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Department of Eneragy
Fernaid Environmental Management Project
P. O. Box 388705
Cincinnati, Ohio 45238-8705
(513) 648-3155

OCT 201995
DOE-0992-96

Mr. James A. Saric, Remedial Project Director
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region V - 5HRE-8J

77 W. Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, lllinois 60604-3590

Mr. Tom Schneider, Project Manager
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
401 East 5th Street

Dayton, Chio 45402-2911

Dear Mr. Saric and Mr. Schneider:

NOTIFICATION OF SCHEDULE EXTENSION FOR SUBMITTAL OF THE REVISED OPERABLE
UNIT 5 RECORD OF DECISION

As recommended by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), and pursuant
to Section XVIII, Paragraph D of the Consent Agreement under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), the Department of
Energy (DOE) requests a scheduled extension of 20 days for submittal of the revised
Operable Unit 5 (OU5) Record of Decision (ROD). The extension will ensure that all issues
regarding on-site disposal of characteristic waste, and the Fernald Environmental
Management Project (FEMP) effluent limit for uranium will be resolved prior to submittal of
a revised document.

If you have questions or concerns, please contact Robert Janke at (513) 648-3124 or
Kathleen Nickel at (513) 648-3166.

Sincerely

Ww sy

FN:Nickel Johnny W. Reising
Fernald Remedial Action
Project Manager

Enclosure: As Stated
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Page 2
cc w/enc:

K. H. Chaney, EM-423/GTN

L. Griffin, EM-423/GTN

B. Skokan, EM-423/GTN

B. Barwick, USEPA-V, 5HRE-8

G. Jablonowski, USEPA-V, SHRE-8J
Manager, TSPP/DERR, OEPA-Columbus
F. Bell, ATSDR

D. S. Ward, GeoTrans

R. Vandergrift, ODOH

S. McClellan, PRC

D. Carr, FERMCO/52-5

R. D. George, FERMCO/52-2

T. Hagen, FERMCO0/65-2

W. A. Hertel, FERMCQ/52-5

M. A. Jewett, FERMCOQ/52-5

AR Coordinator, FERMCO

cc w/o enc:

C. Little, FERMCO
M. Yates, FERMCO
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FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT
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COMMENT CROSS REFERENCE LIST
AUGUST 1995 OPERABLE UNIT § ROD

1 U.S. EPA Saric Technical 1
2 U.S. EPA Barwick Original 1 7 72 27-33
3 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 1 713 72 32
4 U.S. EPA Barwick 2 7 7-1,7-10 13334, 12
5 U.S. EPA Barwick 3 7 7-10 38-39
6 U.S. EPA Barwick 4 7 7-13 20-21
i U.s. EPA Barwick s 8 8-2 13-14
8 U.S. EPA Barwick 6 8 811 58
9 U.S. EPA Saric General 2 9

10 U.S. EPA Sasic Genenl 3 9

11 US. EPA Saric General 4 9

12 U.S. EPA Saric General § 9

13 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 2 9.1.2 96 36

14 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 3 9.1.2 96 13-15

15 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 4 9.1.5 9-10 & 9-11

16 U.S. EPA Saric Specific S 9.1.8 9-15

17 U.S. EPA Barwick 7 9 9-15 2731

18 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 6 9.2 9-28 26-33

19 U.S. EPA Saric Genenal 1 9&11

20 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 7 10.1.2 103 19-24

21 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 8 10.1.4 10-S 182

22 U.S. EPA Barwick 8 10 10-5 2

23 U.S. EPA Barwick 9 10 105 32

24 U.S. EPA Barwick 10 10.2.2 10-7 thru 10-10

25 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 9 10.4 1012 11-15

26 U.S.EPA | Saric Specific 10 1 11-1 thru 113

27 U.S. EPA Barwick 12 A3 A3-138

28 U.S. EPA Barwick 11 R R1-R3
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RESPONSES TO U.S. EPA COMMENTS 72 2
ON THE DRAFT OPERABLE UNIT § RECORD OF DECISION

(AUGUST 1995)
0o
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric .
Section#: Pg.#: Line#: Code:

Original Technical Comment# 1
Comment: The above-referenced draft record of decision (ROD), dated August 1995, was
- submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) by the U.S.

Department of Energy (DOE). The ROD was reviewed to (1) determine whether it is
consistent with the proposed plan and remedial investigation and feasibility study
(RUFS) for Operable Unit 5 (OUS); (2) determine whether it was prepared in
accordance with Superfund regulations, policy, and guidance; and (3) evaluate the
technical and policy basis for any significant changes to the remedial action since
issuance of the QUS proposed plan.

The ROD is not consistent with the proposed plan and RI/FS, and insufficient technical
justification exists for the inconsistencies. However, the ROD is consistent with U.S.
EPA guidance on the whole. Three major issues in the ROD should be resolved before
it is finalized and signed by U.S. EPA and DOE. The first issue relates to elimination
of a discharge concentration limit for all the wastewater streams (treated and untreated
water) discharged to the Great Miami River. It is necessary to establish a discharge
concentration limit based on the mass discharge limit and expected rates of discharge
from the treatment plant and other wastewater sources. The second issue relates to
establishing remediation levels for perched water zone excavation instead of relying on
the narrative standard of excavating zones of perched water that threatens to
contaminate the Great Miami Aquifer. The third issue relates to designating a
corrective action management unit (CAMU) at FEMP and the need to identify the types
of RCRA hazardous waste that may be disposed of in the CAMU. In addition, stronger
language prohibiting disposal of non-FEMP waste in the on-site disposal cell should be
added to the ROD. General and specific review comments are presented below.

Response:  Responses (and actions) for the individual comments summarized in this general
comment will be provided below.

Action: See specific comments.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick
Section#: 7 Pg.#: 7-2 Line#: 27-33 Code:

Original Comment# 1

Comment: Page 7-2, lines 27-33. Will the retirement of wells be timed to coincide with
excavation of the perched water zones? -Or will all the wells be retired immediately
after issuance of the ROD? If the latter, will there be a significant period of time
wherein contaminated groundwater will migrate from the perched water zones? U.S.
DOE needs to better explain how this transition from removal to remedial response

: activities will be orderly as is required by 40 CFR § 300.415(f).

Response:  The retirement of the perched groundwater extraction wells is anticipated to occur
shortly after the signing of the ROD. Fate and transport modeling performed as part of
the Operable Unit 5 RI/FS indicated that the gray clay underlying the contaminated
perched water zones provides sufficient short-term protection to the underlying aquifer.
Because the RI/FS modeling also indicated that pumping the contaminated perched
water zones was an ineffective remediation method, excavation of the affected zones
was included in the selected remedy. Detailed justification for ending this removal
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action has been provided to EPA and OEPA under separate cover (i.e., letter from
Jack Craig to Jim Saric and Tom Schneider, “Evaluation of Removal Action 1:
Extraction of Water Beneath Fernald Environmental Management Project Buildings,”
dated September 13, 1995). DOE fully intends to meet the requirements of

40 CFR § 300.415(f). The transition to remedial activities will be described in the
Operable Unit 5 RD/RA work plans and associated documents.

Action: None required.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section#: 7.1.3 Pg.#:7-2 Line#: 32 Code:

Original Specific Comment# 1

Comment: The text states that wells pumping contaminated perched water will be retired from
operation following issuance of the ROD. DOE should justify this action and explain
why it will not be necessary to continue this removal action activity and integrate it
with the final remedial action.

Response:  This comment is similar to Comment 2 above. Please refer to the response to

Comment 2.
Action: None required.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick
Section#: 7 Pg.#:. 7-7, 7-10 Line#: 33-34, 1-2 Code:

Original Comment# 2

Comment: Page 7-7, lines 33 and 34 and Page 7-10, lines 1 and 2. These lines are identical and
appear to be a typographical error.

Response:  Agree, these sentences are duplicates.

Action: Delete the sentence at the top of pg. 7-10.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick
Section#: 7 Pg.#: 7-10 Line#: 38-39 Code:

Original Comment# 3
Comment: Page 7-10, lines 38 and 39. This sentence would be more accurate as follows:

"Remedial actions pursuant to Sections 104 or 106 of CERCLA must meet the cleanup
standards of Section 121 of CERCLA, including attainment of (or justification of a
waiver from) ARARs."

State and Federal requirements expressed as ARARs may, absent application of
- CERCLA, apply directly to remedial activities.
Response:  Agree.

Action: Replace lines 38-39 with the sentence written by the commentor.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick
Section#: 7 Pg.#: 7-13 Line#: 20-21 Code:

Original Comment# 4

Comment: Page 7-13, lines 20 and 21. Use of the term "treatment,” which is an environmental
term of art, is confusing in this context. The PCB Spill Cleanup Policy set forth in 40
CFR Part 761, Subpart G specifies cleanup levels and requires disposal of PCB
contaminated materials pursuant to 40 CFR Part 761, Subpart D (se¢ 40 CFR §
761.125(a)(2)) but does not set forth treatment standards. "Management” may be a

better term.
Response:  Agree.
Action: Delete the word "treatment” on line 21 and replace with *management.”
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick 7225

Section#: - 8 Pg.#: 8-2 Line#: 13-14 Code: _

Original Comment# 5

Comment: Page 8-2, lines 13 and 14. This seems to suggest that there may be some consolidation
and capping in place of contaminated materials and a separate on-site disposal unit. Is
this the intent?

Response:  No, this was not the intent; the lines of text identified by the commentor were
summarizing points for the full range of alternatives. To alleviate any confusion, the
sentence will be modified as discussed below.

Action: Modify sentence on pg. 8-2, line 13 with: ....consolidation with an earthen cover ("C"
alternatives) or in an engineered on-property disposal facility.... ("A" alternatives) or
...disposal facility (Alternative 1).

