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DO E -0423 - 95 

Mr. James A. S a r i c ,  Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protect ion Agency 
Region V - 5HRE-8J 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago , I1 1 i noi s 60604-3590 

Mr. Thomas A .  Schneider 
Fernald Pro jec t  Manager 
Off ice  of  Federal F a c i l i t i e s  Oversight 
Ohio Environmental Protect ion Agency 
401 East 5th S t r e e t  
Dayton, Ohio 45402-2911 

Dear Mr. S a r i c  and Mr. Schneider: 

OPERABLE UNIT I DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS AND CHANGE 
PAGES 

Reference: 1. Le t t e r ,  J.A. Sa r i c  t o  J.R. Craig,  "Approval of the  Draf t  OU1 
Record of Decision," December 22, 1994. 

2 .  Le t t e r ,  T.A. Schneider t o  J.R. Craig,  "OU1 Draft Record of 
Decision Comments," December 9 ,  1994. 

This l e t t e r  t r ansmi t s  f o r  t he  United S t a t e s  Environmental Protection Agency 
(U.S. €PA) and Ohio Environmental Protect ion Agency (OEPA) review and 
approval, t h e  enclosed package which addresses. comments received from U.S. EPA 
and OEPA on the November 4, 1994, submittal  of the Operable Unit 1 (OU1) Draf t  
Record of Decision (ROD). This package conta ins  both a comment response 
document and changed pages f o r  the OU1 ROD t h a t  incorpora te  these responses.  

This response package is being provided to-EPA as requested by U.S.  €PA i n  i t s  
December 22, 1994, l e t t e r ,  wherein i t  was noted t o  submit by facs imi le ,  
responses and changed pages t o  the U.S. EPA p r i o r  t o  submitt ing the f i n a l  ROD. 
The l e t t e r  further s t a t e d  t h a t  the DOE-FN must incorpora te  the  responses t o  
comments i n t o  the ROD and submit a signed f ina l  document within 30 days of 
r ece ip t  of t h a t  l e t t e r .  
the U.S.  EPA l e t t e r ,  a signed f i n a l  ROD will be submitted t o  U.S. EPA by 
January 26, 1995. To suppor t  the  January 26, 1995, submittal o f  a DOE signed 
f ina l  ROD c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  the  s t a t e d  30-day commitment, EPA feedback on the 
enclosed Response t o  Comments and Change Pages i s  needed by January 19, 1995. 

<*-. 

Based on the r e c e i p t  d a t e  of December 27,  1994, f o r  
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'If you or your s taff  have any questions, please contact Dave Lojek a t  
(513) 648-3127. 

Si ncerel y , 

FN: Lo j e k  

Enclosures: A s  S t a t e d  
' .  

cc w/encs : 

8. Barwick, USEPA-V 
G .  Jablonowski, USEPA-V, AT-18J 
J. Kwasni ewski , OEPA-Col umbus 
P. Harris , OEPA-Dayton 
M. Proiii t t ,  OEPA-Dayton 
J. Michaels, PRC 
R. Conan, GeoTrans 
F .  Bell, ATSDR 
R .  Owen, ODOH 
R. D .  George, FERMC0/52-2 
AR Coor'di nator, EERMCO 

cc w/o encs: 

K. H .  Chaney, EM-423/QO 
S. Fauver, EM-423/QO 
D.  Kozl owski , EM-423/QO 
J. Fiori , EM-4O/TREV 
G.  Mi tchell , OEPA-Dayton 
J. Hamric, DOE-OH 
J .  Craig, DOE-FN 
J .  Reising, DOE-FN 
1. Haaen, FERMCO 
J. Thiesing, FERMCO 
M. Yates, FERMC0/9 



FEMP-OUOl-DRAFT 
January 1995 

OPERABLE UNIT 1 PROPOSED DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION 
U.S. EPA COMMENTS 

FAXED ON DECEMBER 22, 1994 
RECEIVED ON DECEMBER 27, 1994 

I 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: B. Barwick 
Section #: 10 Page#: 10-6, 10-7 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 1 (1) 
Comment: 

Response: 

Action: 

On pages 104 and 10-7, DOE states that on-site disposal of OU1 wastes is inappropriate. 
However, we know that on-site disposal of other wastes is being considered. DOE 
should discuss the special characteristics of OU1 waste which render it inappropriate for 
on-site disposal. 

Agree. Operable Unit 1 waste has special characteristics that render it unsuitable for on- 
site disposal. Any waste disposed on site would be required to meet the applicable Waste 
Acceptance Criteria, set by Operable Unit 2. As an illustration of this, an analysis of just 
one parameter, uranium-238, shows that average uranium-238 concentrations, on a pit- 
by-pit basis, are greater than allowable under the Proposed Waste Acceptance Criteria, 
as listed in the conditionally approved Operable Unit 2 Feasibility Study. 

Additionally, on-site disposal would require application to the Environmental Protection 
Agency for a waiver from the State of Ohio applicable requirement that prevents siting 
hazardous waste facilities over sole-source aquifers. Through detailed and continuous 
interaction with the State of Ohio, it has become clear the State does not believe a waiver 
is appropriate for Operable Unit 1 wastes, and the State would not support such a waiver. 
Page 10-7, line 3. The following footnote number has been added at the end of the 
sentence: "l"  

Page 10-7, last line. The following footnote has been added: "l Since the Operable Unit 
1 Feasibility Study/Proposed Plan have been approved by the U.S. EPA, there have been 
other efforts at the FEMP to site an on-site disposal cell. OEPA indicated that the 
maximum on-site disposal facility Waste Acceptance Criteria for U-238 should be a 
maximum of 360 picoCuries per gram (for Operable Unit 2 material), as presented in the 
Operable Unit 2 Feasibility Study and as discussed in the OEPA letter dated December 
13, 1994. The average U-238 activity for all Operable Unit 1 waste pits exceeds this 
limit, in some cases by an order of magnitude or more. Thus, the higher concentrations 
of U-238 in Operable Unit 1 waste material render Operable Unit 1 waste unacceptable 
for disposal in an on-site disposal cell (as compared to on site contaminated soils and 
structural material). It is noted, however, that soils beneath the waste that meet the on- 
site Waste.Acceptance Criteria may be disposed of on site." 

FER/OUlROD/WH/ROD COM/O1/16/95 921am u-1 a 
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January 1995 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: B. Barwick 
Section #: Page #: Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 2 (2) 
Comment: Assuming Enviro-Care and NTS disposal sites are presently in compliance with the Off- 

Site Rule, what actions will DOE take should the facilities' compliance status change in 
the future? 

Response: Comment Acknowledged. DOE will conduct an audit of the disposal facility prior to 
shipping Operable Unit 1 waste to confirm the facility's status and compliance history. 
The review will be conducted annually throughout the term of the remediation project. 
In the event the compliance status of the disposal facility would change, DOE would 
temporarily suspend waste shipments until the actions/requirements for regaining 
acceptability status under the policy were implemented and the facility becomes 
designated as acceptable. 

Action: No Action. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: B. Barwick 
Section #: 3 Page #: Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 3 (3) 
Comment: If Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) money has been provided to the community (Le., 

FRESH), DOE should mention that in the section entitled 3.0 Communitv Particbation. 

Response: 

Action: No Action. 

Comment Acknowledged. U.S. EPA has not provided any Technical Assistance Grants 
to FRESH or any other stakeholders surrounding the Fernald site. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: B. Barwick 
Section #: 3 Page #: 3-3 Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 4 (4) 
Comment: Page 3.3, third paragraph of the ROD indicates that the public comment period for the 

proposed plan ran from August 10, 1994, to September 8, 1994; however, the NCP 
requires that the lead agency shall, "Provide a reasonable opportunity, not less than 30 
calendar days, for submission of written and oral comments on the proposed pl an..." 
(See 40 CFR 3 300.430(f)(3)(i)(C).) It appears that the public comment period was only 
28 calendar days. Is this correct? 

Response: Disagree. The public comment period for the Operable Unit 1 Proposed Plan did run 
from August 10 - September 8, 1994, as stated in the ROD. This timeframe actually 
spans 30 calendar days, so the dates are correct as printed. 
Page 3-3, line 18: Text now reads, "A 3O-day public comment period was held from 
August 10, 1994, to September 8, 1994, inclusive." 

Action: 

FER/OUlROD/BJH/ROD COM/O1/16/95 921am u-2 
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FEMP-OUOl-DRAFT 
January 1995 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: B. Barwick 
Section #: 7.2.2, 7.2.3 Page #: Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 5 (5) 
Comment: In the discussion in sections 7.2.2 and 7.2.3, the on-site disposal alternatives for this 

ROD state that the waste will be treated to minimum treatment standards that "resist 
contaminant leaching and meets or exceeds regulatory standards." DOE should expand 
this discussion. 

Response: 

Action: No Action. 

Agree. Waste solidification technologies are discussed in detail in Section 2.4.6.2 of the 
Operable Unit 1 Feasibility Study. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: B. Barwick 
Section #: Page #: Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 6 (6) 
Comment: With respect to the removal actions conducted at the site of OU1, the administrative 

record for this OU should cross-reference the administrative record indices for the earlier 
removal actions. 

