Comment #: 8 
Comment: Errors were identified in various intake equations 

presented in this section. Most often the error consisted 
of parameters mistakenly omitted (primarily conversion 
factors [CF] and fraction ingested [FI]). These equations 
should be closely reviewed and any errors corrected. 

- _ _  - Commentor: Saric - Comenting--Organization: U; S. -EPA 
Section #: B.2.4 Page #: Multiple Line #: Various 
Original General Comment f: 9 
Comment: Intake calculations involving dermal exposure to 

- contaminants in water-could not be verified without exposure - 

time (ET) and time to steady-state conditions (t*) parameter 
values. These parameter values are required in order to 
determine which equation to use to calculate the dermally 
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absorbed-do s e-(-DA-)r-The-s ee t i on-s hou-l-d-be-revis ed-t 0-en-sure: 
that all necessary ET and t* parameter values are presented. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.6 Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment f :  10 
Comment: The values used to determine risk are not found in this 

section. The section that contains these values should be 
referenced in Section B.2.6. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section f: B.3.0 Page f: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 11 
Comment: Exposure assessment equations are not provided. The 

section of the risk assessment containing these equations 
should be referenced. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.0 Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 12 
Comment: All potential exposure scenarios were not evaluated. 

For example, exposure of the future on-property resident 
farmer to surface water possibly affected by inactive flyash 
pile was not evaluated. An explanation for the exclusion of 
any exposure scenarios should be provided. 

Commenting Organization: , U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B . 3 . 0  Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 13 
Comment: Future land use exposure scenarios include an expanded 

trespasser. The difference between the trespasses and the 
expanded trespasser is not defined. An explanation of the 
difference between these two exposure scenarios should be 
provided. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B . 3 . 0  Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 14 
Comment: The summary sections for each solid waste management 

unit evaluated are not complete. Only a portion of the 
exposures resulting in a hazard index of greater than 1 or a 
risk of greater than 1 x are included. All of the 
exposure scenarios resulting in a hazard index of greater 
than 1 or a risk of greater than 1 ;: should be included 
in the summary sections. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B . 3 . 0  Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 15 
Comment: Both the reasonable maximum exposure (RME) and central 

tendency (CT) risks are calculated for some exposure 
scenarios. However, only the RME was calculated for most 
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exposure scenarios. Justification for calculating CT risks 
for only a portion of the exposure scenarios should be 
provided. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.0, Tables B.3.3-1 and B.3.4-1 
Page f :  B-3-71, 72, 73, 101, 102, and 103 
Original General Comment #: 16 
Comment: Under future land uses, the tables state that exposure 

? unclear what development time is being referred to. A n  
routes that require development time were included. It is 

explanation for this statement should be provided in Section 
B.3.0. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.0, Tables B.3.3-1 and B.3.4-1 
Page #: B-3-71, 72, 73, 101, 102, and 103 
Original General Comment #: 17 
Comment: The future homebuilders receptor portion of the tables 

includes the following statement: "per Operable Unit 1." 
This seems to imply that this receptor was also included in 
the operable unit 1 risk assessment. The importance and 
relevance of this statement is unclear. An explanation for 
why this statement is included, as well as a reference, 
should be added to Section B.3.0. 

Commenting Organization: , U . S ,  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.4.0 Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 18 
Comment: The summary presented in this section is quite 

abbreviated and seems to provide little information to 
assist in risk management decision making, The text and 
tables should be revised and expanded to clearly indicate 
(1) any subunit, receptor, pathway, and CPC associated with 
significant risk, (2) the subunits, receptors, pathways, and 
CPCs associated with the highest risks, and (3) the key 
sources of uncertainty in the risk assessment along with the 
potential effect on the estimated risk. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section 8 :  B-I Page #: NA Line f: NA 
Original General Comment #: 19 
Comment: DOE did not provide the sources for several parameter 

values used in this attachment. For example, DOE did not 
provide the source for the Ra226 concentration in soil that 
is used to estimate indoor radon concentrations. Also, the 
source establishing the values for the intrinsic 
permeability of the soil (k) was not referenced. The text 
should be revised to reference the source of these 
parameters. 
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- _ _  - 
Corn-exiyg-Organization: U. S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I1 Page #: Multiple Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 20 
Comment: Many of the references for data presented in the 

toxicological profiles are incomplete and inconsistent. DOE 
should review all references to eliminate inconsistencies 
and provide thorough comprehensive referencing. Examples of 
concerns regarding references in this section are presented 
in specific comments below. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Coinmentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I11 Page #: Multiple . Line #: NA 
Original General Comment #: 21 
Comment: Intake and risk calculations were checked for all 

exposures associated with the Active Flyash Pile by 
recalculating intakes, risks, and hazards for one or more 
contaminants in each table. Repeated errors were 
identified. Errors identified in individual tables are 
presented as specific comments. Because repeated errors 
were identified in the calculations for one of the subunits, 
it is reasonable to assume that errors exist in the 
calculations for the remaining four subunits. Therefore, 
calculations for all five of the subunits should be closely 
reviewed and any errors corrected. 

SRECIFIC COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 6.2.1.2 . Page #: 6-6 Line #: 12 
Original Specific Comment #: 1 
Comment: This paragraph refers to "FEMP risk assessment 

guidelines for exposure scenarios.11 However, it is not 
clear where these guidelines are detailed. The text should 
clearly state where the referenced guidelines are presented. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section f: 6.2.2 Page #: 6-13 Line #: 21 
Original Specific Comment #: 2 
Comment: This line refers to I1A" and IgBtt carcinogens. However, 

the text does not explain that the I1At1 or ttBcl represent EPA 
classifications and what the classifications mean. A brief 
explanation of the meaning of the classifications should be 
added to the text. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 6.3 Page #: 6-23 Line #: 7 
Original specific Comment #: 3 
Comment: This line refers to chemicals of concern (COC); 

however, CPCs are also discussed in this section and the 
text does not clearly distinguish between CPCs and COCs. 
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The text should be revised to clearly distinguish between 
CPCs and COCs. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 6 . 3 . 6  Page f :  6-65 Line #: 8 to 29 
Original Specific Comment #: 4 
Comment: These lines discuss receptors, pathways, and COC 

contributing significant risk at the site. However, the 
text does not indicate the routes of exposure leading to 
significant risk. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 6.4 Page #: 6-83 Line #: All 
Original Specific Comment #: 5 
Comment: This section discusses the uncertainties involved with 

and underlying the risk assessment. However, only select 
the uncertainties are presented. The text should be revised 
to present a more thorough and even discussion of 
uncertainties in the risk assessment, including such 
uncertainties as poor source characterization and lack of 
risk factors, that may result in the underestimate of risk. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 6.4 Page #: 6-84 Line #: 3 
Original Specific Comment #: 6 
Comment: This line states that the total effect of the 