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick

Section#: 8 Pg.#: 8-11 Line#: 5-8 Code:

Original Comment# 6 :

Comment: Page 8-11, lines 5-8. As indicated in other U.S. EPA comments, this approach is not
acceptable. ‘

Response:  This comment reflects the need to update the agreement between the ROD remedy and
the Proposed Plan remedy as a result of successful resolution of outstanding issues
raised by both EPA and OEPA. As a result of these resolutions, Section 11.0, which
outlined modifications to the remedy from the Proposed Plan, is no longer needed.
DOE has revised page 8-11 (along with several others) to reflect the discussions held
with EPA and Ohio EPA concerning resolution of outstanding ROD issues.

Action: See revised pages 8-10, 8-11, 10-13, 10-14, and A.2-4 which have been revised to
reflect the successful resolution of outstanding issues; Section 11 has been deleted for
the same reason.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section#: 9 Pg.#. Line#: Code:

Original General Comment# 2

Comment: The ROD should establish the process for reporting and instituting corrective measures
for the groundwater extraction and treatment system and the advanced wastewater
treatment plant in the event that the 600-Ib/yr mass discharge limit, the discharge
concentration limit (to be established), or the in-stream concentration limit is exceeded.
The process should include installation and operation of additional treatment units
unless exceedances can be attributed to exceptional operating conditions.

Response: DOE has committed to preparing an Operations and Maintenance Plan to guide
extraction/reinjection and treatment system operations which will be submitted to EPA
for review and approval as a remedial design deliverable. This plan would define the
operating philosophy for these systems, establish the constraints of operation (i.e.,
conditions under which a given system must be operated or shutdown), and establish
the process for reporting and instituting corrective measures to address exceedances of
discharge limits. Text will be added to Section 9 referencing this remedial design
obligation.

Action: Add the following text on pg. 9-10, line 29: "The process for reporting and instituting
corrective measures for the groundwater extraction and treatment systems, in the event
discharge limits are exceeded, will be established as part of remedial design.”
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10. Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section#: 9 Pg.¥. : Line#: Code:

Original General Comment# 3

Comment: DOE added language to Section 9 of the ROD in an attempt to clarify the fact that non-
FEMP wastes will not be disposed of at FEMP. However, the language added to
Section 9 is not satisfactory because it merely states that the ROD gives no approval for
disposal of non-FEMP waste in the on-site disposal facility. U.S. EPA and OEPA need
an explicit commitment from DOE that it will not allow non-FEMP waste to be
disposed of at FEMP. The ROD should be revised accordingly.

Response:  Agree.

Action: Replace first sentence at the top of pg. 9-2 with: This ROD provides an explicit
prohibition to the placement of any waste generated off of the FEMP in the on-property

disposal facility.
11. Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section#: 9 Pg.#: Line#: Code:

Original General Comment# 4

Comment: The ROD proposes to excavate the perched water zones to the extent necessary to
eliminate threats to the Great Miami Aquifer. However, the ROD does not establish
remediation levels by which compliance with this objective can be measured. The
proposed plan identifies two criteria for determining perched water excavation zones:
(1) all perched water zones capable of yielding 1 gpm or more and (2) all perched
water zones that could cause contamination of the Great Miami Aquifer. The 1-gpm
yield criteria should be eliminated because the on-site land use is considered to be
undeveloped park. However, the ROD should identify perched water remediation
levels. In addition, the following items should be specified in the ROD: (1) the levels
of radioactive contaminants, volatile organic compounds, and other contaminants that
will necessitate excavation; and (2) the methods to be used for verifying that cleanup
levels have been achieved.

Response:  DOE agrees with the commentor that the 1 gpm criterion is not an appropriate
excavation criterion for the undeveloped park scenario, and that the perched
groundwater excavation for this scenario is to be based on the potential for cross-media
impacts to the underlying Great Miami Aquifer. However, DOE wishes to clarify that
the Proposed Plan did explain this properly on pages 36 and 25. The commentor’s
notation of the preseace of a 1 gpm criterion in the Proposed Plan appears to be in
reference to the citations provided on pages 19 and 23 — which apply to Land Use
Objectives 1 and 2 (i.e., where an on-property resident farmer is, by definition, under
consideration). For Land Use Objectives 3 and 4, the 1 gpm criterion is not applicable
as the commentor correctly notes and the Proposed Plan properly portrays. In response
to the second concern raised by the commentor, DOE desires to clarify that the perched
groundwater cleanup requiremeats have, by definition, been taken into account in the
establishment of the cross-media cleanup levels for soil, as explained in Section 4.0 and
Appendix F of the Operable Unit 5 Feasibility Study Report. By excavating to meet
soil cleanup levels that are intended to satisfy cross-media concerns, the twin objectives
of soil cleanup (i.e., to address the "reservoir” of subsurface contamination available
for cross media impact) and perched groundwater cleanup (i.e., to address the
“pathway” for cross media impact following contaminant dissolution from the soil) will
be satisfied. Separate remediation levels are therefore unnecessary because the soil
levels explicitly incorporate perched groundwater "pathway” concerns. The success of
perched groundwater remediation will be tracked by certifying that the Operable Unit S
soil clean-up levels (which explicitly take into account the potential for cross media
impact) have been met throughout the affected subsurface area. The ROD specifies

.‘.'.".{; S
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these soil cleanup levels and the remedial design process will delineate the final :
certification process to demonstrate that remedial action objectives have been achieved.
DOE acknowledges that the remedial design is subject to EPA and OEPA review for
concurrence in the procedures provided.

Action: None required.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section#: 9 Pg.#: Line#: Code:

Original General Comment# 5

Comment: The ROD proposes to designate the whole FEMP site as a CAMU. At the same time,
the ROD prohibits disposal of ignitable, reactive, and corrosive wastes in the on-site
disposal facility. The ROD should explicitly identify the types of RCRA wastes that
may be disposed of in the CAMU without meeting Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR) or
minimum technology requirements. Presumably these wastes would be listed either
hazardous wastes (which are readily identifiable) or characteristically toxic hazardous
wastes. This information is necessary to evaluate the need for the CAMU and to
identify all the waste types that may be disposed of in the on-site disposal facility.

Response:  The RCRA-regulated constituents found in soil (which is classified as remediation waste
under the CAMU rule) are identified in the table below. Waste acceptance criteria
(WAC), which prescribe protective concentration limits for constituents disposed of in
the on-property disposal facility, have been developed for each of these constituents.
All FEMP soil is expected to meet the WAC for these constituents; however, in
response to concerns raised by the OEPA regarding the on-property disposal of soil that
qualifies as RCRA characteristic waste, the DOE will analyze and treat as necessary
soil from six geographic areas where there is a reasonable potential that characteristic
waste may be in the soil. Please refer to Comment 30 for a complete discussion of
OEPA'’s comment and its resolution. The six areas of concern were identified based on
a review of the existing soil database and process knowledge and have been agreed to
by both EPA and OEPA. The six areas consist of the trap range, scrap metal pile area,
KC-2 warehouse area, the fill material located west of the silos on the Paddys Run
streambank, an area north of the maintenance building, and the abandoned sump west
of the pilot plant.

TABLE 9-2
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL RCRA-REGULATED CONSTITUENTS IN SOIL

Potential RCRA Listed Constituents in Soil Potential RCRA Characteristic Constituents in Soil

(Waste Code) (Waste Code)
Methylene chloride (F002) Barium (D00S)
Tetrachloroethylene (F002) Endrin (D012)
Toluene (FOQS) Heptachlor (DO031)
Trichloroethylene (F002) Heptachlor epoxide (D031)
1,1, 1-trichloroethane (F002) Hexachlorobenzene (D032)
Xylene (FOO03) Hexachloroethane (D034)
Hexachlorobutadiene (D033)
Lead (D008)
Methoxychlor (D014)
Nitrobenzene (D036)
Toxaphene (DO1S5)

Vinyl chloride (D043)
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Action:

To announce this strategy, revise the existing sentence on page 9-15, line 11 to read:

... characteristics of "toxicity," reactivity, ignitability, or corrosivity will not be placed -
in the on-property engineered disposal facility, “consistent with the strategy summarized
in the following paragraph.”

Provide the summary table above in Section 9.1.8 along with this new paragraph:

The RCRA remediation wastes identified for Operable Unit 5 are summarized in

Table 9-2. In parallel with the identification of these remediation wastes, DOE, EPA,
and OEPA have deemed the Operable Unit 5 soil that is contaminated at levels
sufficient to qualify as RCRA characteristic waste as a site-specific quantity of material
that offers a reasonable opportunity for treatment to satisfy the regulatory preference for
treatment contained in Section 264.552 of the CAMU rule. A review of historical
process data and site analytical data identified six geographic areas of the FEMP where
a reasonable potential exists for the presence of RCRA characteristic waste in soil.

- These areas are summarized in the remedy description for soil provided in

Section 9.1.1. Recognizing that a protective remedy has been selected for Operable
Unit 5 soil, coupled with the desire on the part of DOE, EPA and OEPA to satisfy the

' statutory preference for treatment, consensus has been reached by DOE, EPA, and

OEPA that these six geographic areas represent the locations where a reasonable
opportunity exists for cost-effective treatment. Additional details of this strategy and
the procedures for its implementation are provided in Section 9.1.1.

Strike the text on pg. 9-35, lines 1-6 as it is no longer necessary.

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

Section#:

9.1.2 Pg.#: 9-6 Line#: 3-6 Code:

Original Specific Comment# 2

Comment:

Response:

The text states that perched water from the sewage treatment plant area and the fire

" training area will be segregated and pretreated, if necessary, to address RCRA- listed

constituents. It is unclear why this approach is being used only for these two areas.
This approach should be used for all perched water at FEMP, especially in the
production plant area where RCRA-listed organics are present at high levels in perched
water. The ROD should be revised accordingly.

The approach to addressing the treatment of perched water evolved during the
negotiation of the pending OEPA’s Director’s Findings and Orders. This Director’s .
Findings and Orders is focused upon the integration of the closure process for regulated
RCRA units with response obligations under CERCLA and the Consent Agreement.
During these negotiations, available data was reviewed to help establish whether
identifiable contaminant plumes attributable to releases of hazardous waste or hazardous
waste constituents from the regulated RCRA units at the site could be distinguished
from areas of similar contamination attributable to de minimis process losses occurring
over the 37-year production history of the plant. Such regions of elevated
concentrations of hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents could not be
distinguished from other areas of elevated concentrations within the former production
area.