Response: Comment Acknowledged. The Administrative Record for Operable Unit 1 includes 
documentation of all five Operable Unit 1 study area removal actions. Thus, no cross- 
referencing would be required. 

Action: No Action. 

FERIOUlROD/BJHIROD COhU01116195 921am u-3 
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January 1995 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: B. Barwick 
Section #: Page #: Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 7 (7) 
Comment: DOE should run a check for acronyms; a lot of acronyms are defined more than once in 

this document (e.g., EPA, DOE, NTS, FEMP, CERCLA, RCRA, NCP, ARAR, TBC). 

Response: Comment Acknowledged. According to the F E W  RIFS Style Guide, the first 
appearance of a name of an agency, title, legislative act, etc., in every numbered section 
is to be spelled out and followed by the acronym in parentheses. Thereafter, the 
acronym only is used. The document has been thoroughly checked and necessary 
changes have been made to ensure that the ROD follows appropriate style. 
Page D-i, line 17. The acronym, "DOE", has been replaced with "the Department of 
Energy (DOE)", and the acronym, "(NEPA)", has been added after, "National 
Environmental Policy Act". 
Page 5-7, line 1. The acronym, "polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs)", has been replaced 
with "PCBs". 
Page 5-7, line 6. The acronym, "(PAH)" has been replaced with "polyaromatic 
hydrocarbons " . 
Page 6-2, line 6. The acronym, "(COPC)" has been deleted. 
Page 6-2, line 12. The acronym, "Constituents of Concern (COC)", has been replaced 
with "COC". 
Page 7-6, lines 9 and 20. The acronym, "Nevada Test Site (NTS)", has been replaced 
with "NTS". 

Action: 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: B. Barwick 
Section #: Page #: Line #: Code: 
Original Comment #: 8 (8) 
Comment: For this, and other final RODs, DOE should supplement the OU specific administrative 

record with a list of any guidance used in preparing the ROD. For example, the 
references listed on Page R-1 should be included in the Administrative Record. Since 
DOE uses guidance which is applicable to all of its RODs, it may be possible to assemble 
a lists of this guidance and routinely incorporate it into each administrative record. 

Response: Comment Acknowledged. The references listed on page R-1 have already been 
incorporated into the Administrative Record for Operable Unit 1. This list includes the 
EPA Guidance on Preparing Superfund Decision Documents. 

Action: No Action. 

F E W O U I R O D ~ O D  COW01 I1 6/95 9 2  1 am U-4 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 

Line #: 3-5 Code: 
Original Comment #: 9 (1) 
Comment: 

Section #: Appendix A Summary Comment 1E Page #: A-2-10 

On Page A-2-13, Lines 3 through 5, one commentor suggests dividing Operable Unit 1 
(OU1) into two parts: the high-level uranium waste of Pits 2, 4, and 6 and the lower- 
level uranium waste of Pits 1, 3, and 5.  The commentor suggests that this division 
would reduce the need for material to be placed in an off-site disposal facility. The U.S. 
Department Of Energy (DOE) response to this suggestion on Page A-2-10, Lines 35 and 
36, and Page A-2-11, Lines 1 through 3, does not directly address the commentor's 
description of high- and lower-level uranium wastes present in the contents of the various 
pits at OU1. U.S. DOE should clarify the fact that the lower-level uranium wastes still 
contain sufficient levels of uranium to require off-site disposal. 

Response: DOE understands that the U.S. EPA issue concerning higher concentrations of U-238, 
in Operable Unit 1 waste materials as compared to soils, is an important consideration 
with respect to off-site disposal. Separation of Operable Unit 1 material is in actuality 
more complex than merely examining the concentration of a single contaminant. 
Page A-2-10, line 35 through page A-2-11, lines 1-7. The text has been changed to 
read as follows: 

Action: 

"The Operable Unit 2 Feasibility Study (which OEPA has conditionally approved), 
indicated that the maximum acceptable Waste Acceptance Criteria for uranium-238 would 
be 360 pCi/g (Letter from Thomas A. Schneider, Ohio EPA to Gary Stegner, DOE, 
dated December 13, 1994). As reported in the Operable Unit 1 Remedial Investigation 
Report, the average uranium-238 concentration in Waste Pit 1 is 3900 pCi/g; for Waste 
Pit 3, 978 pCi/g; and for Waste Pit 5, 809 pCi/g. Using the proposed uranium-238 
Waste Acceptance Criterion as a guide, it is clear this number is less than the average 
uranium-238 concentrations found in the 'waste pits. 

It is also important to consider that state acceptance of disposal of waste materials from 
the pits on site would require an exemption from OEPA or a waiver from U.S. EPA of 
the regulation that prohibits disposal facilities located above soie-source aquifers. As 
discussed in Comment #lb, Ohio has indicated that it would not support such a waiver 
for Operable Unit 1 waste pit material." 

FEWOUlRODAlIUROD COM/O1116/95 9:Zlam u-5 



FEMP-OUOl-DRAFT 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 

Line #: 20-31 Code: 
Original Comment #: 10 (2) 
Comment: 

Section #: Appendix A, Summary Comment 1G Page #: A-2-14 

On Page A-2-15, Lines 20 through 31, the commentor states that "technologies such as 
soil washing and vitrification offer significant volume reductions, durable waste forms, 
and significantly reduced containerization, transportation, and disposal costs (not to 
mention a reduced risk for exposure during an accident scenario). These savings have 
not been fairly evaluated or publicized." However, U.S. DOE'S response does not 
address the suggestion of considering soil washing as a potential technology for 
remediation of OU1. U.S. DOE should address the possibility of using soil washing in 
a manner similar to its discussion of vitrification. 

Response: Comment Acknowledged. Soil washing was screened out of consideration for Operable 
Unit 1, in Section 2 of the Operable Unit 1 Feasibility Study. Soil washing, under the 
subheading, Chemical Extraction of Section 2.4.6.4 Chemical Treatment Technologies, 
was not retained for detailed analysis in the Feasibility Study because the process option 
has only been proved effective at removing individual contaminants from a soil matrix 
(Le., organics, inorganics, or radionuclides); however no complex matrix mixture such 
as that in the waste pits has ever been tested to prove effectiveness. The unknown 
interferences that one waste material in the matrix can have on another, coupled with the 
easily dissolved solids will most likely cause large amounts of reagents to be consumed 
during processing. The heterogenous nature of the material in the waste pits causes 
decreases in process efficiency and difficulty in material handling system design. 

The majority of the uranium present in the waste pit material (particularly in Waste Pits 4 
and 5) is in a depleted form which has been processed and repeatedly extracted under 
rigorous conditions to reach the economic discard limit of 0.2 to 0.42 percent. While 
it is possible to remove additional uranium from the waste pit material (NLCO 1978 
looked only at Waste Pit 5 material), it is extremely difficult and requires many 
processing steps under extreme conditions. If the processing operation could be 
accomplished, the removal (or in the Operable unit 1 case of recovery) is only estimated 
at 95 percent (NLCO 1978). This removal efficiency will not satisfy the Operable 
Unit 1 remedial objectives and would require proper disposal of large amounts of solid 
waste materials. 

The soil washing or chemical extraction process option is moderately difficult to 
implement because of the large number of processing steps that would be required to 
remove the numerous types of waste present in the pit material. Large quantities of 
intermediate liquid streams would require storage and processing capacity. 

The capital cost for the chemical extraction system would be high due to the costs of the 
material handling equipment, process equipment, chemical reagents, and labor. O&M 
costs would moderate. Overall, costs would be high. - 

FERIOUIRODIBTHIROD COW01/16/95 921am U-6 
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DOE's response to comment # lg  has been revised to direct the reader to the section in 
the Operable Unit 1 Feasibility Study where soil washing is discussed. 

DOE's response to comment # lg  has been revised to include this information. 
On Page A-2-15, line 19, insert the following statement: Action: 

"Soil washing was not retained for detailed analysis for Operable Unit 1. A discussion 
of soil washing is included in Subsection 2.4.6.4 of the Operable Unit 1 Feasibility 
Study, under the subheading, Chemical Treatment Technologies. " 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 

Line #: 32-34 Code: 
Original Comment #: 11 (3) 
Comment: 

Section #: Appendix A, Summary Comment 1G Page #: A-2-15 

On Page A-2-15, Lines 32 through 34, the commentor states the following: "Cost 
estimates used in the OU1 FS for vitrification do not appear to be anywhere near 
realistic. Were these estimates based on actual pilot scale vitrification runs? If not, what 
type of data were used to develop these estimates, and how old was the data?" In 
discussing vitrification as a potential technology for remediation of OUl, U.S. DOE does 
not directly address the cost estimate issue raised by the commentor. Specifically in its 
response to the commentor, U.S. DOE should specify the type and age of the data used 
to develop the cost estimates as requested by the commentor. 

Response: Comment Acknowledged. First, the estimates in the Operable Unit 1 Feasibility Study 
for vitrification were not based on full-scale pilot scale vitrification runs; none has been 
performed for the Operable Unit 1 waste. Second, the data used to support the estimate 
was obtained from a 1992 Conceptual Design Report for the Remediation of Waste Pit 
Area, Removal, Treatment, and On-site Disposal prepared for FERMCO by Ralph M. 
Parsons, Corporation. Sources for the data included catalog data, verbal vendor 
quotations, current contract and FERMCO labor rates, conventional cost estimating 
guides, and generic unit costs. 