uncertainties in the,risk assessment result in 'Ithe 
potential to overestimate risk by two or more orders of 
magnitude.I@ However, this assertion is not supported with 
further discussion or qualification. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: 6.5.1.2 Page #: 6-87 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 7 
Comment: The maximum contaminant level (MCL) value presented in 

the table for chromium ( 0 . 0 5  milligrams per liter [mg/L]) 
does not agree with the value presented in the document 
Drinking Water Regulations and Health Advisories published 
in December 1993 by EPA ( 0 . 1  mg/L). The table should be 
revised to either replace the current value listed for 
chromium or explain why it differs from the value presented 
in current EPA guidance. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B . l . l  Page 8 :  B-1-2 Line #: 12  
Original Specific Comment #: 8 
Comment: This line states that risks due to existing groundwater 

contamination outside the battery limits of OU2 will be 
evaluated as part of OU5. This suggests that any risk 
presented in the OU2 report for exposure to groundwater 
would not represent a total risk from all contaminants 
detected in groundwater to the exposed receptor, but rather 
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that-it-wou-l-d-on-l-y-represent-the-f ract-i-on-o f-th~t-ota-l~i-sk 
resulting from exposure to the CPCs thought to be migrating 
from O U 2 .  Therefore, to prevent a reader from 
misinterpreting the data as representative of total risk, 
the report should clearly state that the numbers represent 
only partial risk. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section 8 :  B . 2 . 1  Page #: B - 2 - 1  Line 8 :  29 to 3 3  
Original Specific Comment #: 9 
Comment: Item 1 in this section states that if the detection 

frequency is 100 percent for small sample populations (less 
than seven samples) and if the distribution can be 
determined, the 95 percent upper confidence limit (UCL) of 
the mean is used as the source-term. Item 1 does not 
explain what criteria are used to conclude whether the 
distribution can be determined. Item 1 should be revised to 
describe the criteria used to determine distribution. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B . 2 . 1  Page #: B-2-3 Line #: 7 to 11 
original Specific Comment #: 10 
Comment: Item 2 in this section very briefly describes a 

comparison used to identify CPCs which may have been 
"averaged out." However, the comparative method that was 
used is not clearly explained. It appears that contaminants 
were retained as CPCs if at least one site-related 
concentration was greater than the 95th percentile 
background concentration. Item 2 should be revised to 
clearly explain the comparative process that was used or to 
reference another part of the OU2 RI/FS that describes the 
process. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B . 2 . 1  Page #: B-2-3 Line #: 4 1  and 42 
Original Specific Comment #: 11 
Comment : Item 6 of this section discusses the use of the 

gnAndelman Model.I1 However, the item does not include a 
reference for this model. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B . 2 . 2  Page #: B-2-7 Line #: NA 
original Specific Comment #: 12 
Comment: Figure B . 2 - 2  includes a potential receptor called the 

"Great Miami River User.!' This receptor is only evaluated 
under future land use scenarios. However, the figure does 
not clearly indicate this. 
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i. 6 0 0 9  
Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: ~ . 2 . 2 . 2 . 1  Page 8 :  B-2-9 Line # : .  25 
Original Specific Comment #:  1 3  
Comment: The first sentence in this section states that "Under 

current land use assumptions, the FEMP is assumed to remain 
as it currently exists.tt However, the Baseline Risk 
Assessment (RA) evaluates current land use scenarios with 
and without access controls. The first sentence should be 
revised to address access control assumptions. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA commentor: Saric 
Section #: B . 2 . 2 . 1  Page #: B-2-10  Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 14 
Comment: Table B . 2 - 1  includes a column labeled ttPrevious OU2 

Risk Assessment.tt It is not clear which previous assessment 
is being referred to. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section f: B . 2 . 2 . 2  Page #: B-2-13  Line f: NA 
Original specific Comment f :  15 
Comment: Table B . 2 - 2  describes the direct contact medium each 

' receptor is assumed to be exposed to under a variety of 
scenarios. The direct contact medium for the Future 
Homebuilder is described as "waste material/subsurface 
soil.@I However, the exposure point concentration for this 
receptor is described as Ilsubsurface soil within subunit," 
For other receptors the direct contact medium is described 
as ttsoil*t and the exposure point concentration is described 
as ttsurface soil within subunit.t1 Table B . 2 - 2  in particular 
and the OU2 RA in general should be revised to clarify 
whether particular exposures are assumed to be to soil 
(surface or subsurface) only or are assumed to be to some 
combination of waste material and soil. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section f: B . 2 . 3 . 1 . 1  Page f: B-2-22  Line f: 3 0  
Original Specific Comment #: 16 
Comment: This line states that data from the Characterization 

Investigation Study and Environmental Survey investigations 
were not used in the risk assessment. However, because a 
risk assessment should include as much valid data as 
possible, the report should also indicate why the data from 

_ _  these investigations-was not-used in-the risk assessment,. 
Additional valid data would further support the risk 
assessment and better characterize the site. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
-- -Line f: -NA Section f: B . 2 . 3 . 6 - -  Page f: B 7 2 - 3 0  

Original Specific Comment'#: 17 
Comment: This section presents and refers to statistical methods 

applied to data used in the report. However, several of the 
methods are neither clearly presented nor referenced. 

.. - . _  
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C o m m e n f i F O m i x C i o n :  U. S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B . 2 . 3 . 7  Page #: B-2-31 Line #: 20 
original specific comment #: 18 
Comment: This line refers to a toxicological screening process 

recently approved by EPA. However, no reference for this 
approval is cited. The report should be revised to provide 
a reference for EPA's approval of the toxicological 
screening procedure presented. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA commentor: Saric 
Section #: B . 2 . 3 . 7  Page #: B-2-32 Line #: 3 
Original Specific Comment #: 19 
Comment: This line states that constituents found at unusually 

high (unrealistic) concentrations were considered for 
elimination unless additional evaluation required its 
inclusion as a CPC. This does not seem reasonable. The 
fact that an unusually high (unrealistic) concentration is 
reported does not necessarily lead to the conclusion that 
the constituent is not present at a significant level. It 
would seem more reasonable to evaluate the data to determine 
whether the constituent is present and, if so, consider the 
constituent a CPC. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B . 2 . 3 . 7  Page #: B-2-32 Line #: 1 3  
Original Specific Comment #: 20 
Comment: This line states that compounds known to be derived 

from off site sources were deleted unless their contribution 
to site risk was potentially significant. However, it is 
not clear how compounds are absolutely attributed to off 
site sources. The report should be revised to clearly 
discuss how compounds may be absolutely attributed to off 
site sources and any compounds not so attributed should 
remain CPCs. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section 8 :  B . 2 . 3 . 7  Page #: B-2-32 Line #: 2 1  
original Specific Comment #: 2 1  
Comment: This line states that chemicals known to degrade to 

non-toxic products were removed if no other requirements for 
inclusion exist. However, the report does not state over 
what time period the chemicals may degrade. 
persistent chemicals, although they may degrade to non-toxic 
products, may pose significant risk for an extended period 
of time. Therefore, these highly persistent chemicals 
should remain CPCs. 