Clearly defined sources of releases of listed hazardous waste and hazardous constituents
could be identified at the fire training area and the sludge drying beds due to their
location away from the main Production Area. It was agreed during these negotiations
with the State of Ohio that the perched water encountered during excavation activities at
these two locations would be segregated and pretreated to address the listed components
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before being blended with the other wastewater streams at the FEMP. On the basis of
available groundwater sampling data, the constituents of concern at these locations are .
low concentrations of volatile organics. Pretreatment will involve processing the water
through carbon absorption columns prior to release to the advanced wastewater
treatment (AWWT) facility. Purge water from groundwater sampling activities in these
areas are currently drummed and pretreated at the VOC treatment system located in
Plant 8. It is anticipated that a small pretreatment system will be installed at the
AWWT facility as part of the planned expansion of the plant capacity. Flows
containing listed constituents from the fire training area and the sludge drying beds are
being preferentially segregated and pretreated so as to eliminate the need to invoke the
procedural requirements of the State of Ohio hazardous waste regulations (which would
be imposed for all AWWT residuals if the wastewater streams were commingled).

Perched water encountered during excavation activities in other areas will be directed to
the 400 gpm system of the AWWT facility. Within this system flows are routed
through flocculation/clarification, carbon absorption, and ion exchange before release to
the Great Miami River. Thus, treatment is provided for these streams, but a separate
pre-treatment step (like that required for the fire training area and sludge drying beds)
is unnecessary. Please see the Response for Comment 45 for a related issue raised by
OEPA.
Action: Add the following to page 9-6, line 3: ...transferred to the AWWT facility for

* treatment before discharge. Collected perched water containing volatile organic
compounds will be directed through a carbon absorption treatment system (or
equivalent) located at the AWWT facility. Perched water collected...

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section#: 9.1.2 Pg.#: 9-6 Line#: 13-15 Code:

Original Specific Comment# 3

Comment: The text states that limited pumping or trenching of perched water may be required to

» attain necessary remediation levels. However, no perched water remediation levels are
presented in the ROD. The ROD should identify the remediation levels for perched
water.

Response:  The hydraulic extraction methods (pumping and/or trenching) were included in the draft
ROD in case such methods might be needed to remediate the perched system (i.e., to
achieve the cross-media soil cleanup goals referenced in Comment 11), in the unlikely
event that excavation is not found to be technically implementable in all required areas
to all prescribed depths. In essence, the hydraulic extraction methods were included as
a "fall-back” remedial option if the preferred approach (excavation) ran into unforeseen
implementability problems. Excavation is clearly the preferred approach and DOE is
committed to its implementation; however, it was felt that a fall-back option should be
mentioned in the ROD to address unlikely (but potentially possible) events that can be
envisioned at this time. If for some reason the "fall-back” option of hydraulic
extraction is required, DOE recognizes it would still be obligated to pursue the same
cleanup standard as for excavation: cleanup of all soil and perched groundwater to
satisfy cross-media concerns. Therefore, the remediation levels in this situation are
identical to those for excavation, and are embodied in the soil cleanup levels listed in

the ROD.
Action: None required.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section#: 9.1.5 Pg.#: 9-10 & 9-11 Line#: Code:

Original Specific Comment# 4

Comment: Section 9.1.5 discusses treatment of discharges to the Great Miami River. The
following items should be added to Section 9.1.5: (1) the agreed-upon discharge
concentration limit and (2) an explanation of the process of instituting reporting and
corrective measures in the event that discharge limits both concentration- and mass-

based are exceeded.

Response: Section 9 has been updated to reflect the resolution of the 20 ppb issue raised by EPA
and OEPA. '

Action: See actions addressing Comments 9 and 19.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section#: 9.1.8 Pg.#: 9-15 Line#: Code:

Original Specific Comment# 5 :

Comment:  Section 9.1.8 describes the designation of the FEMP site as a CAMU. The text states
that ignitable, reactive, and corrosive characteristic hazardous wastes will not be
disposed of in the CAMU. The text should specify the types of listed and toxic
characteristic hazardous wastes that may be disposed of in the CAMU. -

Response:  See Response for Comment 12.

Action: See Action for Comment 12.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick
Section#: 9 Pg.#. 9-15 Line#: 27-31 Code:

Original Comment# 7

Comment: Page 9-15, lines 27-31. Why are the clean-up costs based upon a projected soil cleanup
period of 22 years instead of the accelerated 10 year schedule recently endorsed by
U.S. DOE Headquarters?

Response:  The clean-up costs portrayed in the ROD are consistent with the Proposed Plan and the
detailed cost estimates provided in the Operable Unit § Feasibility Study. The cost
estimates for the various alternatives were first developed in mid-1994 and provided in
the draft Feasibility Study in November 1994. These costs were based upon the
planning and budgeting available at that time. The cost estimates portrayed in the ROD
and the Feasibility Study are within the range of accuracy necessary to support the
RI/FS decision process. Detailed cost estimates are presently being developed for the
accelerated 10-year cleanup program to support the federal budgetary process. These
estimates will continue to be refined throughout the remedial design process.

Action: None required. Please see the Response and Action for Comment 40.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section#: 9.2 Pg.#: 9-28 Line#: 26-33 Code:

Original Specific Comment# 6

Comment: Section 9.2 discusses remedial action objectives and cleanup levels. The waste
acceptance criteria for "RCRA organics” (assumed to be toxic characteristic RCRA
hazardous organic waste) are not well defined. No numerical waste acceptance criteria
exist for most of the RCRA-based contaminants in the waste acceptance criteria table
(Table 9-6) in the ROD. The ROD proposes using hand-held instruments to identify the
presence of RCRA organics and proposes either (1) treating soil to meet site waste
acceptance criteria and disposing of soil contaminated with RCRA organics on site or
(2) treating the soil to meet LDR levels and disposing of the soil off site. The ROD
should explain more fully the program for identifying and quantifying RCRA organics.
The following items should be addressed: (1) the types of instruments that will be used
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to identify RCRA organics, (2) the levels of distinction among individual chemicals and
the quantification levels that each instrument is capable of achieving, and (3) the levels .
of RCRA organics that will trigger on-site treatment and disposal or off-site treatment
and disposal of contaminated soil.

Response:  This comment is directly related to the concerns raised by OEPA in Comment 30. In
that comment, OEPA expressed a need for DOE to treat soil that contains RCRA-
characteristic properties before disposal in the on-property disposal facility. As part of
the resolution to Comment 30, DOE, EPA, and OEPA reached agreement on an
implementation strategy for identifying and quantifying the RCRA-characteristic soil.
New language has been added to Section 9.1.1 of the ROD to reflect the agreements
reached. The additional text reflects the commitments made by DOE and denotes that
the remedial design process will establish the specific analytical protocols required to
comply with the implementation strategy. Also note that the response to Comment 25
provides additional information on the development of waste acceptance criteria for the

RCRA COCs.

Action: Please see the actions identified in Comment 30 and the clarifications provided in
Comment 25.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section#: 9& 11 - Pg.# Line#: Code:

Original General Comment# 1

Comment: The draft OUS ROD deviates significantly from the OUS proposed plan. The ROD
eliminates the 20 micrograms per liter (ug/L) of total uranium (U) maximum discharge
limit for the blended effluent made up of treated and untreated groundwater and
wastewater. The ROD retains (1) the maximum mass discharge limit of 600 pounds
per year (Ib/yr) of U and (2) the requirement that the in-stream U concentration in the
Great Miami River must not exceed the 10 risk level of 530 ug/L of U. The planned
extraction rate for the groundwater remediation system is 4,000 gallons per minute
(gpm). As discussed below, a maximum discharge concentration limit should be
established.

Of the two requirements, the 600 Ib/yr of U is predominant and makes the in-stream U
requirement nearly meaningless. Based on a discharge rate of 4,000 gpm to the Great
Miami River, the average U concentration of the effluent would need to be equal to or
less than 34 ug/L to meet the 600 Ib/yr mass discharge limit. Regarding the second
requirement for effluent discharge, effluent concentrations would need to be much
greater than 530 ug/L of U in order to exceed the allowable in-stream concentration
because compliance with the in-stream requirement is monitored outside the mixing
zone, allowing for effluent dilution by river water. The in-stream requirement appears
to allow for discharge of relatively high concentrations of U. DOE proposes to monitor
compliance with the 530-ug/L in-stream limit based on the weekly average
concentration.

The ROD does not specify how compliance with the mass discharge limit of 600 Ib/yr
of U will be determined. For U.S. EPA to ensure compliance with the mass discharge
limit and ensure against undetected discharge of relatively high concentrations of U into
the river, both the discharge flow volumes and the discharge U concentrations should
be measured on a regular basis. According to the ROD and U.S. EPA-approved
design, the groundwater extraction and treatment system must restore the groundwater
to beneficial use in a reasonable time. The system described in the ROD extracts
groundwater at a rate of 4,000 gpm. Taken together, the mass discharge limit and the
required restoration rate make it possible to calculate a discharge concentration limit.
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Response:

An average discharge concentration limit should be established that allows for
fluctuations in discharge flow rates and U concentrations while ensuring against
discharges of relatively high concentrations of U. The average discharge concentration
limit should then become an enforceable performance standard in the ROD. The ROD
should also be revised to state that the general restoration timeframe of 27 years or less
(as modeled in the FS) in order to establish a performance standard for the groundwater
extraction and treatment system. In addition, a monitoring program should be
established that requires DOE to measure both flow rates and U concentrations with a
24-hour continuous composite sampler so that compliance with both the mass discharge
limit and the discharge concentration limit can be analyzed daily.