Action: Page A-2-14, line 12. The following text has been added. "A detailed cost analysis of 
all elements in each alternative is presented in Appendix E of the Operable Unit 1 
Feasibility Study. The estimates in the Operable Unit 1 Feasibility Study for Vitrification 
were not based on pilot-scale vitrification runs; none has been performed for the 
Operable Unit 1 waste. In addition, the data used to support the estimate were obtained 
from a 1992 Conceptual Design Report for the Remediation of Waste Pit Area, Removal, 
Treatment, and On-site Disposal prepared for FERMCO by Ralph M. Parsons, 
Corporation, as well as from catalog data, verbal vendor quotations, current contract and 
FERMCO labor rates, conventional cost estimating guides, and generic unit costs." 

- 

FERlOUlRODlBJHlROD COhUO1116/95 921- u-7 
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OPERABLE UNIT 1 PROPOSED DRAFT RECORD OF DECISION 
OHIO EPA COMMENTS 

DECEMBER 9, 1994 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFF0 
Section #: General Comment Page #: Line #: Code: M 
Original Comment #: 1 
Comment: DOE should revise the ROD and Responsiveness Summary to reflect the fact that a 

waiver of DOE Order 5820.2A has been granted for disposal of the OU1 material at the 
Envirocare facility. 

Response: Comment Acknowledged. Appropriate changes should be made in the text reflecting that 
the requirements of DOE Order 5820.2A, which restricts the disposal of low-level 
radioactive material at a commercial facility, have been waived by DOE Headquarters 
for Operable Unit 1 material to be sent to a permitted commercial waste disposal facility. 
Page 8-12, lines 16-24. The text now reads: "For Alternative 5B, which proposes off- 
site disposal at a permitted commercial waste disposal facility, it is noted that DOE Order 
5820.2A currently prohibits use of commercial disposal facilities for disposal of low-level 
radioactive wastes of the type present in Operable Unit 1; but the order does have an 
exemption provision. An exemption request to DOE Order 5820.2A has been approved 
by DOE Headquarters, Office of Waste Management, so that Operable Unit 1 pit wastes 
can be disposed at a permitted commercial waste disposal facility (DOE 1994d)." 

Action: 

Page R-1, Line 27. The following reference has been added: "U.S. Department of 
Energy, 1994d, Memorandum from Jill E. Lytle, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Waste 
Management, to John E. Baublitz, Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for Environmental 
Restoration, Subject: Approval for disposal of Fernald low-level radioactive waste from 
Operable Unit 1 at a commercial disposal facility, dated November 8, 1994." 

Page A-2-9, lines 23-27. Lines 24, 25, 26, and 27 have been deleted. The response 
now reads: "An exemption request to DOE Order 5820.2A has been approved by DOE 
Headquarters, Ofice of Waste Management, so that Operable Unit 1 pit wastes can be 
disposed at a permitted commercial waste disposal facility." 

FEIUOU IRODIBMIROD COW0 1 / 16/95 9:2 1 am 0- 1 
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: General Comment Page #: Line #: Code: M 
Original Comment #: 2 
Comment: The Ohio EPA makes no evaluation of DOE's applicability and compliance with NEPA. 

The Ohio EPA does recognize DOE's goal to integrate cleanup actions with the 
requirements of CERCLA and NEPA, however, it is Ohio EPA's position that CERCLA 
requirements take precedence, and for the most part, replace NEPA. 

Response: 
Action: No Action. 

The DOE acknowledges this comment for the Administrative Record. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: General Comment Page #: Line #: Code: M 
Original Comment #: 3 
Comment: Since the remediation levels defined within the ROD are only protective of the expanded 

trespasser and off-property farmer, DOE must incorporate stronger language committing 
to perpetual ownership and maintenance of the property. DOE must include a 
commitment to long-term monitoring of contaminated soils left in place as well as any . 
on-property disposal facilities which may be employed under OU3 or OU5. DOE must 
preclude development, which would allow exposures exceeding those defined by the 
expanded trespasser, from occurring within the OU1 area. 

Response: Comment Acknowledged. As described in the ROD, all Operable Unit 1 waste will be 
removed. If found to be necessary, the Operable Unit 5 Record of Decision will modify 
the Operable Unit 1 remediation levels downward to further ensure protectiveness of 
human health and the environment. The Operable Unit 5 Record of Decision will be 
finalized prior to waste pit excavation at Operable Unit 1. Because Operable Unit 1 
waste will be removed and because Operable Unit 5 will manage the remaining soil, any 
long-term monitoring requirements and long-term administrative controls associated with 
the remaining soils will be set in the Operable Unit 5 Record of Decision. 

Action: No Action. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 2.3 Page#: 2-8 Line #: 9 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 4 
Comment: This section might more appropriately be titled "Response Actions". 

Response: 
Action: 

Agree. The suggested change should be made. 
Page 2-8, line 9. The section now reads, "2.3 OPERABLE UNIT 1 RESPONSE 
ACTIONS. " 

FER/OUlROD/BJH/ROD COM/01/16/95 9 2 1 ~ 1  0-2 
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 3.0 Page #: 3-2, 3-3 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 5 
Comment: This section should reference the Ohio EPA's availability session concerning the OU1 

Proposed Plan held during August. 

Response: Agree. 
Action: Page 3-3, line 6. The following paragraph has been added: "In addition to the public 

workshops sponsored by the DOE, Ohio EPA held a local availability session on August 
17, 1994. Members of the Fernald Citizens Task Force and representatives from the 
local citizens group, Fernald Residents for Environmental Safety and Health (FRESH) 
were invited to attend this session to ask questions about the proposed plan for the 
cleanup of Operable Unit 1. Representatives from EPA and Ohio EPA were available 
to answer questions and address concerns from approximately 12 people who attended 
the session. Announcements about this availability session were made at the prior public 
workshops sponsored by the DOE, the monthly FRESH meeting, and the monthly 
Fernald Citizens Task Force meeting." 

. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 8.2.6.2 Page #: 8-11 Line #: 19-24 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 6 
Comment: Update this section concerning the current status of the waiver. 

Response: 

Action: 

It is assumed the commentor is referring to page 8-12, rather than 8-11; based on this 
assumption we agree with the comment. This section should be revised. 
Page 8-12, lines 16-24. The text now reads: "For Alternative 5B, which proposes off- 
site disposal at a permitted commercial waste disposal facility, it is noted that DOE Order 
5820.2A currently prohibits use of commercial disposal facilities for disposal of low-level 
radioactive wastes of the type present in Operable Unit 1; but the order does have an 
exemption provision. An exemption requestto DOE Order 5820.2A has been approved 
by DOE Headquarters, Office of Waste Management, so that Operable Unit 1 pit wastes 
can be disposed at a permitted commercial waste disposal facility (DOE 1994d)." 

Page R-1, Line 27. The following reference has been added: "U.S. Department of 
Energy, 1994,  Memorandum from Jill E. Lytle, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Waste 
Management, to John E. Baublitz, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Environmental 
Restoration, Subject: Approval for disposal of Fernald low-level radioactive waste from 
Operable Unit 1 at a commercial disposal facility, dated November 8, 1994." 

FEWOUlRODIBRI/ROD COM101116/95 921.m 0-3 
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: Table 9-2 Page #: 9-5 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment, #: 7 
Comment: Footnote "d" is used within the table but no footnote exists. The table should be revised 

to incorporate the footnote. 

Response: 
Action: 

Agree. Foomote clarification is needed. 
Footnote "d" has been changed to footnote "c," with the appropriate textual description 
which has been added as follows: "0.5 times the PRG, to protect against multiple 
chemicals. 'I 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 10.6 Page #: 10-8 to 10-9 Line #: all Code: C 
Original Comment #: 8 
Comment: This section is totally unacceptable. The way the text is written, by concurring with the 

OU1 ROD the State of Ohio would essentially be waiving any NRD claims against the 
DOE. Please remove this section in its entirety. 

Response: Comment Acknowledged. As previously addressed in comments associated with the 
Operable Unit 4 Record of Decision, it is DOE's position that the inclusion of this 
section is necessary and appropriate as it summarizes information presented in the OU1 
FS/PP and is required to be analyzed as a potential impact under the NEPA statute. It 
is DOE's understanding that Ohio EPA's concern lies within the first paragraph text, 
which refers to securing the exclusion discussed in CERCLA Section 107 (Q(1). 

DOE is committed to proactively soliciting input from all appropriate stakeholders (e.g., 
Natural Resource Trustees) to ensure that actions at the FEMP will be conducted in a 
manner protective of human health and the environment; and will avoid or mitigate 
natural resource impacts to the extent practicable. 
Page 10-8, line 17. Section 10.6 will remain as part of the OU1 Record of Decision, 
however, reference to securing the CERCLA Section 107 (f)(l) exclusion will be deleted. 
The first paragraph has been revised to read, "Natural resources and associated services 
would be permanently committed as a result of implementing the selected remedy. These 
commitments not only include the resources and land, but also the services they provide 
as well." 