Highly 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Line #: NA Section #: B . 2 . 4 . 1 . 2  Page #: B-2-35 

Original Specific Comment #: 22 
Comment: Figure .B.2-5 includes a reference citation that reads 

"(EPA 1989)  .I1 However, the reference section includes 
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several U.S. Environmental Wotection Agency (EPA) 
references dated 1989. Figure B.2-5 should be revised to 
cite a particular EPA reference dated 1989 from the 
reference list. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4.1.2 Page #: B-2-36 Line #: 8 
Original Specific Comment #: 23 
Comment: This line refers to "screening criteria generated by 

EPA Region III...." However, this guidance is not 
referenced. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4.1.3 Page #: B-2-37 Line #: 2 to 5 
Original Specific Comment #: 24 
Comment: These lines state that the Modified Universal Soil Loss 

Equation (MUSLE) was used to determine if sorbed constituent 
runoff would contribute significantly to concentrations in 
Paddys Run and the Great Miami River. However, the text 
does not describe how significance was determined. The text 
should be revised to explain the criteria used to judge 
significance or to reference a part of the report that 
explains the criteria. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4.1.4 Page #: B-2-38 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment,#: 25 
Comment: Figure B.2-6 is a schematic of the air modeling process 

used in the OU2 RA. The figure has omitted a box that 
describes the generation of particulates which are 
subsequently assumed to be dispersed. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4.2 Page #: B-2-39 Line #: Table B.2-3 
Original Specific Comment f :  26 
Comment: Numerous comments regarding Table B.2-3 are summarized 

below. 

(a) Under the section titled IIIngestion of Sediment" 
the value for the parameter IIFI1@ for the Trespassing 
Youth, is presented as 11-0.06.11 This value should be 
changed to # I O .  06. 

(b) Under the section titled 81Dermal Contact with 
Soil8t values for the parameter lIABSft should be added. 

(c) Under the section titled I1Dermal Contact with 
Surface Water" values for the parameter lIETvf should be 
added. 

(d) Under the section titled "Ingestion of Homegrown 
Fruits and Vegetablest1 the value for the parameter rlIRg@ 
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~ _ _  
for the Off-property Resident Child is presented with a 
reference to a footnote I1v.lt The list of footnotes at 
the end of Table B.2-3 does not include a footnote 
labeled Itv. 

(e) Under the section titled IIIngestion of Home 
Produced Meat" the value for the parameter ItIRtl  for the 
User of Meat/Milk Products, is presented as t r l O . l f  This 
value is incorrect and should be replaced with the 
correct value of "101. 

(f) Under the section titled ItDermal Contact While 
Bathing" values for the parameter trET8t should be added. 

(9) Footnotes @Ib1l, tghla, and tlr81 are not used in Table 
B.2-3. These footnotes should be removed or references 
to these footnotes should be added to the table. 

(h) In footnote "f, the parenthetical It (5.7h/d = 
200h/y/350d/y) It should be replaced with It (5.7h/d = 
2000h/y/350d/y) . I@ 

(i) Footnote llklt defines the parameter csv as 
@Ichemical-specific value.lI However, the footnote does 
not indicate where chemical-specigic values can be 
found. Footnote k in particular, or Table B.2-3 in . 

general should be revised to indicate where chemical- 
specific values can be found. 

Commenting Organization: U.S, EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4.2 Page 8 :  B-2-42 Line #: Table B.2-4 
Original Specific Comment #: 27 
Comment: Numerous comments regarding Table B.2-4 are summarized 

below. 

(a) Under the column header titled "User of GMR Youth" 
the age of the potential receptors should be added. 

(b) Under the section titled "All pathways (except 
where noted)" the value for the parameter "AT- 
Noncancertt for the On-property Resident Child, is 
presented as 2 5 5 5 0 .  This value is incorrect and should 
be replaced with the correct value of 2,190. 

(c) Under the section titled ttDermal Contact While 
Bathing" values for the parameter ItETtl should be added. 

(d) Under the sections titled tlIngestion of 
Soil/Sedimenttl and ItDermal Contact with soi1/Sediment,lt 
it is not clear whether the parameter values presented 
represent values that should be used for both soil and 
sediment independently or the sum of the values for 
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soil and sediment. For example, under the section 
titled "Ingestion of Soil/Sedimentl# the value for the 
parameter "IR" for the RME On-property Resident Farmer 
is presented as 180. This could mean that this . 

receptor is assumed to ingest 180 mg/day of soil and 
180 mg/day of sediment or that this receptor is assumed 
to ingest a total of 180 mg/day of soil and sediment. 
These sections should be revised and presented as in 
Table B.2-3 where separate sections are presented for 
soil and sediment. 

(e) Under the section titled "Dermal Contact While 
Bathing" values for the parameter 18ET11 should be added. 

(f) The sections titled ItIncidental Ingestion of 
Soil/SedimentIl and IIDermal Contact with Soil/Sediment@l 
on page B-2-45 should be revised as discussed above in 
item d. 

(9) Under the section titled IIExternal Radiation 
Exposureu1 the value for the parameter nETtl for the 
Expanded Trespasser Adult, is presented as 2. Footnote 
llpll in this table indicates that the correct value is 
1. The parameter value should be changed from 2 to 1. 

(h) Under the section titled glDermal Contact While 
Bathing" on pagq B-2-46, values for the parameter IIETtl 
should be added. 

(i) Footnotes tljll, llkll, lgull, and ulyul are not referred 
to in the table. These footnotes should be removed or 
references to them added in the table. 

(j) 
V guidance. However, the source of this guidance is 
not indicated. 

Footnotes uletg and llfll refer to specific EPA Region 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4.2.1 Page #: B-2-50 Line #: 11 and 23 
Original Specific Comment #: 28 
Comment: Equation B.2-8 is incorrect as written; the units do 

not cancel out properly. 
include multiplication by the parameter I1CFw1 which should be 
in units of grams (g)/day. Line 23 should be revised to 
include a second value for the parameter IICFuu equal to 

Commenting Organization:- U.S,--EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4.2.2 Page #: B-2-55 Line #: Table B.2-5A 
Original Specific Comment #: 29 
Comment: Footnotes lldll, lueuu, and luful indicate that the values 

The equation should be revised to 

g/day 

being footnoted represent the logs of various coefficients. 
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of these coefficients as defined by the equations included 
in the footnotes. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4.2.2 Page #: B-2-55 Line #: Table B.2-5A 
Original Specific Comment #: 30 
Comment: Footnote Ithtt references an EPA database dated 1991. 