The following information will be required for U.S. EPA, the Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency (OEPA), and DOE to agree on a discharge concentration limit:

1. A description of all waters that are ultimately discharged to the river. This
description should include the source, flow rate, concentration and location of
measurement of the effluent. This description should also specify the current
discharge sources and discuss how and when this will change in the future.

2. A description of the current and proposed treatment methods associated with all
' sources

3. A description of the treatment units (with cost estimates) potentially needed to
meet the 20-ug/L concentration limit

Discussions were held between representatives of EPA, OEPA and DOE on

September 5, 1995 about the need for a concentration-based discharge limit for

uranium. At this meeting DOE provided the agencies with handouts containing the

above-requested information. A copy of these handouts is provided as part of this

* comment response package. The handouts included the following information:

e  Characterization (with regard to average flows and uranium concentrations) of all
existing and projected wastewater streams contributing to the combined FEMP
discharges to the Great Miami River. These flow streams are characterized for
three discrete time segments related to the available treatment capacity at the site.

® A timeline of the projected FEMP treatment capacity available to address
groundwater considering all existing and planned site treatment systems.

® A brief narrative describing the treatment systems and their available/projected
. capacities.

e  Modeling projections of the expected effluent concentrations and annualized mass
discharge rates for uranium for a number of groundwater extraction/reinjection
scenarios.

In general these projections indicated that, for the groundwater extraction/reinjection
scenarios evaluated, a 20 ppb concentration limit and a 600 pound annual mass limit for
uranium could be attained under average operating conditions. DOE projected that
continuous attainment with these limits could not be assured for periods of exceptional
operating conditions.
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Discussions at the meeting centered on the basis for imposing a 20 ppb total uranium
discharge limit as a provision of the ROD. It was recognized that the application of
such a limit was not being considered as a required component of the remedy necessary
to ensure protectiveness. EPA considered such a limit an appropriate performance-
based requirement that appeared to be reasonably attainable for all groundwater
extraction/reinjection scenarios presently under consideration through the application of
a demonstrated wastewater treatment technology at a sensible level. At this meeting it
was recognized that such a limit, being performance-based, would need to accommodate
the exceptional operating conditions reasonably anticipated to occur over the duration of
the remedial action.

In consideration of EPA’s and OEPA’s desire for such a concentration-based limit to be
applied as part of the remedy, DOE agrees to adopt such a limit coupled with the
following modifying considerations:

e  The 20 ppb total uranium discharge limit would apply to the blended effluent
entering the Great Miami River and be based upon a monthly average discharge
concentration.

e  The 600 pound per year mass discharge limit for total uranium would become
effective beginning on January 1, 1998.

e  The 20 ppb total uranium discharge limit would become effective on
July 1, 1998.

e  The FEMP will be allowed to by-pass storm water directly from the retention
basin to the river for a period of up to 10 days per year to accommodate periods
of significant precipitation. The blended discharge concentration of uranium
during these 10 days will be considered in the 600 pound per year mass-based
limit, but will not be included in the monthly averaging for purposes of
demonstrating compliance with the 20 ppb concentration-based limit. Uranium
concentrations in the effluent discharged to the river for these 10 days shall not
permit exceedance of the final remediation level (530 ppb total uranium outside
the mixing zone) for the river.

e  The FEMP will be allowed 10 days per year of significantly reduced treatment
plant operation to accommodate scheduled maintenance activities. The blended
discharge concentration of uranium during these 10 days will be considered in
the 600 pound per year mass-based limit, but will not be included in the monthly
averaging for purposes of demonstrating compliance with the 20 ppb
concentration-based limit. Uranium concentrations in the effluent discharged to
the river for these 10 days shall not permit an exceedance of the final
remediation level (530 ppb total uranium outside the mixing zone) for the river.

As part of this negotiated position, DOE has committed to expanding the design
capacity of the existing AWWT facility by a minimum of 1800 gpm. Schedules for
designing and constructing this additional treatment capacity will be defined as part of
the RD/RA process.

Compliance with the mass- and concentration-based discharge limits will be assessed
through use of the continuous NPDES sampling station located at the Parshall flume.
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The requsted reference to the 27-year groundwater restoration timeframe appears'on .
pg. 9-9, line 7. .
Action: To reflect this position in the ROD:

1)  Add the following text on pg. D-ii, line 23 of the Declaration Statement:
...to attain "concentration- and" mass-based discharge limits...
2)  Modify the text on pg. 9-10, lines 24 and 25:

"Additionally, treatment will be applied such that the total mass and blended
effluent concentration of uranium discharged to the Great Miami River does not
exceed 600 pounds per year or 20 ppb, as further defined below."

3)  Delete the text on pg. 8-11, lines 1 through 9:
4) Add the following text on pg. 9-10, line 29:

"Treatment will be applied to storm water, wastewater and recovered
groundwater to the extent necessary to limit the total mass of uranium discharged
through the FEMP outfall to the Great Miami River to 600 pounds per year.
This mass-based discharge limit will become effective on January 1, 1998.
Additionally, the necessary treatment will be applied to these streams to limit the
conceatration of total uranium in the blended effluent to the Great Miami River
to 20 ppb. The 20 ppb discharge limit has been adopted as a performance-based
requirement of the selected remedy as it is considered reasonably attainable with
the application of a sensible and cost-effective level of treatment. The 20 ppb
concentration-based discharge limit for uranium has not been adopted as a
principal component of the selected alternative critical to ensuring the
protectiveness of the remedy. The 20 ppb discharge limit for uranium will be
based on a monthly average and will become effective July 1, 1998.

The FEMP will be allowed to by-pass storm water directly from the site storm
water retention basin to the river for a period of 10 days per year to
accommodate periods of significant precipitation. The blended discharge
concentration of uranium during these 10 days will be considered in the 600
pound per year mass-based limit, but will not be inciuded in the monthly
averaging for purposes of demonstrating compliance with the 20 ppb
concentration-based limit. Uranium concentrations in the effluent discharged to
the river for these 10 days shall not permit an exceedance of the final
remediation level (530 ppb total uranium outside the mixing zone) for the river.

Additionally, consideration will be provided to the FEMP for up to 10 days per
year to accommodate scheduled treatment plant maintenance activities. The
blended discharge concentration of uranium during these 10 days will be
considered in the 600 pound per year mass-based limit, but will not be included
in the monthly averaging for purposes of demonstrating compliance with the

20 ppb concentration-based limit. Uranium concentrations in the effluent
discharged to the river for these 10 days shall not permit an exceedance of the
final remediation level (530 ppb total uranium outside the mixing zone) for the
river.
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To attain these mass-based and concentration-based discharge limits, DOE has
committed to expanding the design capacity of the existing AWWT facility by a
minimum of 1800 gpm. Schedules for designing and constructing this additional
treatment capacity will be defined as part of the RD/RA process.

5)  Add the following text on pg. 9-11, line 9:

... exceed 600 pounds. "The 600 pound per year discharge limit for uranium
will become effective January 1, 1998.°

6)  Add the following text on pg. 9-11, line 10:

"Treatment of the necessary wastewater, storm water and groundwater to ensure
that the maximum concentration of total uranium in the blended effluent
discharged to the Great Miami River does not exceed 20 ppb based upon a
monthly average concentration. This limitation will become effective

July 1, 1998."

7Y  Modify the text on pg. 9-11, line 12:

... Building 51. "This expansion will have a minimum design capacity of
1800 gpm."- Utilization of...

8)  Delete the text on pg. 10-14, lines 4 through 15.

9)  Delete Section 11.0 in its entirety.

10) Delete the following text from pg. A.2-4:
... "As a result of public comments .... remedy description in Section 9.0."
Replace with the following:

... "No significant changes were made to the selected remedy described in the
Proposed Plan as a result of public comments. "

11) Replace the response to the comment by Anon. 6 in Appendix A with the
following:

DOE, EPA and OEPA consider it prudent to continue to strive for reduction of
uranium discharges to the Great Miami River. In 1989, the year production
ceased at the FEMP, uranium discharges to the Great Miami River were
approximately 1800 pounds per year. Through the construction of the storm
water retention basin, the installation and operation of two temporary treatment
units, and the construction and operation of the advanced wastewater treatment
system, uranium discharges to the river have gradually decreased. The current
year’s projected discharge is anticipated to be less than 600 pounds. As
full-scale aquifer restoration begins, it would be reasonably expected that the
quantity of water and the mass of uranium being discharged to the river will
increase. Meetings were held with the EPA and the OEPA regarding the need
and advisability of imposing a concentration-based discharge limit as part of the
ROD. While it was agreed that such a limit was not a required component of the
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remedy to ensure the protection of human health and the environment, a
performance-based limit that could be reasonably attained with a cost-effective
level of treatment was considered necessary by EPA.

Modeling was performed by DOE to assess the cost and technical implications of
adopting a 20 ppb total uranium discharge limit. This modeling led to the
conclusion that, for the groundwater extraction/reinjection scenarios presently
under consideration for the Great Miami Aquifer, the 20 ppb discharge limit
could be attained under average operating conditions with the use of existing or
proposed site treatment capacity. The modeling identified that the actual
application of such a limit would need to accommodate unusual operating
conditions.

It was agreed, as identified in Section 9.1.5, that 20 ppb total uranium would be
adopted as a reasonable, performance-based discharge limit with the
incorporation of provisions to accommodate unusual operating conditions.

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

Section#: 10.1.2 Pg.#: 10-3 Line#: 19-24 Code:

Original Specific Comment# 7

Comment: The text states that perched groundwater zones with contaminant concentrations above
levels protective of the underlying Great Miami Aquifer will be excavated concurrently
with contaminated soils. The ROD should specify each of these levels as
concentrations and should identify these zones on a map.

Response:  See the response for Comments 11 and 14 for additional background information
related to this topic.

Action: For clarification, modify the sentence on line 24, page 10-3 to read: "...requiring action
reside on property and are accounted for in the excavation footprints for soil. The
cleanup levels established for soil take into account cross-media pathways of exposure
through the perched groundwater system and will be used to confirm that the perched
groundwater zones that pose an unacceptable risk to the underlying Great Miami
Aquifer are successfully remediated.”