Action: 
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section,#: , A.2 Page #: A-2-9 Line #: 23-27 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 9 
Comment: Update the response to Summary Comment Id with regard to the current status of the 

waiver. 

Response: Agree. 
Action: Page A-2-9, lines 23-27. Lines 24, 25, 26, and 27 have been deleted. The response 

now reads: "An exemption request to DOE Order 5820.2A has been approved by DOE 
Headquarters, Office of Waste Management, so that Operable Unit 1 pit wastes can be 
disposed at a permitted commercial waste disposal facility." 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: A.2 Page #: A-2-16 Line #: 22-25 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 10 
Comment: The requirement for a new public comment period only occurs when a ROD Amendment 

is conducted. The section should be revised to delete discussion of the Explanation of 
Significant Difference, since an ESD would not be appropriate under this scenario. 

Response: Agree. 
Action: Page A-2-16, line 24. The following text has been deleted: "or Explanation of 

Significant Differences". The rest of the sentence remains intact. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: A.2 Page#: A-2-17 Line #: 2-5 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 11 
Comment: The ROD should not discuss expectations with regard to another OU's remedy. The text 

should be revised to state what is factual (e.g., "the preferred alternative in the OU2 
Proposed Plan..."). 

Response: Agree. 
Action: Page A-2-17, line 2. The sentence has been changed to, "The preferred alternative in 

the Operable Unit 2 Proposed Plan includes designing and locating an on-site disposal 
facility that will be used for disposal of Operable Unit 2 materials that will remain at the 
FEMP." 
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: A.2 Page #: A-2-36 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 12 
Comment: It would seem DOE's response to comment #3e could be more committal. Ohio EPA 

believes it would be appropriate for DOE to at least commit to not storing loaded cars 
at Shandon yard. This would show a good faith effort on DOE's part to incorporate 
substantial public comments into the ROD. 

Comment Acknowledged. DOE acknowledges public concern with regard to storing 
loaded rail cars at the Shandon Switchyard. However, to commit to fine details of 
management of the railcars prior to detailed.design may cause additional logistic problems 
and construction on site and off site that would in turn increase costs while not increasing 
safety. DOE, however, does acknowledge that the current state of evaluation and 
information concerning the Shandon Switchyard suggests that the use of that switchyard 
for long-term storage of loaded railcars is not a viable option. DOE has committed to 
keep the public involved in and informed of any decisions made regarding use of the 
Shandon Switchyard. 

Response: 

Action: No Action. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: Appendix B Page #: Line #: Code: M 
Original Comment 8: 13 
Comment: DOE has failed to incoporate sufficient RCRA ARARs. The section should be revised 

to include RCRA ARARs and TBCs for hazardous waste treatment and HWMU closures. 
At a minimum hazardous waste will be generated from Waste Pit 4, which must undergo 
HWMU closure. 

Response: Agree. Additional relevant and appropriate requirements include (1) HWMU post- 
closure requirements mandated by 40 CFR 264 Subpart G (40 CFR 264.117, OAC 3745- 
55-17, 40 CFR 264.119, and OAC 3475-55-19); (2) SWMU corrective action 
requirements mandated by 40 CFR Subpart S (40 CFR 264.552 and 40 CFR 264.553) 
and (3) HWMU closure requirements mandated by 40 CFR 264 Subpart G (OAC 3745- 

Appropriate citations have been added to Appendix B. 
55-11 to OAC 3475-55-16). 

Action: 
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: App-B, Table B-2 Page #: B-10 Line#: . Code: C . 
Original Comment #: 14 
Comment: The requirements under OAC 3745-17-07 are incorrectly cited. Discharges may not 

exceed 60% opacity for greater than 6 minutes. 

Response: Agree. Visible particulate emissions from any stack may exceed 20 per cent opacity, as 
a six-minute average, for not more than six consecutive minutes in any 60 minutes, but 
shall not exceed 60 per cent opacity, as a six-minute average, at any time. 
The citation has been modified to reflect the statement made above. Action: 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: App-B, Table B-2 Page #: B-10 Line #: Code: C , 

Original Comment #: 15 
Comment: The citation for 40 CFR 61.92 should be revised to include 60.90 through 60.97. The 

additional sections define monitoring requirements. 

Response: Comment Acknowledged. DOE cited tu) CFR Part 61, Subpart H - National Emission 
Standards for Emissions of Radionuclides Other Than Radon From Department of Energy 
Facilities in its entirety. in Table 3. This citation includes all monitoring requirements 
mandated in 40 CFR 61.90 to 61.97. 
Table B-3, page B-25. The citation, "40 CFR 61.90 to 61.97" has been added to the 
table. 

Action: 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: App-B, Table B-3 Page #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment # 16 
Comment: 

Response: 

Action: 

An' additional action specific ARAR should be 40 CFR 60.670 Subpart 000. This 
ARAR addresses standards for the use of a crusher. 
Agree. 40 CFR 60.670 Subpart 000 should be considered as a relevant and appropriate 
requirement relating to the construction and operation of the crusherldryer system. 
Text has been added to Table B-3. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: App-B, Table B-3 Page #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 17 
Comment: 

Response: 
Action: 

An additional action specific ARAR should be OAC 3745.31-05(A)(3) which requires all 
new source employ Best Available Technology (BAT) for minimizing air emissions. 
Agree. BAT requirements mandated under OAC 3745-3 1-O5(A)(3) are applicable. 
The citation for OAC 3745-3145(A)(3) has been changed to reflect that it is an 
applicable requirement. 
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: App-B, Table B-3 Page #: B-26 Line #: Code: C 
Origind Comment #: 18 
comment: 

Response: 

Action: 

The standards referenced for OAC 3745-17-11 are only for sources existing prior to 
1/1/74. For all new sources BAT applies and standards are developed upon BAT ability. 
Thus it is likely that emission standards may be substantially lower than those listed. 
DOE will be required to prove that scrubbers and condensers are BAT. It is possible 
DOE may be required to use fabric filters and an oxidizer to achieve BAT. 

Comment Acknowledged. New air contaminant sources are required to install BAT in 
accordance with OAC 3745-3 1-05(A)(3) and therefore, emissions from these sources will 
be substantially less than those cited. Based upon DOE’S initial evaluation, we have 
determined BAT for both radiological and inorganic particulate emissions will consist of 
HEPA filtration with a designed dontrol efficiency of 99.97 percent at 3 microns. The 
need for additional control equipment will be evaluated during the Remedial Design phase 
of the project. Additional information on how the substantive BAT requirements for the 
project will be met will be supplied with the RD and RA Workplans for OU1. 
Reference to OAC 3745-17-1 1 has been deleted. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: App-B, Table B-3 Page #: B-26 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 19 
Comment: With regard to OAC 3745-21-07(G)(2), it is current Ohio EPA policy to consider all 

VOCs to be photochemical reactive materials. 

Response: Comment Acknowledged. DOE is aware it is current OEPA policy to consider all VOCs 
to be photochemical reactive materials. VOC emissions from the dryer system will be 
controlled in accordance with the requirements of the standard. 
Citations pertaining to OAC 3745-21-07(G)(2) have been changed to reflect that all VOCs 
are considered to be photochemical reactive materials. [Specific citations to be provided.] 

Action: 
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DECLARATION STATEMENT 

SITE NAME AND LOCATION 

Fernald Environmental Management Project (FEMP) Site - Operable Unit 1, 

Hamilton and Butler Counties, Ohio 

!3TATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE 

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for Operable Unit 1 of the FEMP site in 
Hamilton and Butler Counties, Ohio. Operable Unit 1 consists of Waste Pits 1 through 6, the Bum 

Pit, the Clearwell, and associated environmental media (excluding groundwater). 

This remedial action was selected in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 

Compensation, and Liability Act, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 

of 19.86 (SARA) (hereinafter jointly referred to as CERCLA), and to the extent practicable, the 

National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300. 

U-7 In making this decision, OEI integrated the National Environmental 

v,alues into the CERCLA remedial process. Through DOE's integration, the Policy Act 

Feasibility Study and the Proposed Plan also comprised DOE's Environmental Assessment. However, 

it is not the intent of DOE to make a statement about the legal applicability of NEPA to CERCLA 

actions. 

The decision is based on the information available in the administrative record for this site. 

The State of Ohio concurs with the selected remedy. 

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from Operable Unit 1, if not addressed by 

implementing the response action selected in this Record of Decision, may present an imminent and 

substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment. - 
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The glacial overburden exposed at the surface has a relatively low permeability. ‘Therefore, most of 

the precipitation that falls on it is lost to evaporation and surface water runoff. Heterogeneous and 

asymmetric pockets of silty sand and gravel within the glacial overburden contain zones of perched 

groundwater. Perched groundwater is separated from the underlying aquifer by the surrounding, 

relatively impermeable clay/silt components of the overburden. These low-permeable units behave as 

an aquitard that can store groundwater but transmit it slowly downward from one more porous 

saturated zone to another. Depth to perched groundwater at the FEMP site ranges from 0.3 to 4.5 

meters (1 to 15 feet) below the land surface. This measurement can fluctuate seasonally by up to 3 

meters (10 feet) at a single location. The highest water levels occur during the early spring and the 

lowest during the late fall. Based on the conceptual model for groundwater flow, perched 

groundwater is likely discharging westward to the bank of Paddys Run and southward in the east-west 

drainageway. 