The refererxe list includes several EPA references dated 
1991. Footnote I t h "  should be revised to reference an EPA 
database dated 1991x, where x is a letter identifying the 
particular reference. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4.2.2 Page #: B-2-55 Line #: Table B.2-5A 
Original Specific Comment #: 31 
Comment: Footnote ttltt refers to the Itdry weight to weight 

partitioning coefficient.tt This coefficient should be 
further described as ll(Biv(ll). 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4.2.2 Page #: B-2-56 Line f: Table B.2-5B 
Original Specific Comment #: 32 
Comment: Several comments regarding Table B.2-5B are summarized 

below. 

(a) Table B.2-5B includes several references to "Table 
B.2-6DOt8 The RI/FS report does not include such a 
table. Table B.2-5B should be revised to refer to the 
correct table. 

(b) Table B.2-5B includes several references to "Table 
B.2-5." However, Appendix B incudes Tables B.2-5A, 
B.2-5B, and B.2-5C. Table B.2-5B should be revised to 
refer to the correct table. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4.2.2 Page #: B-2-61 Line X: 16 
Original Specific Comment f: 3 3  
Comment: Equation B.2-14 is written correctly if all the 

parameters are input in the units defined on page B-2-61. 
However, the majority of the values for the parameter tlCiv)l 

are presented in Appendix B-I11 in units of pCi/kg. To 
reduce confusion, Equation B.2-14 should be revised to 
include multiplication by the parameter ItCF,It as defined on 
page B-2-61. Furthermore, the parameter tfCivtl should be 
defined on page B-2-61 in units of pCi/kg. 
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* .Commenting Organization: U . S .  E3A Commentor: 

Section #: B.2.4.2.3 Page #: B-2-65 Line 
original Specific Comment #: 34 
Comment : Equation B.2-18 includes in part the product 

81(Casi) (Q,) . I 1  This product should be revised to read 
I1  (Cagi) (Qg) II 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: 
Section #: B.2.4.2.3 Page #: B-2-67, Line #: 22 
Original Specific Comment #: 35 

Saric 
#: 16 

Saric 
and 24 

Comment: Equations B.2-21 and B.2-22 are incorrect as written. 
In terms of calculating intake from ingestion of beef 
Equation B.2-21 needs to be revised to include 
multiplication by the parameter I1CF.l1 In terms of 
calculating intake from both ingestion of beef and milk, 
Equation B.2-21 needs to also be revised to include 
multiplication by the parameter llFI1l; this parameter also 

. needs to be defined. Similarly, Equation B.2-22 needs to be 
revised to include multiplication in the denominator by the 
parameter "FI. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4.2.4 Page #: B-2-68 Line #: 32 and 33 
Original Specific Comment #: 36 
Comment: These two lines present two equations to be used to 

Values for the 

calculate the value for the parameter l1DA.I1 The choice as 
to which equation to use depends on a comparison of the 
values for the parameters ItETtl and I1t*.I1 
parameter IIETgl are presented in Tables B.2-3 and B.2-4. 
However, values for the parameter rrt*r8 are not presented in 
Appendix B. Appendix B should be revised to include 
chemical-specif ic values for the parameter !It*. 

The equations presented only apply to organic constituents. 
However, Table B.2-6B includes calculated values for the 
parameter rlDA1l for inorganic constituents. Section 
B.2.4.2.4 should be revised to include the equation(s) used 
to calculate values for the parameter l1DAt1 for inorganic 
constituents. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4.2.4 Page #: B-2-72 Line #: Table B.2-6A 
Original Specific Comment i f :  37 
Comment: Footnotes - I1b1*, 11c88 -and 18e81 include citations for -the 

following references: "Webster et al. (1991) I@, "EPA 1993d", 
and "EPA 1992ha1, respectively. However, none of these 
references are included in the reference section. 

_. _ _  

- - -  _ _  - - 
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Section #: B.2.4.2.6 Page #: B-2-75 Line #: 1 
Original Specific Comment #: 38 
Comment: The definition of the parameter I r I E R l t  does not include 

units. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.4.3 Page #: B-2-77 Line #: 28 and 29 
Original Specific Comment #: 39 
Comment: These line indicate that blood-lead levels in children 

were calculated using the W B K  model.It This approach is in 
contrast to the approach taken for other OUs, where an 
argument was made not to use the IIUBK model.It This section 
in particular and the OU2 RI/FS in general should be revised 
to also evaluate exposure to and risks associated with lead 
in a manner similar to other OUs. In addition, this section 
should be revised to present the rationale for using the UBK 
model in the OU2 RI/FS when DOE previously argued against 
its use. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.5.1.1Page #: B-2-81 and 82 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment f :  40 
Comment: This table includes numerous lines with a chemical name 

fGllowed by blanks. U.S. DOE should complete this useful 
summary table. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section 8 :  B.2.7.1 Page P: B-2-103 Line #: 11 through 16 
Original Specific Comment #: 41 
Comment: This paragraph states that sampling procedures used to 

determine background concentrations may have high detection 
limits, which may have resulted in the erroneous inclusion 
of a chemical for further evaluation. The inclusion of 
additional chemicals would be a conservative approach. 
Uncertainties resulting in the erroneous exclusion of 
chemicals are of greater concern. Therefore, this 
discussion should include a statement about chemicals that 
may have been erroneously detected in background and are 
excluded from further evaluation. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.7.2 Page #: B-2-104 Line #: 17 and 18 
Original Specific Comment #: 42 
Comment: The total mass of uranium-238 was estimated from 

average concentrations. As a conservative approach, 
uranium-238 concentrations within the upper confidence 
limit, not average concentrations, should be used to 
estimate the total mass. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: ~.2.7.2 Page #: B-2-104 Line #: 20 through 24 
original Specific Comment #: 43 
Comment: The fate and transport modeling used a Il70-year rule." 

A reference for the Il70-year rule" should be provided. 

Commenting organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.7.2 Page #: B-2-1-5 Line #: 6 and 7 
Original Specific Comment #: 44 
Comment: This sentence states that Itvalues chosen are intended 

to be conservative.I* However, the values referred to and 
the criteria for choosing these values is unclear. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.7.5 . Page #: B-2-106 Line #: 2 
original Specific Comment #: 45 
Comment: This sentence states that the 90th or 95th percentile 

was used for llmostlf of the exposure parameters in this risk 
assessment. A statement including the exposure parameters 
for which the 90th or 95th percentile was not used and an 
explanation for why these percentiles were not used should 
be provided. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.7.5 Page #: B-2-106 Line #: 17 through 20 
Original Specific Comment #: 46 
Comment: The exposure parameters associated with the greatest 

uncertainty include those regarding exposure time and 
exposure via dermal contact. 
contribution to uncertainty by these parameters should be 
discussed. 