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

Section#: 10.1.4 Pg.#: 10-5 Line#: 1 & 2 Code:

Original Specific Comment# 8

Comment: These lines discuss the performance standards for the advanced wastewater treatment
plant after any blending of discharge. A typographical error needs to be corrected by
changing the phrase “will be exceeded” to “will not be exceeded.” In addition, the text
should be revised to specify the discharge concentration limit to be met.

Response:  Agree.

Action: Revise phrase on pg. 10-5, line 1 to read: ...will not exceed 600 pounds per year and
a monthly average discharge limit of 20 ppb (as stipulated in Section 9.1.5), and
in-stream final remediation levels for the river will not be exceeded.

22. Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick
Section#: 10 Pg.#: 10-5 Line#: 2 Code:
Original Comment# 8
Comment: Page 10-5, line 2. At a minimum, the second "be" is a typographical error. More
substantively, this should read "will not be exceeded.”
Response:  Agree.’
Action: Correction accomplished with text revisions for Comment 21.
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Section#: 10 Pg.#: 10-5 Line#: 32 Code:

Original Comment# 9

Comment: Page 10-5, line 32. Pursuant to 40 CFR § 300.430(f)(4)(iiXA), U.S. DOE and U.S.
EPA are making a joint remedy selection. Therefore, "grants® should be "concurs
with." Other, similar, statements throughout the ROD should also be clarified (e.g.,
see page 10-7, lines 4-12 and page 10-11, line 22).

Response:  Agree in part. DOE will make the suggested changes on pg. 10-5 and pg. 10-11;
however, the referenced language on pg. 10-7 is consistent with the EPA-approved
language from the Operable Unit 2 ROD. EPA and OEPA have made it clear in other
comments (24, 31, 51, 52, 53, 54) that it is not acceptable for DOE to deviate from the
approved Operable Unit 2 language regarding the siting criteria waiver.

Action: Change pg. 10-5, line 32 to read: EPA grants the waiver and concurs with DOE that
the selected remedy... Pg. 10-7, lines 4-12: No change other than to incorporate
additional Operable Unit 2 language. Change pg. 10-11, line 22 to read: EPA and

DOE have determined....
24. Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick.
Section#: 10.2.2 Pg.#: 10-7 thru 10-10 Line#: Code:

Original Comment# 10

Comment: Pages 10-7 through 10-10 (Section 10.2.2.) There is language in the OU 2 ROD which
discusses the waiver issue in a manner satisfactory to the regulatory agencies and which
has passed through public comment. Why then has DOE attempted to re-write this
section? DOE should replace this section with the OU 2 waiver discussion. In
addition, it should be made clear that this ROD in no way re-opens the waivers for
on-site disposal of OUs 2, 3, and 4 waste but instead concerns only OU 5 waste.

Response:  Since the changes that DOE made to Section 10.2.2 were largely editorial rather than a
rewrite, as indicated by this comment, DOE agrees to revise Sections 10.2.1 and 10.2.2
to reflect the approved Operable Unit 2 language (Section 10.2.3 of the Operable Unit
2 ROD) related to the siting criteria waiver. The revision to the 2nd to last paragraph in
Section 10.2.2 addresses the commentor’s concern regarding reopening waivers for on-
property disposal of wastes from other FEMP operable units.

Action: Revise Sections 10.2.1 and 10.2.2 to reflect the approved Operable Unit 2 ROD
language on the siting criteria waiver (Operable Unit 2 ROD Section 10.2.3). Where
Operable Unit 5-specific language is required (e.g., Operable Unit 5 has consistently
used "property” and “site” as they are defined in the Amended Consent Agreement
throughout their RI/FS documents), the approved Operable Unit 2 language is included
and struckout to highlight what was deleted and replaced with Operable Unit 5-specific
language. Redlined text indicates a change to exact Operable Unit 2 language in
response to the comment number shown in the margin. Due to the nature of the
changes/comment responses throughout Sections 10.2.1 and 10.2.2, the full text is not

included here.
25. Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section#: 10.4 Pg.#: 10-12 Line#: 11-15 Code:

Original Specific Comment# 9

Comment: This paragraph states that soil contaminated with RCRA-regulated contaminants will be
treated to meet LDR requirements for off-site disposal or waste acceptance criteria for
on-site disposal, thus providing significant reductions in the toxicity, mobility, or
volume of contaminants. The significance of these reductions appears to be overstated
considering (1) the relatively small volume of soil contaminated with RCRA-regulated
contaminants and (2) the fact that no numerical waste acceptance criteria exist for most
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of the RCRA-based contaminants in the waste acceptance criteria table (Table 9-6) of  *
the ROD. The text should be revised to quantify the significance of the reductions or -
to remove the claim from the ROD.

Response: A nearly identical issue was raised by OEPA. See responses to Comments 30 and 55
and the DOE commitments provided for Comment 30. DOE also wishes to clarify that
all of the RCRA-based contaminants of concern were subjected to the waste acceptance
criteria 1000-year performance period modeling process, and the absence of a
numerical value in Table 9-6 should not be construed to imply that *no numerical waste
acceptance criteria exist” as suggested by the comment. Rather, the absence of a
numerical value for a RCRA contaminant in Table 9-6 indicates, based on mobility
behavior and geochemical properties, that these particular contaminants will not impact
the Great Miami Aquifer above prescribed levels within the 1000-year simulation
period, regardless of initial concentration in the facility. In accordance with OEPA’s
request expressed during the negotiations for the draft RCRA/CERCLA integration
Directors Findings and Orders, none of the RCRA COCs were "screened out” during
either the establishment of final remediation levels or the development of waste
acceptance criteria for the various on-property alternatives considered in the Operable
Unit § feasibility study. In keeping with this arrangement, all of the RCRA COCs
appear in Table 9-6, even if select constituents do not require an upper-bound
concentration limit for placement of that constituent in the on-property disposal facility.

Action: As stated for Comments 30 and S5.

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

Section#: 11 Pg.#: 11-1 thru 11-3 Line#: Code:

Original Specific Comment# 10

Comment: This section provides the rationale for two significant changes made to the proposed
remedy since issuance of the proposed plan. The first change relates to deletion of a
discharge concentration limit. Although DOE presents a technically sound rationale for
not using 20 ug/L as the discharge concentration limit, it does not present any
arguments for eliminating the requirement for a discharge concentration limit. This
section should be revijged to present a new discharge concentration limit (see General
Comment 1) that accommodates (1) the mass discharge limit, (2) the groundwater
restoration timeframe and the resulting discharge rate from the advanced wastewater
treatment system, and (3) the surface water remediation levels.

Response:  Section 11 will be eliminated from the ROD as a result of the successful resolution of
all outstanding issues. See response to Comment 19.

Action: Delete Section 11 in its entirety because there are no significant changes from the
preferred remedy described in the Proposed Plan.

27. Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick

Section#: A3 Pg.#. A.3-138 Line#: Code:

Original Comment# 12

Comment: A.3-138, Yocum, E. 6. The 20 parts per billion final remediation level for the Great
Miami Aquifer is not a goal but an enforceable element of this ROD.

Response:  Agree.

Action: Replace "goal" with "limit" in the response to E. Yocum 6. Similar changes will be
made to the response to Anon. 4-1, L. Crawford 12, V. Dastillung 12, P. Dunn 5,
OEPA 3, and G. Willeke 1.
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* 28. Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick

Section#: R Pg.#. R1-R3 Line#: Code: :
Original Comment# 11
Comment: Pages R1-R3. Are all of these documents in the administrative record?
Response:  Approximately 98 percent are in the administrative record now; the remaining 2 percent
will be submitted by the time the ROD is signed.
Action: Ensure that all reference documents are in the administrative record file for Operable
Unit 5 before ROD signing.
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g(o).E Organization Commentor Original Comment No. Section Original Page No. Line No.
29 OEPA OFFO General 1

30 OEPA OFFO General 2

31 OEPA OFFO General 3

32 OEPA OFFO General 4

33 OEPA OFFO Genenal §

34 OEPA OFFO Specific 6 Declaration. D 1st bullet
35 OEPA OFFO Specific 7 Declaration D-iii 18

36 OEPA OFFO Specific 8 1 1-10 6,7

37 OEPA OFFO Specific 9 3.0 32 17-25
38 OEPA OFFO Specific 10 3.0 33

39 OEPA OFFO Specific 11 3.0 33

40 OEPA OFFO Specific 12 4 41 14

41 OEPA OFFO Specific 13 4.0 43 410
4 OEPA OFFO Specific 14 4.0 43

43 OEPA OFFO Specific 15 s 5-1 5-1
44 OEPA OFFO Specific 16 9 9-1 17,18
45 OEPA OFFO Spexific 17 9 9-6 5,6
46 OEPA OFFO Specific 18 9.1.7 9-13 11-14
47 OEPA OFFO Specific 19 9.1.7 9-14 10-12
48 OEPA OFFO Specific 20 9.1.9 9-15

49 OEPA OFFO Specific 21 Table 9-1 9-16 1-12
50 OEPA OFFO Specific 22 10.1.4 10-5 2

51 OEPA OFFO Specific 23 10.2.1 10-7 412
52 OEPA OFFO Specific 24 10.2.2 10-8 16-18
53 OEPA OFFO Speific 25 10.2.2 10-9 2

54 OEPA OFFO Specific 26 10.2.2 10-10 14-21
55 OEPA OFFO Specific 27 10.4 10-12 11-12
56 OEPA OFFO Specific 28 10.4 10-12 18

57 OEPA OFFO Specific 29 10 10-13 25

58 OEPA OFFO Specific 30 10 10-14 10-13
59 OEPA OFFO Specific 31 10.6 10-18

60 OEPA OFFO Specific 32 10 10-15 17

61 OEPA OFFO Specific 33 A.l12 A.1-2 12-14
62 OEPA OFFO Specific 34 A2.1 A22 12
63 OEPA OFFO Specific 35 A3.0 A3-28

64 OEPA OFFO Specific 36 A3.0 A3 g?n,
65 OEPA OFFO Specific 37 A3.0 A3-94 ¥egck2,
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DOE Commenting
No. Organization Commentor Original Comment No. Section Original Page No. Line No. New Page No.
66 OEPA OFFO Specific 38 Al0 A3-96 Renck,
T.E.S,
Response
2nd par
67 OEPA OFFO Specific 39 A30 A397 Renck TE6
Response
2nd para
68 OEPA OFFO Specific 40 A30 A3-116 Schulte, A
3, Response
69 OEPA OFFO Specific 41 A3.0 A.~116 Schulte, A
3, Response
70 OEPA OFFO Specific 42 A4.0 A.4-1 24-26
7 OEPA OFFO Specific 43 A.4.0 Adl
72 OEPA OFFO ~ Specific 44 Appendix B
73 OEPA Schneider 1 - Submitted Late 10.6 10-15 & -16
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29.