, 

1.5 ECOLOGY 
Ecological communities on the FEMP site consist of grazed and ungrazed pastures, two pine 

plantations, deciduous woodlands, riparian woodlands, and the “reclaimed flyash pile area.” The 

reclaimed flyash area coincides approximately with the South Field and the inactive Flyash Pile, 
which is considered to be a distinct habitat due to the unique plant and animal species composition. A 

total of 47 species of trees and shrubs, 190 species of herbaceous plants, 22 mammal species, 98 bird 

species, 10 species of amphibians and reptiles, 19 species of fish, 47 families of benthic 

macroinvertebrates, and 132 families of terrestrial invertebrates inhabit the FEMP site. 
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Typical grasses found on the FEMP site are red fescue, Kentucky bluegrass, timothy, and red top. 

Herbs include teasel, red and white clovers, and goldenrod. The dominant tree species in the pine 

plantations are the white and Austrian pine, with an occasional Norway spruce. Common trees in the 

tree species in the riparian woodlands are eastern cottonwood, hackberry, American elm, and box 

deciduous woodlands are white ash, American elm, shagbark hickory, and slippery elm. Dominant m 
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elder. The reclaimed flyash pile area is dominated by American elm, eastern cottonwood, and black 28 

locust. 29 
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undertaken to characterize the physical, chemical, and radiological properties of the site. These 

programs are discussed in detail in Section 2 of the Final Remedial Investigation Report for Operable 

Unit 1 and itemized in Table 2-1 of that report. 

In addition, operating records, waste inventories, drawings, other site documentation, and information 

obtained from long-time plant employees, were thoroughly reviewed to learn more about waste pit 
contents and to provide a basis for comparing the results of the sampling programs. 

0-4 2.3 OPERABLE UNIT 1 ACTIONS 

2.3.1 Removal Actions 

The Amended Consent Agreement also provided for the implementation of removal actions intended 

to address site conditions that pose an imminent threat to public health and welfare or the environ- 

ment. These actions were initiated to accelerate cleanup activities prior to find remedial actions. 

The following five removal actions have been conducted within Operable Unit 1: 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Removal Action No. 2: Waste Pit Area Runoff Control 
Removal Action No. 6: Control of Exposed Material in Pit 6 
Removal Action No. 11: Waste Pit 5 Experimental Treatment Facility 
Removal Action No. 18: Control of Exposed Material in Pit 5 
Removal Action No. 22: Waste Pit Area Containment Improvement 

Removal Action No. 2: Waste Pit Area Runoff Control 
This removal action can be broadly defined as management of radioactively-contamhted stormwater 

runoff from Operable Unit 1. Runoff from the concrete storage silos in Operable Unit 4 also was 

included in this removal action. The eight-phase removal action was completed in mid-1992. This 

removal action continues to provide runoff control and collection. The potentially contaminated storm 

water runoff is collected and pumped to the BioSurge Lagoon and the effluent treatment system before 

discharge to the Great Miami River. Thus, the potential for release of contaminants to the 

environment has been reduced. 
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the Waste it Area. The strategy consisted of a combination of written information and public 

workshops to solicit public input. 

The first workshop was held December 7, 1993, to follow up on the October 1993 submittal of the 

Draft Remedial Investigation Report for Operable Unit 1 to EPA and Ohio Environmental Protection 

Agency (Ohio EPA). The workshop focused on these issues: 

0 
0 
0 
0 

What is in the waste pits? 
What are the contaminants, and where are they going? 
What are the cleanup options being considered? 
How can the public become involved in decision making? 

. . .._ . ... . ...,. . 
The second informational workshop was held March 29, 1994, several weeks after the March 4, @@$ ..A. ..... . ......... Y 

submittal of the Draft Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan for Operable Unit 1 to EPA and Ohio 

EPA. The topics addressed in this workshop included: 

0 How does DOE propose to clean up the waste pits and how did DOE arrive at 
its recommendation? 

What are the risks of this proposed action? 
How can the public become involved in decision making? 

0 

0 

At the informational workshop held on March 29, 1994, members of the public focused their 

questions and concerns on transportation issues. Therefore, DOE offered a separate workshop on 

August 9, 1994, to address transportation issues. An advertisement to announce the workshop was 

published in the Harrison Press newspaper on August 3, 1994, and in the Cincinm' Enquirer and the 

J o u d  News newspapers on August 7, 1994. Additionally, flyers publicizing the August 9 workshop 

were mailed to approximately 300 members of the public listed on the Fernald mailing list. Topics 

addressed in the August 9 workshop included: 

0 
0 
0 
0 

What are the transportation alternatives? 
What are the routes and logistics? 
What emergency responsehotification plans are in place? 
How can-the public become involved in the decision-making? 
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At the August 9 workshop, stakeholders requested an opportunity to discuss their transportation 

concerns with representatives from CSX, a railway transport company. Therefore, a public 

availability session was held on August 16, 1994. Again, approximately 300 members of the public 

were mailed invitation letters. 

The Final Remedial Investigation Report for Operable Unit 1, the Final Feasibility Study for Operable 

Unit .1, and the Proposed Plan are available to the public in the Administrative Record locations at 

EPA Region V ofices in Chicago and at the Public Environmental Information Center. The notice of 

availability for public inspection of the Draft Remedial Investigation Report for Operable Unit 1 was 
published October 20, 1993, in the Cincinnati Enquirer, the Journal News, and the Harrison Press. 

The Final Remedial Investigation Report for Operable Unit 1 was published in August 1994. The 

notice of availability for the Draft Feasibility Study and the Proposed Plan for Operable Unit 1 was 

published March 9, 1994, in the Cincinnati Enquirer, the Journal News, and the Harrison Press. The 

Final Proposed Plan was published in August 1994; the notice of availability was published August 

10, 1994, in the Cincinnati Enquirer, the Journal News and the Harrison Press. The Final Feasibility 

Study for Operable Unit 1 was published in October 1994. 

U-4 A @-da#.public ...... . . . . .. .. . , ... comment period was held from August 10, 1994, to September 8, 1 9 9 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  \ . . . . . .. . ,.. .. . ......A ,.. 

In addition, a public meeting was held on August 23, 1994. At this meeting, reprzsentatives from 
DOE, EPA and Ohio EPA answered questions about the remedial alternatives under consideration for 

Operable Unit 1. A response to comments received during this period is included in the 
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Responsiveness Summary, which is part of this Record of Decision. This decision document presents 
the selected remedial action for Operable Unit 1 at the Fernald Environmental Management Project in 
Fernald, Ohio, chosen in accordance with CERCLA and, to the extent practicable, the National Oil 

t 

and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan. ; 

The Proposed Plan was submitted to the Tooele County, Utah, commissioners and to the State of 

Utah . The 

Proposed Plan also was distributed to the Nevada public including the State of Nevada and the local 

steering committee through the DOE Nevada organization. No comments were received. 
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U-7 pesticides and CBs) in those samples within the boundaries of Operable 

Unit 1. These contaminants correspond to the characteristics of waste material contained in the 

adjacent waste pits. Pesticides and herbicides were used throughout the lifetime of the waste pits for 

insect control (principally those waste pits with surface water present, Waste Pits 5 and 6) and 

weed/grass control. Because of the pesticide and herbicide use, their presence in the waste pits was 

anticipated. One sample exhibited a high concentration of polyaromatic hydrocarbons-. U-7 

Subsurface soil from four geologic zones was analyzed: (1) glacial overburden; (2) upper saturated 

sand and gravel layer; (3) lower saturated sand and gravel layer; and (4) the deep saturated sand and 

gravel layer. Principal radiological constituents found within the glacial overburden include uranium- 

238 and its progeny products (uranium-234, thorium-230, and radon-226). In the upper saturated 

sand and gravel layers, radionuclide activity concentrations were significantly lower than those found 

in the glacial overburden. One sample, obtained at a depth of 20.27 meters (66.5 feet), showed levels. 

of uranium-234 and strontium-90 slightly above background (i.e., levels of a chemical or radionuclide 

found in areas near the FEMP not affected by the site). No radiological constituents exceeded 

background levels'in samples from either the lower or deep saturated sand-and-gravel layer. 

5.3.2 Groundwater 

As previously indicated, groundwater, including perched water, is being investigated as part of 

Operable Unit 5. To provide an overview, however, a discussion of Operable Unit 1 groundwater 

contamination is presented here. Additional information can be found in Section 4 of the Final 

Remedial Investigation Report for Operable Unit 1 (DOE 1994b). 

Radionuclide Contamination 

All Operable Unit 1 1000-series monitoring wells, which are screened within the glacial overburden 

(see Section 4.4 of the Final Remedial Investigation Report for Operable Unit 1 for well locations) 

showed elevated concentrations of uranium isotopes. RIFS program samples indicate that the pattern 

of elevated uranium concentrations within Operable Unit 1 perched groundwater appears to be 

centered primarily in the vicinity of Waste Pit 1. An elevated uranium concentration was detected at 
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unwanted or adverse health effect at the exposure level considered and removes those chemicals not 1 

considered to be serious health threats to receptors. 