The rationale for the high 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.7.5 Page #: B-2-106 Line #: 31 and 32 
Original specific Comment f: 4 7  
Comment: The range of risk from the CT to the RME scenarios 

incorporates the range of uncertainty regarding intake 
assumptions. The intake assumptions and the associated 
uncertainties should be described. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.2.7.7 Page #: B-2-110 Line #: 3 through 5 
Original Specific Comment #: 48 
Comment-: Using -toxicity equivalency -factors- (TEF) assm-es that- - 

all dioxin and furan congeners are carcinogenic. However, 
the text does not specify the type of bias that is 
introduced to the risk assessment by this assumption. The 
text should-be revised to clearly state-that this assumption 
would introduce a high (conservative) bias to the risk 
assessment. 
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~ ____ _ _ . ~  C ommen t-in-g-0 r g a n-iza t-i-0 n-:-UrSS -€PA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B . 3 . 1 . 1  Page #: B-3-1  Line #: 22 to 3 3  
Original Specific Comment f: 4 9  
Comment: This paragraph explains that for the purposes of 

assessing risk due to contaminants present at the Active 
Flyash Pile, it was assumed that a receptor lived and farmed 
on the South Field. However, as defined elsewhere in 
Appendix B, a home could be constructed either on the South 
Field or the Solid Waste Landfill. This section needs to be 
revised to explain why it is assumed that the receptor lives 
and farms on the South Field rather than on the Solid Waste 
Landfill. Risks should be evaluated for the residence and 
farming location associated with the greatest risks. 

_ _ _  

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.1.3.1 Page #: B-3-5 Line #: 18 
Original Specific Comment #: 5 0  
Comment: This line includes the phrase "Active Flyash Pile 

battery.. . .I8 It is unclear whether the term in 
some way refers to a boundary of the subunit. Therefore, 
the term should be defined or removed from the sentence. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.1.3.1 Page #: B-3-5 Line #: 25 
Original Specific Comment #: 51 
Comment: This line includes the phrase wtCPCs in soil.... II 

Because surface soi1,and subsurface soil are considered 
separately at some points in the risk assessment, this 
phrase should be revised to read "CPCs in surface soil.... I1 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.1.3.1 Page #: B-3-5 Line #: 26 to 28 
Original Specific Comment #: 52 
Comment: These lines summarizes the risks associated with the 

contaminants that contribute most significantly to the total 
risk for the trespassing youth. The summary omitted the 
contributions of arsenic (2.73-06) and beryllium (4.83-05). 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section 8 :  B.3.1.2 Page #: B-3-6 Line #: Table B.3.1-3 
Original Specific Comment #: 53 
Comment: Table B.3.1-3 was compared to Tables B.3.1-2(a), (b), 

(c) , (d) , and (e). Numerous inconsistencies were 
identified. For example, in Table B.3.1-2(a) Th-Total and 
U-Total are identified as CPCs; however, these contaminants 
are not included in Table B.3.1-3. Table B.3.1-3 should be 
closely compared to Tables B.3.1-2(a) through (e) and all 
inconsistencies removed. Furthermore, Table B.3.1-3 should 
be revised to include a footnote explaining whether the CPCs 
for groundwater represent contaminants found in Series 1000, 
Series 2000, or both types of wells. 
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Commenting Organization: U . S .  E?A Commentor: Saric 
Section #: ~.3.1.3.2 Page #: B-3-7 Line #: 27 
Original Specific Comment #: 54 
Comment: This line includes the phrase "risks were due to.... It 

However,' the chemicals referred to do not present to total 
risk. Therefore, this statement should be revised to read 
"risks were due primarily to.... It 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.1.4.1 Page #: B-3-9 Line #: 16 and 17 
Original Specific Comment #: 5 5  
Comment: These lines present the total risks associated with 

ingestion of homegrown produce. 
useful information, the lines should be revised to indicate 
that the these risks are due primarily to the presence of 
arsenic in the homegrown produce. 

To provide additional 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.1.4.3 Page #: B-3-10 Line #: 29 to 3 1  
Original Specific Comment #: 56 
Comment: These lines state in part that hazards for the on- 

property RME farmer are presented in Table B.3.1-18(a). 
However, this table only includes carcinogenic risks. Table 
B.3.1-18(a) should be revised to include noncarcinogenic 
risks for the on-property RME farmer. 

Commenting Organization: . U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.1.7 Page f: B-3-12 Line #: 19 to 22 
Original Specific Comment #: 57 
Comment: These lines state that the risks for various receptors 

are in the range of 1.0 x to 1.0 x However, 
risks associated with the trespassing youth (6.83-05) and 
the groundskeeper (9.2E-05) exceed this range. These lines 
should be revised to indicate that the risks discussed are 
in the range of 1.0 x to 1.0 x 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.1.7 Page #: B-3-32 Line 8 :  18 to 22 
Original Specific Comment #: 58 
Comment: These lines discuss the total HIS for the on-property 

RME farmer and on-property child. Specifically, the total 
HI for the farmer is stated to be 2.1, made up of risks from 
arsenic, beryllium, toluene, and zinc that contribute 49 
percent of the total hazard. 
revised to indicate that arsenic and toluene in surface 
material contribute 42 percent and total uranium in 
groundwater contributes 42 percent of the total hazard. 
Similarly, the total HI for the child is stated to be 8.0 
made up of risks from arsenic in surface material which 
contributes 60 percent of the total hazard. 
should be revised to indicate that arsenic and toluene in 
surface material contribute about 58 percent and total 

This statement should be 

This statement 
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uraTiGiFi?i groundwXtEF?cnEimes about 23 percent of the 
total hazard. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.1.7 Page #: B-3-32 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 59 
Comment: This section does not discuss risks associated with the 

central tendency (CT) on-property farmer. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.2.2 Page #: B-3-33 Line #: 23 to 24 
Original Specific Comment #: 60 
Comment: These lines state that CPCs for groundwater are 

presented in Table B.3.2-2(e). However, this table is 
missing from Attachment I11 to Appendix B. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.2.2 Page #: B-3-37 Line #: Table B.3.2-3 
Original Specific Comment #: 61 
Comment: A comparison of this table to Table B.3.2-2(a) 

revealed numerous discrepancies. For example, Table B.3.2-3 
includes a variety of radiological CPCs; however, Table 
B.3.2-2(a) does not include any radiological constituents. 
Further, Table B.3.2-3 does not include a specific column 
for subsurface soil; however, Table B.3.2-2(b) presents 
subsurface CPCs. Table B.3.2-3 should be revised to present 
subsurface CPCs and to eliminate any discrepancies compared 
with Tables B03.2-2(a) through (e). 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.2.3.1 Page #: B-3-38 Line #: 12 
Original Specific Comment 8 :  62 
Comment: This line states that total risk for the trespassing 

youth was due in part to estimated ingestion of polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH). The line should be revised to 
state how much risk is contributed by PAHs and which 
individual PAHs contribute most significantly. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section 8 :  B.3.2.4.2 Page #: B-3-41 Line #: 19 to 22 
Original Specific Comment 8 :  63 
Comment : These lines summarize the contributions to total risk 

for the future expanded trespasser. Radium-228 contributes 
a risk of 4.43-06 due to external radiation effects but is 
not included in the total risk. 