30.

RESPONSES TO OEPA COMMENTS 2 2 5
ON THE DRAFT OPERABLE UNIT 5 RECORD OF DECISION

(AUGUST 1995) °
)
General
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: Pg.#: Line#: Code: M

Original Comment# 1

Comment: Ohio EPA is not satisfied with the language of the ROD and specifically the Declaration
section concerning receipt of off-site waste. Ohio EPA believes DOE must clearly
commit within the ROD to not accepting and not attempting to ship any off-site waste
for disposal at the Fernald site. Clearly, Ohio EPA will exercise it legal authority to
prevent receipt of off-site waste for storage or disposal as is suggested in the ROD.
Yet, we believe it is necessary for DOE to commit to not attempting to ship waste to
Fernald for storage or disposal. Ohio EPA recommends DOE incorporate the language
provided in the approved OU2 ROD concerning off-site waste.

Response:  Agree to add a sentence from the Operable Unit 2 ROD Declaration.

Action: Add the following sentence to pg. D-ii, line 15, third bullet: DOE will not dispose of
any off-site waste in this on-property disposal facility.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: Pg.#: Line#: Code: M

Original Comment# 2

Comment: DOE'’s position concerning on-site disposal of characteristic hazardous waste is
inconsistent with the language of the approved OU2 ROD. Characteristic waste is
readily treatable with currently available technology . Ohio EPA believes that the
requirement for treatment of these materials prior to disposal on-site is consistent with
the NCP’s statutory preference for treatment. Ohio EPA’s position with regard to this
issue and its link to our support of the siting requirements waiver has been consistent
throughout the process. In addition, significant public comment was received on the
OUS and OU2 pro:ﬁsed plans concerning no on-site disposal of characteristic hazardous
wastes. To address these comments differently would appear to put the RODs in
conflict. As stated previously, Ohio EPA believes the requirement to exclude
characteristic waste from the cell is not an overburdensome one based upon available
site data and process knowledge. For the sake of efficiency, Ohio EPA chose not to
comment upon each reference to on-site disposal of characteristic waste within the ROD
but expects a successful comment resolution with result in complete revision of the
document as necessary.

Response:  In response to OEPA’s concern regarding the disposal of characteristic waste in the on
property disposal facility, DOE acknowledges that the CAMU rulemaking requires
several decision steps to ensure that a protective remedy has been identified and can be
reliably implemented. For the RCRA constituents of concern (COCs) that are present in
the Operable Unit 5 soil, these decision steps - contained in Section 264.552 of the
CAMU rule — can be summarized as follows: 1) the remedy must be protective of
human health and the environment - accomplished for Operable Unit 5 through the
establishment of health-protective final remediation levels and numerical waste
acceptance criteria for the RCRA COCs; 2) the remedy must minimize the potential for
future release - also accomplished through the setting of health-protective final
remediation levels and waste acceptance criteria that explicitly consider the potential for
cross-media impacts; and 3) the remedy must enhance long-term effectiveness through
the application, as appropriate, of treatment technologies that reduce toxicity, mobility,
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or volume of wastes that will remain in place after closure of the CAMU, as cite;i in the'
preamble for the CAMU rule, this decision step is analogous to the preference under .
CERCLA for treatment-based remedies.

Recognizing that DOE has developed health-protective final remediation levels and
numerical waste acceptance criteria for all of the Operable Unit 5 COCs (including the
RCRA COCs, thereby satisfying decision steps 1 and 2 above), OEPA's stipulation
requiring the treatment of the Operable Unit 5 soil that qualifies as characteristic waste
is acknowledged by DOE to have its origin in satisfying the preference for treatment in
decision step 3. As stated in the preamble to the CAMU rule, the decision to apply
cost-effective treatment at a site is a case-by-case decision that must consider waste- and
site-specific factors. Upon review of the site characterization data from the Operable
Unit 5 remedial investigation coupled with historical process knowiedge, six geographic
areas of the FEMP have been identified where a reasonable potential exists for the
presence of soil that qualifies as RCRA characteristic waste. These areas are
summarized on a new table that will be added to the ROD (and is included under the
Action for this comment). Recognizing that a protective remedy has been selected for
the Operable Unit 5 soil, coupled with the desire on the part of DOE, EPA and OEPA
to satisfy the statutory preference for treatment, consensus has been reached that these
six geographic areas define the boundaries within which additional efforts will be made
to identify and segregate for treatment (if needed) the soil that qualifies as RCRA
characteristic waste. Within these geographic areas, as soil is excavated based on
exceedances of final remediation levels, follow-up analytical testing will be performed to
determine if the soil demonstrates a RCRA characteristic. If the soil does not
demonstrate a RCRA characteristic and it meets the on-property numerical waste
acceptance criteria it will be placed in the disposal facility. If the representative volume
of the soil in question demonstrates a RCRA characteristic it will be preferentially
segregated for treatment before disposition either on or off site.

As part of the consensus DOE, EPA, and OEPA agree that sufficient existing data and
historical process knowledge are available to identify the boundaries of the six
geographic areas as those that represent a reasonable opportunity for cost-effective soil
treatment. Outside of these geographic areas, DOE, EPA, and OEPA all concur that
there is no reasonable basis to conclude that an increased potential for the presence of
RCRA characteristic waste exists that would provide additional opportunity for cost-
effective soil treatment. Therefore, outside the boundaries of the six geographic areas,
no additional analytical data will be required to screen for the presence of characteristic
waste before placement in the disposal facility.

A description of this overall approach, the treatment technique to be applied to the
segregated materials, and the use of the toxicity characteristic leaching procedure
(TCLP) to guide the identification of the material for preferential treatment has been
added to Section 9 of the ROD. The various responses concerning this issue that appear
in the Responsiveness Summary have also been revised to reflect this commitment on
the behalf of DOE. It should also be emphasized that the Operable Unit 5 remedy
already adopted a screening mechanism (using hand-held organic vapor analyzers) to
identify RCRA organic contaminants at levels that could jeopardize the integrity of the
earthen liners that are built into the on-property disposal facility. This screening
mechanism will remain in effect in addition to the commitment on behalf of DOE to
track and treat RCRA characteristic waste from within the six geographic areas. To
reinforce the visibility of this screening mechanism, additional language has been added
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to the remedy description in Section 9.0 of the ROD that more fully describes this
approach.

Revise Section 9.0 of the ROD to reflect DOE’s commitment to the preferential
treatment of Operable Unit 5 soil that qualifies as RCRA characteristic wastes found
within the six agreed-to geographic areas of the FEMP; revise the Responsiveness
Summary to also reflect DOE’s commitment to this preferential treatment. Add
additional discussion to Section 9.0 concerning DOE’s commitment to a screening
technique to track RCRA organic constituents that may exist at concentration levels
potentially detrimental to the earthen liners of the on-property disposal facility.

Add the following three bullets on pg. 9-4:

. Based on historical process knowledge and soil contaminant concentration levels
identified through the Operable Unit 5 remedial investigation, six geographic
areas of the FEMP have been identified where a reasonable potential exists for
the presence of soil that qualifies as RCRA characteristic waste (see Table 9-1).
Within these six geographic areas, additional efforts will be made to identify and
segregate for treatment (as needed) the soil that qualifies as RCRA characteristic
waste. As soil is excavated from within these areas based upon exceedances of
final remediation levels, follow-up analytical testing will be performed to
determine if the soil demonstrates a RCRA characteristic. If the soil does not
demonstrate a RCRA characteristic and it satisfies the on-property numerical
waste acceptance criteria it will be placed in the disposal facility. If a
representative volume of the soil in question demonstrates a characteristic it will
be preferentially segregated for treatment (to remove the characteristic property)
before disposition either on or off site. DOE, EPA, and OEPA all agree that
sufficient existing data and historical process knowledge are available to identify
the boundaries of the six geographic areas as those that represent a reasonable
opportunity for cost-effective soil treatment. Outside of these geographic areas,
DOE, EPA, and OEPA all concur that there is no reasonable basis to conclude
that an increased potential for the presence of RCRA characteristic waste exists
that would provide additional opportunity for cost-effective soil treatment.
Therefore, outside the boundaries of the six geographic areas, no additional
analytical data will be required to screen for the presence of characteristic waste
before placement in the disposal facility. Treatment is expected to involve EPA-
approved stabilization technologies (for inorganic constituents) or low temperature
thermal destruction techniques (for organic constituents), as necessary. The
EPA’s toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) will be used to guide the
identification of material requiring treatment from within the boundaries of the
six geographic areas. The remedial design effort will provide the details of 1) the
statistical and testing protocols necessary to establish representative soil volumes
requiring treatment; 2) the treatment processes to be employed; and 3) the
procedures for verifying the treatment’s effectiveness.
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TABLE 9-1

KNOWN FEMP AREAS POTENTIALLY CONTAINING RCRA CHARACTERISTIC WASTE®

Area Description

Justification

Inactive HWMUs to be Closed Under CERCLA:
Abandoned sump west of pilot Sump contents failed TCLP for metals. Barium exceeded the 20x rule

plant
Non-HWMU Areas:

at a soil sample depth of 10-10.5 ft.