Briefly, the on-site chemicals identified as those most likely to be present as a result of Fernald's 

production activities and subsequently identified'by chemical analysis are called Constituents of 

Possible Concern-. This list is further evaluated to determine those chemical toxins that are a 

possible risk to human health and the environment. Those chemicals on the list that are normally 

present in the environment, are produced as artifacts durhg chemical analysis, or are known not to 

produce unwanted toxic effects at the levels found on site, are removed from the list. This new list of 

chemicals is called contaminants of potential concern, known as CPCs. The Baseline Risk 

Assessment is performed based on this list of CPCs, and the resulting quantitative assessment reveals 

the COCS). 

Three categories of CPCs were found: radionuclides, inorganic chemicals and organic compounds. 

Most of the 13 radioactive CPCs retained were of the uranium and thorium decay series. Inorganic 

CPCs included silver, arsenic, lead, copper and cyanide. Organic chemicals retained in the CPC list 

include polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), dioxins, furans and 

various organic solvents used on-site. (Refer to Appendix E of the Final Remedial Investigation 

Report for Operable Unit 1 [DOE, 1994a1, Section E.2 for a complete listing of CPCs.) 

6.1.2 Exposure Assessment , 

The exposure assessment identifies the sources and pathways of exposure and ,possible receptors under 

different land-use scenarios. First, sources of exposure, or source terms, were identified as being the 

waste pit materials in Waste Pits 1 through 6, the Bum Pit, and the Clearwell; surface water in Waste 

Pits 5 and 6 and the Clearwell; and surface soil within the Operable Unit 1 study area. 

Two source term configurations were considered: the current and future source terms. The current 

source-term configuration considers the Waste Storage Area as it exists today. 
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pathway, the resultant value is the hazard index (HI). If the ratio of estimated intake to the acceptable 

intake is greater than one, the site-related intake is assumed to have a potential of inducing non- 

wcinogeric toxic effects. 

6.1.4 Risk Characterization Results 

Summary results of the baseline risk assessment by land use are presented in this section. These 

results may be compared to the ranges of generally acceptable risk under CERCLA, which are an 

incremental lifetime cancer risk of one in one million (lo") to one in ten thousand (lo4) or a Hazard 

Index equal to or less than one. Based on the baseline risk assessment results, chemicals that 

contribute an ILCR greater than one in one million (lxl@ or a hazard quotient greater than @$ :.:.:.:.:.:.:.: were 

identified. These chemicals were designated as COCs for the Final Feasibility Study for Operable 

Unit 1 (1994~); they are presented in Table 6-9. 

6.1.4.1 Current Land Use 

Current Land Use With Access Controls 

Three of the hypothetical receptors listed in Tables 6-1 and 6-2, the groundskeeper, the off-property 

farmer, and the off-property child, were evaluated under the assumption that both active maintenance 

and access controls continue. The maximally exposed individual in this case is the groundskeeper, 

with ILCR approaching one in ten thousand (103 (Table 6-2). These risks are dominated by . 

radiation exposures from isotopes of uranium, thorium, and radium in pit contents and surface soil. 
The hazard index of systemic toxic effects for the groundskeeper is less than one. Calculated risks to 

the off-property farmer are just over one in one million (lo"), while calculated risks to the resident 

child are well below one in one million (lo4). The HI for both the farmer and child are less than 

one, so no increase in impact of non-carcinogenic toxic effects is expected. 

Current Land Use Without Access Controls 

If access controls are relaxed, two additional hypothetical receptors are assumed to become plausible - 
the trespassing youth, and the off-property user of meat and milk. The greatest health effects are 

expected to occur to the off-property user of meat and milk products. Most of the total calculated 

risks to this receptor (about one in one thousand [ are from the uptake of PCBs by grazing - 
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approximately 1.3 million cubic yards of cement-solidified waste. Remedial action components of 

drying ,within Alternative 4B which are identical to Alternative 4A include site preparaiion, 

excavation, drying and treatment, on-property disposal in an above-grade cell (the cell would be 

larger), site restoration, access control measures and monitoring. The on-site O&M cost for 

Alternative 4B is approximately $280,796. O&M, including maintenance and repair, surveillance, 

and monitoring is estimated based on 30 years of O&M following remediation. O&M is included in 
the present worth value. 

U-7 7.2.4 Alternative 5A - Removal. Treatment (Thermal Drvind. and Off-Site DisDosal at the New&? 
RSt43WNTSt 

Capital Cost 
Present Worth (PW) 
Months of Operation 

$856,102,282 
$645,870,000 

60 

Alternative 5A is identical to Alternative 4A except that the vitrification is eliminated and, instead of 

on-site disposal, off-site disposal will be at the S+. The NTS is a DOE-owned 
facility that currently accepts low-level radioactive waste from DOE facilities for disposal. It is 

located approximately 3,219 kilometers (2,000 miles) from the F E W  site in an arid environment far 

from any population centers. For this alternative, the excavation rate would be limited by the 

capacity of the dryers. It is estimated that active waste processing would require approximately 5 

years. 

U-7 

Off-site disposal at the NTS involves drying and packaging the treated waste in sealed containers that 

comply with DOE and DOT requirements. The wastes would then be transported in accordance with 

all DOT requirements. 

For this alternative, the waste would be processed and treated by thermal drying to meet the waste 

acceptance criteria for disposal at the NTS. The dried waste would be sampled prior to shipment. 

Based on available data in the Final Remedial Investigation Report for Operable Unit 1 and NTS 

1 

2 

3 

4 

? 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

P 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

FER/OUlRODIBRI101116I95 8 : S k  ’ 7-6. 



FEMP-OUIROD-2 DRAFT FINAL 
January 26, 1995 

Alternative 5B is identical to Alternative 5A except that the treated waste would be shipped in bulk 
directly to a permitted commercial waste disposal facility. Under this alternative, the excavation and 

drying rate would be the same as Alternative SA. At this rate, active waste processing would require 

approximately 5 years. 

For this alternative, the waste would be processed and treated by thermal drying to meet the waste 

acceptance criteria of the disposal facility. Due to the heterogenous nature of the waste in the pits, 

. size reduction, homogenization, and blending would be required for uniform drying. The dried waste 

would be sampled prior to being loaded into the rail cars. Any waste determined by sampling to be 

RCRA waste would be packaged separately and then shipped to the commercial disposal facility. Any 

RCRA characteristic wastes that are identified during WAC sampling could be treated such that they 

are no longer RCRA regulated, leaving only radiological concerns for the WAC. As a contingency, 

if any isolated pockets of waste are ready for disposal that do not meet the waste acceptance criteria 

of the permitted commercial waste disposal facility, it could be disposed at the NTS as long as it ' 

meets the NTS waste acceptance criteria. Such alternative disposal would be allowed for up to 10 

percent of the total waste volume. 

It is possible that localized areas of RCRA characteristic wastes for metals and/or volatile organics 

could be encountered during remediation and, therefore, not meet the NTS waste acceptance criteria. 

In the event RCRA characteristic wastes are encountered during waste acceptance criteria sampling, 

treatment options could be employed. 

Simple modifications to the water 

treatment process, such as lime addition during the crushing phase of the process, would be 

undertaken to immobilize metals encountered. If a characteristic waste is treated such that it no 

longer demonstrates a hazardous characteristic, then it is no longer a RCRA hazardous waste. 

Therefore, any RCRA characteristic wastes that are identified during WAC sampling could be treated 

such that they are no longer RCRA-regulated, leaving only a radiological concern. Since the wastes 

of Operable Unit 1 are considered low-level radiological wastes that are acceptable for disposal at 

NTS, and since they can be treated for RCRA characteristics as noted above, it is anticipated that all 

waste could meet NTS waste acceptance criteria, if necessary. - 
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Environmentally significant releases from non-receiving units at Subtitle C treatment 
and storage facilities, and from all units at other-than-Subtitle C facilities, must also 
be addressed by a corrective action program prior to using any unit at the facility for 
the management of CERCLA wastes. 

EPA makes the final determination as to whether potential receiving facilities can receive CERCLA 

waste, with the.respective state in which the receiving facility is located, being an active participant in 

the decision-making process. In addition, the distinction between criteria for CERCLA wastes 

resulting from pre- and post-SARA decision documents has been removed. 

Review of applicable DOT regulations (49 CFR Parts 171-173) indicates there are currently no 

provisions that would prohibit shipments of the Operable Unit 1 waste from the site to the NTS or a 

permitted commercial waste disposal facility using either trucks or rail. In addition, there are no 
known transit state or local regulations that would categorically prohibit waste shipment. 

0- 1 

. 0-6 

In summary, the on-site disposal alternatives (4A and 4B) would require a waiver of the State of Ohio 

prohibition against disposal over a sole-source aquifer [OAC 3745-27-07@)(5)]; this regulation is an 

ARAR. The administrative feasibility of the off-site disposal alternatives (SA and 5B) are moderately 

difficult because of the transportation of wastes through a number of states and municipalities. There 

is no administration involved with the No-Action Alternative. 