Commenting organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.2.4.2 Page 8 :  B-3-41 Line #: 28 
Original Specific Comment #: 64 
Comment: This line discusses the contribution to total risk for 

the expanded trespasser due to demal contact to beryllium 
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in sediment. This line should be revised to include the 
numerical risk (1.4E-04) associated with such exposure. 

Commenting organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: ~.3.2.4.3 Page #: B-3-42 Line #: 18 to 22 
Original Specific Comment #: 65 
Comment: These lines summarize the risks for the on-property 

resident child from particular CPCs. These lines should be 
revised to include the risks associated with external 
radiation exposure to Ra-228 (3.5E-05) and ingestion of 
dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (1.7E-05) and indeno(l,2,3-cd)pyrene 
(1.3E-05). 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.2.4.3 Page #: B-3-42 Line #: 28 
Original Specific Comment #: 66 
Comment: This line includes the phrase "Exceeding 1.0 x 

risks....I1 This phrase should be revised to read "Risks 
exceeding 1.0 x . . 0 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.2.4.3 Page #: B-3-43 Line 8 :  5 
Original Specific Comment #: 67 
Comment: This line states that the HI for the farmer and child 

exceed 1.0. The line should be revised to include the 
numerical HI estimates for the farmer (2.5) and the child 
(10) 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.2.4.3 Page #: B-3-43 Line #: 16 to 18 
Original Specific Comment f: 68 
Comment: These lines summarize the CT risks for the future on- 

property farmer. In line 17, I1extendedl@ should be changed 
to t1externa18t and the numerical estimate of the risk from 
thorium-228 (1.OE-04) should be included. Lines 17 and 18 
should be revised to clarify that greatest proportion of the 
total risks ,from exposure to groundwater, homegrown produce, 
and beef and milk is due to exposure to uranium-234/238. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.2.4.4 Page #: B-3-43 Line 8 :  29 to 30 
Original Specific Comment f: 69 
Comment: These lines indicate that the total risks from all 

These lines should be revised to indicate that the most 
significant contribution to the total risk is from beryllium 
(9.OE-07). 

- - 
_ _ _  _ _ ~ _  pafhw-ays-f ~ = -  fhs --o-n---~-r-o-~-e-=ty .h-om-ebufl-dEr -i-s- .2: -x -f0-6 .- _ - - - - _ - _ _  - 

- .  
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Commenting Organi-ion: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.2.4.5 Page #: B-3-44 Line #: 11 to 13 
Original Specific Comment #: 70 
Comment: These lines indicate that the greatest contribution to 

total risks for the adult recreational user of the Great 
Miami River is from dermal exposure to beryllium. These 
lines should be revised to include the numerical estimate of 
the risks associated with beryllium (1.6E-05). The second 
to last sentence in this paragraph should be revised to read 
"External radiation effects from radium-228 (6.OE-06) and 
thorium-228 (1.3E-05) also contribute to the total risk.I1 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.2.6 Page #: B-3-47 Line #: 18 
Original Specific Comment #: 71 
Comment: This paragraph summarizes the risks associated with the 

South Field assuming future land use. The summary does not 
address risks associated with exposure to soils. After the 
second sentence, the following sentence should be inserted, 
IIRisks associated with soil for this receptor were 2.43-03." 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section ,#: B.3.3.3.1 Page #: B-3-75 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 72 
Comment: The sediment exposure medium is included in Table 

B.3.3-1 but is not discussed in this section. Sediment 
should be included in this exposure medium discussion. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.3.3.2 Page #: B-3-77 Line I: 2 
Original Specific Comment #: 73 
Comment: No building on the inactive flyash pile is anticipated. 

No justification for this statement is provided. It seems 
appropriate to assume that the flyash pile will be removed 
and that potentially contaminated soil subsequently built 
upon or' farmed. Justification for excluding this exposure 
scenario should be provided. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.3.4.3Page #: B-3-78 and B-3-79 , Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 74 
Comment: The surface soil exposure medium is included in Table 

B.3.3-1, but is not addressed in this section. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.5.2 Page #: B-3-136 Line #: 12 
Original Specific Comment #: 75 
Comment: This line refers to Tables B.3.5-2 (a), (b), (c), and 

(d) in Attachment 111. However, Table B.3.5-2 (d) was not 
provided in Attachment 111. 
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' Commenting Organization: U . S .  ETA Commentor: Saric 

Section #: B.3.5.3.1 Page #: B-3-136 Line #: 31 
Original Specific Comment #: 76 
Comment: This line presented the risk due to dermal contact with 

Aroclor-1254 as 4.43-06. However, Table 3.5-4 presents this 
risk as 4.3E-04. The report should be revised to eliminate 
this inconsistency. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.5.3.1 Page #: B-3-137 Line #: NA 
Original specific Comment #: 77 
Comment: Table B.3.5-3 is inconsistent with Table 3.5-2(a). TC- 

99 is listed as a CPC in groundwater and perched water in 
Table B.3.5-3, but not in Table 3.5-2(a). Also, Table 
B.3.5-3 does not list several radionuclide and chemical CPCs 
presented in Table 3.5-2(a). These tables should be revised 
to eliminate all inconsistencies. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.5.3.3 Page #: B-3-138 Line #: 30 
Original Specific Comment #: 78 
Comment: This line states that the total risk to current users 

of meat, milk, and dairy products results primarily from the 
estimated uptake from ingestion of milk. However, the risk 
presented for ingestion of milk is approximately the same as 
that presented for ingestion of beef. Therefore, each of 
these pathways should be presented as equal contributors to 
the risk being discussed. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.5.4.2 Page #: B-3-140 Line #: 26 
Original Specific Comment P: 79 
Comment: This line states that the total risk from CPCs in Soil 

resulted primarily from dermal contact with beryllium (6.8E- 
0 5 ) .  However, dermal contact with Aroclor-1254 contributes 
risk within the 'same order of magnitude (1.9E-05). 
Therefore, the report should be revised to discuss the risk 
from both beryllium and Aroclor-1254. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.5.4.3 Page #: B-3-141 Line f: 21 
Original Specific Comment #: 80 
Comment: This line states that the risk from consuming beef and 

milk were due primarily to the estimated uptake of AroclOr- 
1254 in milk. However, benzo(a)pyrene contributes nearly 
equal risk via this pathway. Therefore, the report should 
be revised to discuss the contributions of both Aroclor-1254 
and benzo(a)pyrene. 
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Comment ing-Organ izztion-:-UrS.EPA Commentor :-Sari-c 
Section #: B.3.5.6 Page #: B-3-142 Line #: 28 
Original Specific Comment #: 81 
Comment: This line states that the total hazard index (HI) for 