Area between KC-2 warehouse and  Several samples show surficial contamination for lead exceeding the

railroad tracks 20x rule.

Trap range The project-specific plan for the Trap Range Investigation shows that
there may be characteristic lead contamination from lead bullets, based
on the 20x rule.

Paddys Run streambank: fill Samples from Boring 11138 and WPA 18 indicate characteristic

material west of silos concentrations for lead, nitrobenzene, hexachloroethane,
hexachlorobutadiene, hexachlorobenzene, heptachlor, and heptachlor
epoxide.

Scrap metal pile area - : Surficial soil samples exceeded the 20x rule for toxaphene, heptachior,

methoxychlor, heptachlor epoxide, endrin and lead.

Area north of maintenance building Samples from Borings 1594, 1595, 1596, 1307, 1308 1593 show

potentially characteristic contaminants for vinyl chloride, endrin,
heptachlor, heptachlor epoxide, endrin, and lead.

*Areas for which RCRA characteristic testing and soil treatment (if needed) will be implemented to satisfy the
requirements of Section 264.552 of the CAMU Rule. These areas were identified based on process knowledge
and existing data obtained through the Operable Unit 5 remedial investigation.

A best management approach will also be applied during all excavation activities
to identify, segregate (and treat as necessary) soil containing concentrations of
organic compounds at levels that potentially could jeopardize the integrity of the
earthen liners that are built into the on-property disposal facility. To accomplish
this objective, DOE will employ hand-held organic vapor analyzers during the
excavation process to identify material exhibiting elevated concentrations of
organic compounds. The materials so identified will be preferentially segregated
and treated before on-property disposal. Treatment is expected to involve EPA-
approved low temperature thermal destruction techniques and the EPA’s TCLP
test will be used as the benchmark for determining the extent of treatment
necessary before disposal. The remedial design effort will outline the specific
testing protocols for employing the hand-held organic vapor analyzers and
verifying the effectiveness of treatment.

In the event the Site Treatment Plan developed under the Federal Facilities
Compliance Act identifies treatment technologies other than low temperature
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thermal destruction that may be appropriate for the treatment of organic
compounds in soil, such alternate technologies will be considered and evaluated
during remedial design.

Add following sentence to Declaration, pg. D-ii, line 15: Soil from six designated areas
where a reasonable potential exists for the presence of RCRA characteristic waste will
be treated, as needed, before disposition.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: Pg.#: Line#: Code: M

Original Comment# 3

Comment: The draft ROD employs language throughout that differs to varying degrees from the
approved OU2 ROD with regard to the solid waste siting criteria waiver. Such
variations raise questions of intent and meaning. Ohio EPA believes it would be more
expedient if in all cases possible, DOE would use the exact language from the OU2
ROD, thus limiting the need for substantial legal review and comment. In instances
where DOE believes it is necessary to deviate from the OU2 language, Ohio EPA
requests the Comment Response document justify those deviations. Since DOE has
requested Ohio EPA clarify instances of inconsistencies in the RODs, we have attempted
to comment on a number of such instances. Ohio EPA expects that following successful
comment resolution the document will be revised in its entirety as appropriate.

Response:  The solid waste siting criteria waiver language is located in three places in the Operable
Unit 5 Draft ROD. These are the Declaration (p. D-iii), Section 7.0 (p. 7-15) and
Section 10.0 (pgs. 10-6 through 10-10). The differences between the waiver language
in the Operable Unit 5 ROD and the Operable Unit 2 ROD are largely editorial and
therefore DOE has revised the waiver language found in the Operable Unit 5 ROD to
reflect the exact language from the approved Operable Unit 2 ROD, to the maximum
extent practicable, so as to limit the need for an extensive legal review by OEPA. In
instances where the waiver language in the Operable Unit 5 ROD is different from the
Operable Unit 2 ROD, DOE has struckout the Operable Unit 2 language to highlight
where there are differences due to information or requirements that are specific to

Operable Unit 5.
Action: See Action for Comment 24.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: Pg.#: Line#: Code: M

Original Comment# 4

Comment: The draft OUS5 ROD defers a decision with regard to continued federal ownership of the
FEMP to an unknown later date. The previously approved RODs for Operable Units 1,
2, & 4 either state the decision will be made in the QU5 ROD or in the case of QU2
states "This alternative will include continued federal ownership of the site with...".
This appears to create a conflict which needs to be resolved within the OUS ROD. The
issue has been addressed both in public comments on the OUS Proposed Plan and in the
Fernald Citizens Task Force recommendations. A number of the comments and the
Task Force’s recommendations seem to be at odds. In addition, it is unclear how DOE
can ensure land use is maintained by simply applying deed restrictions at some point in

- the future. Such deed restrictions can be removed by future land owners and DOE

would still retain a level of liability for ensuring protectiveness is maintained.

FER\CRUS\MCM\ROD\OEPAROD.COM\October 20, 1995 12:03pm 22 . DRAFT

£2 4

000028



Response:

Action:

These issues point to the necessity to clearly define ownership within the OUS ROD or
determine a date when such a determination will be made. Such a determination should
be made in a manner similar to that required for a ROD with regard to public
involvement and enforceability.

The language contained in the ROD in Section 9.1.7 was the subject of discussion
between representatives of EPA, OEPA and DOE at a meeting on September 5, 1995.
At the meeting it was agreed that the Operable Unit S ROD should not establish a firm
commitment for continued federal ownership for the regions of the FEMP property
located outside the disposal facility and associated buffer zone. It was agreed that the
current ROD language would be expanded to more fully reference the resolutions of the
Fernald Citizens Task Force, but would maintain consistency with these resolutions.

The Task Force resolutions regarding future use provided that:

o The areas of the FEMP containing the disposal facility and associated buffer zone
remain under continued ownership of the federal government

. The remaining poi'tions of the FEMP property be made available for uses that are
most beneficial to the surrounding communities

. Any agricultural or residential uses of the FEMP property be prohibited.

The Task Force resolutions requested that the local citizenry be engaged before making
any final land use decisions for the areas of the FEMP property outside the disposal
facility. DOE considers this an appropriate recommendation. As discussed at the
referenced meeting, a final land use plan for the FEMP property will be developed,
with the participation of the local community, during the remedial design (RD) process.
As part of this plan or as a separate RD deliverable, proposed institutional control
measures to complement the final land use plan will be provided to EPA and OEPA for
review and approval.

In the event that the final land use/grading plan and institutional control plan developed
during the RD process and approved by EPA is inconsistent with the language in the
Operable Unit 2 ROD, the appropriate actions would be undertaken to bring the
Operable Unit 2 ROD into alignment.

Add the following paragraph at line 15 on page 9-13; the response to M. Clawson’s
public comment has also been revised to be consistent with this position.

The Fernald Citizens Task Force issued recommendations regarding future use of the
FEMP property in May of 1995. The Task Force recommended that the area of the
FEMP containing the disposal facility and associated buffer zone remain under the
continued ownership of the federal government. Additionally, the Task Force
recommended that the remaining portions of the FEMP property be made available for
the uses that are deemed most beneficial to the surrounding communities. The Task
Force encouraged DOE to consult with the local communities to establish their
preferences for future use and ownership of these areas of the site. Consistent with this
recommendation, the DOE will work with the local communities during remedial design
on establishing a final land use and ownership plan for the FEMP property. An
institutional control plan, focused on specifying the short-term (i.e., during remedy
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34.
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36.
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implementation) and long-term institutional control measures to be applied at the site,
will be developed during remedial design to complement this final land use plan.

)

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: Pg.#: Line#: Code: M

Original Comment# 5

Comment: Ohio EPA does not agree with DOE’s proposal to change the 20 ppb total uranium
discharge requirement previously outlined within the Proposed Plan. Recent data
provided by DOE suggest such a 20 ppb total uranium discharge requirement is
achievable. Consistent with the application of a best demonstrated available technology,
Ohio EPA believes that conditions surrounding implementation of such a requirement
can be created to direct DOE towards a point of compliance at some date in the near

future.
Response:  EPA made a similar comment; see Response to Comment 19.
Action: See Action for Comment 19.

Specifi mmen

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: Declaration Pg.#: D-ii Line#: 1st bullet Code: C

Original Comment# 6 '

Comment: Replace the phrase "that final remediation levels for the site have been attained” with
the phrase "the site shall be cleaned up until the sampling program indicates with a
reasonable degree of confidence that the concentrations of contaminants at the entire site
are statistically less than the cleanup standard. This wording is more consistent with the
language used in Section 9 Page 2 Line 23 which states "Excavation will continue until
a certification sampling program indicates with a reasonable confidence that the
concentrations of contaminants at the entire site are statistically less than the final
remediation levels.”

Response:  Agree. _ _

Action: Amend the followify phrase on pg. D-ii, line 6, first bullet to read: ...that the
concentrations of contaminants at the entire site are below final remediation levels.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: Declaration Pg.#: D-iii Line#: 1-8 Code: C

Original Comment# 7

Comment: DOE should replace this paragraph with the respective paragraph from the OU2 ROD

(g D-2).
Response:  Agree
Action: Replace paragraph at the top of pg. D-iii with the following:
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: 1 Pg.#: 1-10 Line#: 6,7 Code: C

Original Comment# 8

Comment: This statement doesn’t mention whether or not the surveys confirmed the presence of
these species. Please discuss the results of the survey.

Response:  The phrase was meant to indicate that DOE continues to monitor any and all threatened
or endangered species; e.g., a survey for an endangered plant was conducted this past
spring. While the ROD is not considered the appropriate venue for reporting on these
studies, revised language will be provided. '

Action: Revise the paragraph beginning on line 4 to read:
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37. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: 3.0 Pg.#: 3-2 Line#: 17-25 Code: E
Original Comment# 9
Comment: Publication titles should be underlined or italicized.
Response:  Agree.