- .  : -7. 
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Measures to minimize environmental impacts to on-property natural resources (e.g., wildlife and 

wildlife habitat, wetlands, floodplains, surface water, groundwater) have been identified in the Final 

Feasibility Study for Operable Unit 1 and the Proposed Plan and will be factored into the Remedial 

Design and Remedial Action. Operable Unit 1 remedial activities would not significantly impact 

floodplain areas at the FEW. The implementation of engineering controls (e.g., expeditious 

backfilling, silt fences, and hay bales) will minimize indirect impacts such as runoff and sediment 

deposition to the floodplain. All physically disturbed areas of the floodplain would be regraded to 

near original contours, resulting in no change to flood elevations. 

The temporary disturbance of on-property vegetation and wildlife habitat would result from 
excavation of pit waste and residual soil, utilization of the on-property borrow area, and construction 

of support facilities. Approximately 5.37 hectares (13.27 acres) of riparian habitat supporting 

potential habitat of threatened and endangered species and a wide variety of other flora and fauna 

would be impacted. Potential habitat of threatened and endangered species to be impacted include the 

Federally-endangered Indiana bat, and the state endangered slender fingergrass and mountain 

bindweed. Actual habitat of the state threatened Sloan's crayfish would also be impacted from 

increased sediment load into Paddys Run. 

Impacts to biotic resources from Operable Unit 1 Remedial Action activities would be offset by 

implementing mitigative measures in consultation with appropriate Federal and State agencies. The 

riparian habitat could be restored by planting riparian tree species such as sycamores and cottonwoods 

upon completion of remedial activities. 

j Shrub species could also be planted in the Operable Unit 

1 area to assist in the secondary successional process and wildlife boxes could be installed to re- 
establish mammal and bird populations. To mitigate the loss of Indiana bat habitat, snags 

(transplanted dead trees) could be placed along Paddys Run, upstream of the Waste Storage Area. 

Slender fingergrass and mountain bindweed could be relocated to suitable habitat elsewhere in the 

State of Ohio. 
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u-1 

source aquifer by EPA upder the provisions of the Safe Drinking Water Act. 
A release from Operable Unit 1 wastes could have significant impacts on this 
valuable resource:% 

The third factor is the fact that, at the NTS and at the representative 
permitted commercial waste disposal facility, there are no usable groundwater 
resources, surface water resources or residences within many miles of the 
disposal location. Because of these factors, the potential impacts of a release 
at the NTS or the representative permitted commercial waste disposal facility 
are considered to be less significant than for a similar scenario with on-site 
disposal. This statement considers the presence of the sole-source Great 
Miami Aquifer beneath the FEMP and the relatively large number of 
potential human and ecological receptors in the vicinity of the FEMP. It is 
also noted that, due to area demographics, there is a greater long-term 
potential for intrusion into an on-site disposal cell. In the future event that 
facility institutional controls broke down, the FEW would be attractive for 
various uses, including agriculture. This is not the case for the potential off- 
site disposal locations. 

0 

The selected alternative, with disposal at a permitted commercial disposal facility, has a slight cost 

advantage compared to cement solidification and on-site disposal. As stated above, there is a larger 

cost advantage compared to vitrification and on-site disposal and also compared to disposal at NTS. 
Cost is the major difference between the off-site disposal alternatives. It is the cost advantage of 

disposal at a permitted commercial facility which led to the identification of the selected alternative 

over use of NTS. 

Short-term effectiveness of the action alternatives was approximately equal so this criterion did not 

factor into the remedy selection significantly. Reduction of mobility, toxicity, and volume through 

treatment is actually greater for the alternatives involving vitrification and cement solidification. This 
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advantage was offset, however, by the advantages of the selected alternative relative to 

implementability, long-term effectiveness and permanence and cost. 

The State of Ohio concurs with this selected alternative, thus satisfying the requirements for state 

acceptance. As discussed in Section 3, the community has been informed of progress and involved in 

community beli'eves the remedy should be implemented. Most public comments received focused on 
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6 decisions affecting the selection of the selected alternative. Community comments indicate the 
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' implementation of the remedy, not selection. Only two comments questioned the selection. All 

comments received during the public comment period are provided and responded to in the 

Responsiveness Summary (Appendix A). 

10.5 PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCPAL ELEMENT 

The selected remedy utilizes treatment by thermal drying as a principal element. As discussed above, 

this treatment satisfies several objectives. It has the potential to achieve a slight waste volume 

reduction by removal of excess interstitial pore water. This remedy also reduces the potential of 

contaminant migration from a disposal facility by removing contaminated leachate that would 

otherwise be available for migration. The treatment thermally desorbs volatile organic contaminants 

present in the waste and, thereby, reduces the toxicity of the wastes themselves. Finally, thermal 

drying facilitates more efficient waste handling through the remedial process and facilitates meeting 

disposal facility waste acceptance criteria. 

10.6 IRREVERSIBLE A N D  IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Natural resources and associated services would be permanently committed as a result of 

0-8 implementing the 

Implementing the selected remedy would permanently commit 4.7 hectares (1 1.6 acres) of land at the 

representative permitted commercial disposal facility for disposal. 

Approximately 5.37 hectares (13.2 acres) of riparian habitat and associated species along Paddys Run 
at the FEMP property would be permanently disturbed during excavation and regrading activities. An 

example of mitigation activities that could restore the riparian habitat includes planting native riparian - 
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0-9 

Protection Agency; the contingency plan, and any potential inconveniences to local residents and on- 
site employees resulting from remedial activities. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Irene Lewis: Verbal Comments. Public Meeting TranscriDt. uage 80. line 24. and uage 81. lines 1-8 

“I think these are some of the things that we really want to look at is how did you 
corn to this decision, and that’s throughout here. So my comment is that I would like 
to see more specifics go into this plan. You know, a law is one thing, how it’s 
implemented is another. 

I would like to see the implernentatim steps spelled out. How you’re going to do 
this. ,, 

~~ 

SUMMARY COMMENT #Id Exemption from DOE Order 5820.2A 

Members of the public and the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency expressed concern that DOE’S 

Proposed Plan for Operable Unit 1 identified a commercial disposal facility as part of the Preferred 

Alternative; yet, DOE Order 5820.2A does not allow for disposal of DOE waste at a commercial 

disposal facility. 

DOE RESPONSE #Id 
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1 

Lisa Crawford: Written Comments 

"With regard to DOE developing a Proposed Plan calling for disposal of the 0.U.I 
waste at a commercial facility and yet DOE has yet not addressed the issue of DOE 
Order 5380.2A [sic]. We understand that a waiver of this order has been requested, 

A-2 -9 -a 
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but that DOE headquarters has not yet acted on it. l3is issue needs to be resolved and 
written in stone prior to the finalizing of the Operable Unit 1 ROD. I )  

Pamela Dum: Written Comments 

"lhe preferred alternative is for disposal at a commercial facility. What is the status 
of the request for a waiver to DOE Order 5280.2A [sic] which prohibits disposal at a 
commercial facility? 

' 

Ohio EPA: Written Comments. dated Aumst 24. 1994 
' 

"Ohio EPA is concerned that DOE has developed a Proposed Plan calling for 
disposal of the OUl waste at a commercial facility, yet DOE Order 5280.2A [sic] 
precludes disposal at a commercial faciliq. Ohio EPA understands that a waiver of 
this Order has been requested, bur DOE Headquarters has failed to act upon it. DOE 
HQ must address the need for a waiver of this Order. Ohio EPA expressed concerns 
with DOE3 failure to address this issue during the development of the OU3 Interim 
Record of Decision and Proposed Plan. At that time DOE committed to addressing 
issues precluding disposal at Envirocare within OUI. To date DOE has not met this 
commitment. Ohio EPA believes that DOE must complete the waiver of this Order 
and address other issues precluding disposal at Envirocare prior to finalizing the OUl 
ROD. Ihe need for DOE to take action on its own waiver is especially relevant 
considering DOE is asking USEPA to waive Ohio's Solid Waste Siting Criteria for on- 
site disposal of other operable unit wastes. Ohio EPA 's suppon of such a waiver 
could only be considered once DOE hasfitlflled the commitment to waiving 5280.2A 
[sic]. " 

SUMMARY COMMENT #le Alternate Remedial Strategy 

One commentor suggested dividing Operable Unit 1 into two units. The commentor felt that doing so 
would support two different remedial strategies: one strategy for more highly radioactive wastes and 
another strategy for less radioactivehazardous waste. The cornmentor thought this division could 

reduce the need for material to be placed in an off-site disposal facility. 

DOE RESPONSE #le 

u-9 
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11 

12 

13 

On-site disposal of portions of waste would still result in a large volume of material over the Great 

Miami Aquifer, which could be adversely impacted in the long term in the event of releases. No 
such concern exists at the representative permitted commercial disposal facility, where there is no 14 

IS 

16 

usable groundwater resource and no surface water or nearby residential populations. Moreover, the 

disposal facility lies within a 10 mile x 10 mile area specifically zoned by the State of Utah for waste 

disposal. This permit has been publicly reviewed. Thus, to the extent that Operable Unit 1 meets the 17 

18 I waste acceptance criteria of that facility, the public has already agreed with the determination that that 

site would be used to dispose of low-level radioactive wastes. Accordingly, the certainty that long- 

term protectiveness will be maintained is greater for the Selected Remedy than for alternatives in 

which all or a portion of the wastes are disposed on site. 