the on-property child is due to the presence of uranium- 
total in soil. However, it is the combined risk of uranium- 
total. (9.1E-01) and arsenic (3.1E-01) that result in the 
total HI greater than 1. Therefore, the report should be 
revised to discuss the risk from both uranium-total and 
arsenic. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.3.0, Tables B.3.3-29 and B.3.4-34 
Page #: NA Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment P: 82 
Comment: Various portions of several rows in these tables are 

blank. For example, a trespassing youth exposed to cesium- 
137 in sediment in the inactive flyash pile is blank. The 
associated risks, percentages, or other appropriate symbols 
should be added to all blank rows in these tables. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.4.0 Page #: B-4-1 Line f: 6 
Original Specific Comment #: 83 
Comment: This line states that the report shows that 

radionuclides are the contaminants contributing most 
signizicantly to risks. However, this can lead to confusion 
in the use of the word significantly. Radionuclides may 
crntribute the highest risks, but polynuclear aromatic 
hydrocarbons, arsenic, and beryllium also present 
significant risks. Therefore, the report should be revised 
to clearly indicate which CPCs contribute the highest risks 
and all CPCs with a carcinogenic risk greater than 1 x l o 6  
or a HI greater than 1. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.4.1 Page P: B-4-3 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment If: 84 
Comment: Table B.4-1 shows no risk to the groundskeeper from 

neptunium-237 in soil. However, Table B.3.1-11 shows that 
this risk is 1.8E-06. The tables should be revised to 
eliminate this inconsistency. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section 8 :  B.4.1 Page #: B-4-4 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 85 
Comment: The following issues were identified regarding Table 

B.4-2: (1) the table does not present risks to the off 
property residential child, Greater Miami River user youth, 
or user of groundwater-affected beef and milk, as presented 
in Tables B.3.1-12(b), B.3.1-26(b), and B.3.1-21(b), 
respectively; (2) no table presenting the risk from expanded 
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trespasser exposure to sediment is included in Appendix B; 
and (3) the table does not present the risks associated with 
Greater Miami River user exposure to arsenic ( 3 . 3 E - 0 5 )  and 
beryllium (7.83-05) presented in Table B.3.1-26(a). The 
tables should be revised to eliminate these inconsistencies. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.4.1 Page #: B-4-17 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 86 
Comment: Table B.4-6b presents a risk for expanded trespasser 

exposure to surface water without indicating what CPC is 
responsible for the risk. The table should.be revised to 
list the CPC responsible for the risk presented. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B.4.1 Pase #: B-4-32 Line t: 3 
Original Specific Comment #; 87 
Comment: This line presents the risk from several radionuclides 

that all exceed 1E-06. However, neptunium, which also 
presents a risk greater than 1E-06 is not mentioned. The 
report should be revised accordingly. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Line #: 8 Section #: B.4.1 Page #: B-4-32 

Original Specific Comment #: 88 
Comment: This line states that the CPCs arsenic and beryllium 

appear to be present,at naturally occurring levels. This 
appears inconsistent with the earlier discussion of 
screening CPCs based on a statistical comparison to 
background. If such screening indicates that arsenic and 
beryllium are present at concentrations not significantly 
above background, and there is no reason to suspect that 
site operations resulted in released of the inorganic 
compounds, then they should not be included as CPCs. The 
report should be revised to clearly state whether arsenic 
and beryllium are present at concentrations significantly 

above-noted inconsistency should be eliminated. 
’ above background based on statistical comparison and the 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Line #: 12 Section #: B.4.1 Page #: B-4-32 

Original Specific Comment 8 :  89 
Comment: This line presents CPCs for three of the five subunits 

- - -in- OU2 . - -However; CPCs -for- the- Lime -Sludge--Ponds -and- Sol-id- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Waste Landfill are not presented. Does this mean no CPCS 
were identified for these subunits? The report should be 
revised to discuss all CPCs identified for all subunits in 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -_ - - - - - - ___ __ - - - - OU2. __ - --_ ~~ - _ _ _  _ _  _ - _  - 
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Comment kng-Organkz at kon-:-UTSFEFA Commentor :-Sayi-c 
Section #: B-I Page f :  B-1-1 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 90 
Comment: Criteria for selecting the appropriate screening-level 

model is listed in this paragraph. However, the text does 
not clearly establish that the selected model is most 
appropriate considering the physical and chemical conditions 
present at the site. The text should be revised to include 
a discussion establishing that the selected model is most 
appropriate for the site. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I Page f :  B-1-1 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 91 
Comment: It is not clear why the Nielsen et a1 (1993a) model, 

which was selected for houses without basements, was not 
also considered for estimating indoor radon concentrations 
for houses with below-grade basements. The text should be 
revised to explain why this model was excluded from the 
selection process for houses with below-grade basements. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section 8 :  B-I Page #: B-1-3 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 92 
Comment: The definition of the parameter llqll presented in the 

last equation is not clear. 
clearly define the parameter. 

The text should be revised to 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I Page f: B-1-8 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 93 
Comment: A footnote to Table 3 states that the value listed as 

the radon concentration using the Nazaroff-Sextro model for 
the slab on-grade house was not developed but was listed for 
comparison purposes only. However, calculations using this 
model are presented in Attachment 1. This discrepancy 
should be clarified and the text should be revised 
appropriately. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section b: B-I-B Page #: NA ,Line #: NA 
original Specific Comment #: 94 
Comment: The reference listed as J. Pehrson, 10/21/93 was not 

cited in the reference list. The reference list should be 
revised to include this citation. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section 8 :  B-I1 Page #: B-11-2 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 95 
Comment: The reference in this table to the Health Effects 

Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST), Fiscal Year 1992 (FY92) 
Edition, is given as "EPA 1992b1@ on page R-B-7, rather than 
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the "EPA 1992d" given here. However, this edition is 
obsolete; it was superseded almost a year ago by the FY93 
Edition, FEMP's reference "EPA 1993b." In addition, the 
FY94 Edition will probably be published in March 1994. FEMP 
must update this table (and the accompanying text) with thes 
most recent edition. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I1 Page #: B-11-3 and B-11-4 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 96 
Comment: Numerous comments regarding a partial review of the 

references cited on these pages are summarized below. 

(a) DOE'S reference "Sax 1989" is not included on Page 
R-B-5. 

(b) DOE'S reference "Klaassen 1986" is not included on 
page R-B-3. 

(c) DOE'S reference "Hahn and others 1993" is not 
included on Page R-B-2. 

(d) DOE'S reference "Bair and Thomas 1976" is not 
included on Page R-B-2. 

(e) DOE'S reference "Seiler 1988" is not on Page R-B- 
5. 

(f) 
on Page R-B-3. 

DOE'S reference "McClellan and others 1972"" is not 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I1 Page 1%: B-11-27 Line #: 15 
Original Specific Comment #: 97 
Comment: The units for inhalation unit risk as 81micrograms per 

cubic meter (pg{m3) . I 1  

pg/m3I1 or to /pg"; the former style would be more 
consistent with other unit notation within the report. 

This should be corrected to Itper 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I1 Page #: B-11-37 Line #: 29 
Original Specific Comment #: 98 

polynuclear aromatic compound dibenzofuran while the rest of 
the section discusses chlorinated dibenzofurans and 
dibenzodioxins. Therefore, because the first sentence is 

this irrelevant sentence to preventconfusion. 

. -  Comment: - The first sentence in this paragraph discusses the - 

~ 

irrelevant to the rest of the section, DOE should delete 
~ _ _  
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e ommen t-hg-0 r ga n-i-2 a tki on-:---U-.-S-EPA- 
Section #: B-I1 Page f :  B-11-39 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment f: 99 
Comment: This section notes that neither a reference dose nor a 

Comment or-: -Sari c--- 

reference concentration are deemed appropriate for lead. 
However, EPA uses a biokinetic uptake model in lieu of the 
usual toxicity standards. FEMP should add a brief 
discussion of the model here and use the model in its risk 
assessment. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I11 Page #: B-111-6 Line #: Table B.3.1-2(c) 
Original Specific Comment #: 100 
Comment: Footnote l1d1l to this table refers to It(Drinking Water 

Regulations and Health Advisories; EPA 1993).11 The 
reference section does not include such a reference. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I11 Page #: B-111-8 Line P: Table B.3.1,-2(d) 
original Specific Comment 8 :  101 
Comment: For parameters whose distribution is undetermined, the 

concentration term should be the maximum concentration. 
Several errors were found in this table. For example, the 
concentration terms for acetone and bis(2-ethylhexy1)- 
phthalate were presented as 6.00 and 4.00, respectively. 
The maximum hits for these two parameters were 10 and 6, 
respectively. 
concentration terms corrected as neeassary. 

This table should be closely reviewed and the 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I11 Page #: B-111-11 Line #: Table B.3.1-4 
Original Specific Comment #: 102 
Comment: Intake calculations were checked for this table and 

The intake via several apparent errors were identified. 
ingestion of soil for NP-237, PU-238, and arsenic are 
presented as 8.SE+01 and l.lE+Ol pCi/g and 1.3E-06 mg/kg, 
respectively. On the other hand, the intakes were 
recalculated as 6.5E+01 and 8.SE+00 pCi/g and 9.63-07 mg/kg, 
respectively. The calculations in this table should be 
reviewed and any errors corrected. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I11 Page P: B-111-13 Line #: Table B.3.1-4 
Original specific Comment 8 :  103 
Comment: 

hazard evaluat'ion for barium and nickel are presented as 
2.1E-05 and 3.3E-06 mg/kg, respectively. These intakes were 
recalculated as 1.6E-05 and 2.53-06 mg/kg, respectively. 
The calculations in this table should be reviewed and any 
errors corrected. 

The intakes via ingestion of soil for noncarcinogenic 

2-27 

000056 



6 0 0 9  
Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-111 Page #: B-111-14 Line #: Table B.3.1-4 
Original Specific Comment #: 104 
Comment: The intake via dermal contact with soil for nickel is 

presented as 5.6E-06 mg/kg. This intake was apparently 
calculated using a value for the parameter llABSfl of 1E-02. 
However, the correct value for this parameter for nickel is 
5E-04 (see Table B.2-6A). The intake was recalculated as 
2.8E-07 mg/kg. The calculations in this table should be 
reviewed and any errors corrected. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I11 Page #: B-111-15 Line #: Table B.3.1-5 
Original Specific Comment #: 105 
Comment: The intake via ingestion of surface water for NP-237, 

U-235/236, and arsenic are presented as 7.8E-01 and 3.OE-01 
pCi/g and 1.4E-08 mg/kg, respectively. These intakes were 
recalculated as 5.8E+00 and 2.2E-01 pCi/g and l.lE-07 mg/kg, 
respectively. The calculations in this table should be 
reviewed and errors corrected. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-IIIPage #: B-111-22 and B-111-24 
Line #: Table B.3.1-8(a) and B.3.1-8(b) 
Original Specific Comment #: 106 
Comment: Under the sections for ingestion of milk the columns 

labeled as t'Riskl* should be revised to read l%azard.@l 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I11 Page 8 :  B-111-36 Line #: Table B.3.1-11 
Original Specific Comment #: 107 
Comment: The intake of toluene via dermal contact with soil is 

presented as 5.7E-09 mg/kg. This value was apparently 
calculated using a value for the parameter "ABS" of 1E-02. 
The correct value is 3E-02 (see Table B.2-6A). The intake 
was recalculated as 1.7E-08 mg/kg. 
table should be reviewed and any errors corrected. 

The calculations in this 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section 1%: B-I11 Page #: B-111-65 Line #: Table B.3.1-16 
Original Specific Comment #: 108 
Comment: The intake for NP-237 via ingestion of soil is 

presented as 2.OE-01 pCi. The intake was, recalculated as 

soil and the intakes via ingestion of soil indicates that 
the values are very nearly identical. It appears that the 
inhalation intakes were mistakenly also used as the 

- ingestion -intake values . The calculations in this -table 
should be reviewed and any errors corrected. The same 
situation appears to have occurred in this same table on 
page B-111-67. 

- 1.8E+02 pCi. -A comparison -of the-intakes via -inhalation--of - 

2-28 

000057 



c 

C-ommenting-Organization: U. S, EFA Commentor: Saric' 
Section f: B-I11 Page 8: B-III-71Line #: Table B.3.1-17(a) 
Original Specific Comment #: 109 
Comment: This table presents intakes and risks associated with 

exposure to sediments for the future expanded trespasser. 
However, on page B-3-9 of Appendix B, the text states that 
risks associated with exposure to sediments were not 
evaluated for this receptor. This discrepancy should be 
eliminated. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I11 Page #: B-111-128 Line #: Table B.3.2-2(b) 
Original Specific Comment #: 110 
Comment: The CPC cell for phenanthrene is blank. This cell 

should be filled in with a IIYll or llN1l and highlighted as 
appropriate. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I11 Page #: B-111-516 Line P: NA 
original Specific Comment #: 111 
Comment: Table 3.5-2 (c) refers to footnote Irk1@. However, no 

such footnote is presented at the end of the table. 
Therefore, the table should be revised to eliminate this 
inconsistency. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #: B-I11 Page #: B-111-724 Line #: NA 
Original Specific Comment #: 112 
Comment: Table B.4-19(a) does not follow the format of other 

similar tables presented in the report because it does not 
present the exposure point concentrations for each compound 
in the table. The table should be revised to be consistent 
with similar tables presented in the report. 

2-29 