As discussed in DOE’S response to Comment lb, the implementability of vitrification is adversely 

impacted by the extreme heterogeneity of the waste pit contents, which makes operational control of 
waste processing very difficult. The preference for off-site disposal for all Operable Unit 1 wastes 

was not based on a conclusion that vitrification would not be effective, but rather that the 

uncertainties associated with vitrification and on-site disposal are greater thaq the uncertainties 

associated with the Preferred Alternative. This statement applies to all Operable Unit 1 waste. It is 

again emphasized that DOE’S concern with vitrification is very specific to the extremely 

heterogeneous Operable Unit 1 wastes. It is also noted that the State of Ohio - prohibition on 
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construction of hazardous waste landfill facilities over a sole-source aquifer would still apply if only a 

portion,of the wastes were to be disposed on site. While the State of Ohio has indicated that they 

believe on-site disposal of some FEMP wastes may be appropriate, they have consistently maintained 

that all Operable Unit 1 wastes should be disposed off site. 
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SUMMARY COMMENT #lg Cost Estimates in the Operable Unit 1 Feasibility 
Study 

One commentor expressed concern that the Operable Unit 1 Feasibility Study cost estimates were 

biased in such a way that advanced technologies other than drying would not appear as attractive and 

would be screened out of the selection process unfairly. 

DOE RESPONSE #lg 

Within the Operable Unit 1 Feasibility Study for Operable Unit 1, DOE evaluated advanced 

technologies for potential selection (see Sections 2 and 3). Vitrification, an example of an advanced 

technology, was evaluated extensively within the Feasibility Study, particularly within Chapter 4. A U-11 

. . .  . . ... 

Vitrification of Operable Unit 1 waste was not eliminated out solely on the basis of cost. DOE has 

implemented and is implementing treatability studies to support feasibility studies for Operable Units 

1, 4, and 5. In all cases, the appropriate technology came out of the screening. 

Cost estimators and engineers responsible for the conceptual design were aware of the vitrification 

demonstration facilities considered for use and operating at DOE'S Savannah River, Hanford, West 

Valley, and Oak Ridge sites. Treatability studies considering vitrification were performed as an 
adjunct to the Operable Unit 1 Feasibility Study process and a report of the results are attached to the 

Feasibility Study (see Appendix C of the Feasibility Study). However, a full-scale facility for 
- 
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vitrification of radioactive wastes similardo those of Operable Unit 1 has not yet been constructed. 1 

Thus, there is no comparable base of operating and design data on which to base conceptual designs 

and associated cost estimates; the Operable Unit 1 Feasibility Study cost estimates are necessarily 

heavily based on the judgement and experience of the engineers and cost estimating staff. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

I 

All of the Feasibility Study cost estimates, including those for the use of vitrification at Operable 

Unit 1, were extensively reviewed by DOE and the Environmental Protection Agency. One reason 
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that the cost of vitrification appears to be high is that size reduction and waste drying are required 

before vitrification can proceed. 

Cost estimates in the Operable Unit 1 Feasibility Study are used to eliminate remedial alternatives that 
are significantly more expensive than competing alternatives, but do not offer commensurate 

performance or health protectiveness. Estimates in the Operable Unit 1 Feasibility Study are 

considered to be order-of-magnitude, because of the uncertainties in the information used to develop 

the estimates. Specifically, the cost estimates were developed with an intended accuracy range of 

-30/+50 percent as prescribed by the Environmental Protection Agency guidance. DOE believes that 

the cost estimates in the Operable Unit 1 Feasibility Study fall within this range of accuracy and 

thereby are appropriate for their intended use. 

Finally, an analysis of the implementability of vitrification for the (approximately) 640,OOO cubic 

yards of (in place) waste requiring remediation within Operable Unit 1 was made (see the analysis for 

Alternative 4A). When evaluating each alternative against the criteria prescribed by Environmental 

Protection Agency guidance, the Preferred Alternative (waste drying and off-site disposal at a 

permitted commercial disposal facility) was determined to be effective at reducing risks to potential 

receptors and determined to be technically implementable for the expenditure required. 

u-10 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS #lg 

William Lewis Jr.: Written Comments 

"FERMCO has steadfastly maintained the position of not using advanced technologies 
for remediation. m e  cost and time estimutes for this construction type of remediation 
were crafied to make other technologies look less attractive. These estimates, os well 
as the engineering back up, should be challenged and closely evaluated as to 
adequacy, validity, and fairness.. . 
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. . . Technologies such as soil washing and virrification oger signif cant volume 
reductions, durable waste forms, and signif cantly reduced containerization, 
transponation, and disposal costs (not to mention a reduced risk for exposure during 
an accident scenario). These savings have not been fairly evaluated or publicized. 
Cost estimates used in the OUl FS for vitrification do not appear to be anywhere near 
realistic. Were these estimates based on actual pilot scale vimification runs? If not, 
what type of data were used to develop these estimates, and how old was the data?" 
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I 1 

2 
- 
SUMMARY COMMENT #lh On-Site Disposal Issues 3 

Although the Preferred Alternative does not include on-site disposal, portions of some comments 

Alternative could not be implemented, the commentors did not want on-site disposal of Operable 

commentor inquired about possible integration of a single on-site disposal cell versus a disposal cell 

for each operable unit. Commentors were generally opposed to on-site disposal of Operable Unit 1 

waste and opposed to a waiver of the State of Ohio prohibition against siting a waste disposal facility 

over the sole-source drinking water aquifer which underlies the FEMP. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

DOE RESPONSE #lh . 14 

referred to the possibility of on-site disposal of Operable Unit 1 wastes. In the event the Preferred 

Unit 1 pit material to be considered and expressed the need to review alternative plans. Another 

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ opposition to on-site disposal alternatives and to waiving the 

prohibitions against siting a hazardous waste facility over a sole-source drinking water aquifer for 

disposal of Operable Unit 1 waste. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

In the unlikely eventnew information that could adversely affect implementation of the Preferred 

Alternative is discovered after the Operable Unit 1 Record of Decision is approved, another 

alternative could be selected. Changing the current Operable Unit 1 Preferred Alternative would be 

considered a fundamental change under the National Contingency Plan. When a fundamental change 

is proposed, the lead agency (in this case, DOE) is required to develop a Record of Decision 

prepare a new Responsiveness Summary. 

23 

24 

25 

26 

and to hold a new public comment period and . .  0-10 Amendment 

The Selected Remedy does not include provisions for on-site disposal of the Operable Unit 1 pit waste n 

material, itself. The Operable Unit 1 Feasibility Study evaluated alternatives that include on-site 

disposal, specifically an on-site cell for disposal of pit waste, as a component of the remedial action. 

The on-site disposal cell considered in the Operable Unit 1 Feasibility Study was for Operable Unit 1 

28 

29 

30 

only. This w k  becauseof uncertainties associated with mixing materials from other operable units 3.1 

32 
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and the need to provide a uniform basis of comparison among alternatives in the Operable Unit 1 

0-11 Feasibility Study. - 
. . . . Y... :.:<<.:.:.:.:.:+:jr. ........,A. ,.. . < .mg&md . .  ,..,..,..,..........A. .... >,.%.>7,>..,..?..... 

This on-site cell, however, will not include pit waste materials from Operable Unit 1. Some residual 

soils could be disposed of in this cell, as described in the Preferred Alternative. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS # lh  

Darrvl HuR Verbal Comments. Public Meeting TranscriDt. Daze 72. line 24. and Dage 73. lines 1-7 

"For example, what would happen ifthose unknown waste pit materials failed 
Envirocare 's acceptance requirements and the Nevada Test Site had previously closed 
it 3 [sic] doors to incoming waste? Finalizing an alternative plan would require 
public acceptance, but there is no mechanism for that that the public can see in 
writing. " 

Vickv Dastillunp: Written Comments 

"If for some reason the Sb alternative can 't be executed, the public needs to be able to 
comment on a nep plan. In pam'cular, I am opposed to on-site disposal of this OU 3 
waste and I would not like to see EPA grant a waiver for it. % Great Miami aquifer 
has already been contaminated with FEMP wastes. Our drinking water quality is too 
valuable a resource to be at risk from OU I waste. a 

Pamela Dunn: Written Comments 

"The alternatives listed with on-site disposal discuss the design and engineering of an 
on-site disposal cell. Is this cell in addition to or an expansion of the disposal cell 
planned for OU 2? 

SUMMARY COMMENT #li Conflict of Interest 

One commentor was concerned about conflict of interest situations between teaming partners 

supporting FERMCO and the representative permitted commercial waste disposal facility. 

FEWOU 1 RODIJLMIPUBCOM.TXTI01 I1 6/95 906sm A-2-17 
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DOE RESPONSE #li I 

DOE is not aware of any individual or team member within the FERMCO team with specific interests 

in, or current contracts with, the representative permitted commercial disposal facility. 
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3 
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