Action: Italicize the names of the three newspapers mentioned in Section 3.0.
38. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: 3.0 Pg.#: 3-3 Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 10

Comment: The section should include the Ohio EPA availability session on the OU5 Proposed Plan
held May 15, 1995 as well as the USEPA and Ohio EPA availability session on the
disposal cell waiver held September 13, 1994.

Response: A sentence describing the OEPA’s May 15, 1995 meeting will be added on pg. 3-2,
line 26. The other public meetings on the waiver topic will be discussed as part of the
response to Comment 39.

Action: Add the following at the end of the first sentence on line 26: On May 15 OEPA held
an availability session in Ross for citizens who wanted to discuss Operable Unit 5’s
preferred alternative with state representatives. '

39. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: 3.0 Pg.#. 3-3 Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 11

Comment: It would seem appropriate to include a discussion of the some of the QU2 actions as
they relate to presenting the disposal cell concept to the public. These sessions have
brought some of the more detailed aspects of on-site disposal to the public and should
be included as community participation activities. In addition, a brief discussion of the
Fernald Citizens Task Force sessions on disposal options should be included. All of
this information will help clarify the number of opportunities provided for information
sharing and public input to the process.

Response:  Agree.

Action: Revise the preceding paragraph (on line 15) so that it now ends with this sentence:
Presentations are regularly given at public workshops and range from providing
information on the latest project designed to significantly reduce contamination to
discussing the Operable Units 1 through 5 RI/FS reports.

Insert the following new paragraph: For example, Operable Unit 2 introduced its
Proposed Plan and preferred remedial alternative, which included an on-property
disposal facility, at a public workshop on June 28, 1994. The issue of the disposal
facility generated a lot of attention that in turn generated several special availability
sessions; OEPA sponsored one on September 13 followed by DOE on October 25. In
all, OEPA, DOE and the Fernald Citizens Task Force provided seven opportunities in
1994 and 10 in 1995 for the public to participate in the decision-making process around

this issue.
40. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: 4 Pg.#: 41 Line#: 14 Code: C

Original Comment# 12
Comment: Please add a phrase to this sentence reflecting the duration of soil cleanup that is
expected in the accelerated scenario.
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Response:  Agree, but prefer to leave the discussion in this paragraph as is and add the updated ' °
material at the end of Section 4.0.
Action: Add the following text at the end of Section 4.0, pg. 4-3: The DOE, in cooperation

with the EPA, OEPA and local citizenry is actively pursuing budgeting support for an
accelerated cleanup program for the FEMP. Under this accelerated program, remedial
actions to address the contaminated soil at the FEMP could be completed within 10
years instead of 20-22; no change is anticipated in the time required for groundwater

remediation.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: 4.0 Pg.#. 4-3 Line#: 4-10 Code: C

Original Comment# 13

Comment: Based upon current discussions regarding the appropriateness of an additional operable
unit, it would seem prudent to not incorporate the referenced text in the ROD.

Response:  Agree.

Action: " Delete the text referenced in this comment.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: 4.0 Pg.#. 4-3 Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 14

Comment: Previous RODs have reference NEPA activity within this section of the document. Is
this omission based upon a recent change in DOE position with regard to NEPA
implementation? Ohio EPA is simply seeking clarification in the comment response
document not a change in the ROD.

Response:  Reviewer is correct. It was DOE’s policy to integrate the procedural requirements of
NEPA into the FEMP’s CERCLA documents and this was carried out by Operable
Units 4, 1 and 2. As Operable Unit 5 was preparing their RI and FS Reports, DOE’s
policy was changed by the Revised Secretarial Policy on NEPA, issued June 13, 1994;
the designation of environmental assessment was dropped from Operable Unit 5
documents and onlyQthe substantive aspects of NEPA were incorporated.

Action: None.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO .

Section#: 5 Pg.#: 5-3 Line#: 5-1 Code: C

Original Comment# 15

Comment: It has recently been determined that Tc-99 is a critical driver in OU3. Because they are
proposing a mass-based WAC for that OU, please add summary statistics for that
contaminant to this Table.

Response:  Agree in part. DOE agrees that Tc-99 is a critical driver for Operable Unit 3. The
table (Table 5-1) that is the subject of this comment depicts predominant Operable
Unit 5 soil contaminants. Based on the comprehensive evaluation of soil contamination
in the Operable Unit 5 RI Report, DOE does not consider Tc-99 a predominant
contaminant in FEMP soil, and therefore it should not be included in the table.

Action: None required.
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44, Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: 9 Pg.#: 9-1 Line#: 17,18 Code: C

Original Comment# 16

Comment: This should be clarified to describe the difference between minor field changes and
major changes to the scope of this ROD. It should be explicitly stated that major
changes require an amendment to the ROD.

Response:  The language contained in the ROD is consistent with EPA guidance on preparing
Superfund decision documents. Additional text will be added to more fully describe the
procedural aspects of implementing post-ROD changes to the selected remedy.

Action: Delete the two sentences beginning on line 17 of page 9-1.

Replace with the following paragraph:

During the remedial design and remedial action processes new information may be
developed that supports enhancing or making a change to the remedy selected in this
ROD. This information could be developed as a result of additional investigations at the
site or through the processes of design or value engineering following issuance of the
ROD. If a nonsignificant or minor change to the ROD is deemed necessary, it will be
recorded in a post-decision document file; nonsignificant changes are those that do not
significantly affect the scope, performance or cost of a remedy. If a significant change
to a component of the remedy in the ROD is warranted, it will be documented in an
Explanation of Significant Differences. If a fundamental change to the overall remedy
is deemed appropriate, it will be made through issuance of a ROD amendment. A
fundamental change to a remedy typically involves a reconsideration of the overall
management approach for addressing the hazardous substances in the environment. Any
changes deemed necessary to the remedy selected in this ROD will be implemented in a
manner consistent with applicable EPA guidance, and the technical and public
participation requirements of the NCP.

45. Commenting Organization: Chio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: 9 Pg.#: 9-6 Line#: 5,6 Code: C

Original Comment# 17

Comment: Please add a short clarifying section here that explains that the perched waters with
listed hazardous waste are being pre-treated to avoid introducing listed wastes to the
main water treatment systems of the FEMP. Also, please state here that treatment
residuals resulting from the pre-treatment of these listed perched waters will be managed
as hazardous waste.

Response:  Agree with request.

Action: Will add the following two sentences on line 6: The perched water collected during
excavation from the vicinity of the fire training area and the sludge drying beds (both
facilities are designated RCRA-listed waste management units) will be pretreated to
avoid introducing RCRA-listed hazardous wastes into the main water treatment
processes at the FEMP’s advanced wastewater treatment facility. The residuals
resulting from this pretreatment step will be managed as RCRA-listed hazardous waste.
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: 9.1.7 Pg.#: 9-13 Line#: 11-14 Code: C

Original Comment# 18

Comment: The referenced text appears to provide a vague pathway for getting out of institutional
controls without public comment or revision of any binding document. This issue needs
to be resolved in the context of Ohio EPA’s previously stated comments on institutional
controls. The language as written is specifically why Ohio EPA is concerned with
putting decisions regarding land use and institutional controls into some later as yet
undetermined document.

Response:  DOE is not seeking to create a vague pathway for getting out of institutional control
obligations and does not consider the referenced language to provide such a pathway.
DOE is attempting to involve the local community in final land use and property
ownership decisions. As discussed in the response to Comment 32, DOE intends to
specify required institutional control requirements during the remedial design process as
a part of a final land use/regrading plan or as a separate submittal. This submittal will
be subject to EPA approval and the enforceability provisions of the Amended Consent
Agreement. However, to address the commentors concern, the text will be modified.

Action: Delete the following phrase from lines 13 and 14 on pg. 9-13:

."and will continue until deemed inappropriate by both DOE and EPA, followmg
consultatwn with the State of Ohio."

See the Action for Comment 32, as well.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: 9.1.7 Pg.#. 9-14 Line#: 10-12 Code: C

Original Comment# 19

Comment: The referenced text was specifically stricken from the OU2 draft ROD based upon
public concern and the commitment to continued federal ownership.

Response:  Disagree. See response to Comment 32.

Action: None required.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: 9.1.9 Pg.#: 9-15 Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 20

Comment: Since the site is moving forward with the Ten-Year plan and that documentation of this
commitment would be useful, DOE should consider incorporation of that cost and
schedule data into the document. The change from the Proposed Plan would be
explained within Section 11. There could be significant benefits realized from
incorporating such language into the ROD and subsequent notifications of its
finalization.

Response:  DOE does not agree that it is necessary to document its commitment to the 10-year plan
in the Operable Unit S ROD. The ROD must be consistent with the Operable Unit 5 FS
and the 10-year plan cost and schedule assumptions were not used in the FS. OEPA has
been provided with documentation of DOE’s intent to pursue a 10-year remediation
schedule for the site and of the requirements necessary to achieve that cleanup scenario.

Action: None required.
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: Table 9-1 Pg.#: 9-16 Line#: 1-12 Code: C

Original Comment# 21

Comment: The table is very confusing and seems to have a number of "bottom lines". Either
additional text should be added to explain the table, or replace the table with text.

Response:  Agree. Additional text will be added to further explain the cost number presented in
Table 9-1.

Action: Delete the paragraph on lines 27 through 30 on page 9-15; replace with the following
text:

Table 9-1 presents the estimated cost of the selected remedy in three different manners;
total cost, present worth cost, and total cost with escalation. The total cost of the
remedy ($840,000,000) represents the total estimated cost, in constant 1995 dollars,
necessary to implement the selected remedy assuming no escalation or inflation occurs
over the life of the remedy. The present worth cost ($580,000,000) represents the total
estimated present worth cost of the remedy assuming a discount rate of 2.8 percent.
The present worth cost represents the sum of money which must be placed into a bank
at the onset of remedial activities at an interest rate of 2.8 percent to progressively pay
for the entire scope and duration of remedial actions. The total cost with escalation
($2,110,000,000) represents the total estimated cost of remedial actions assuming that
funding is provided on an annual basis and an annual escalation rate of 3.7 percent
prevails throughout the duration of the remedy.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

- Section#: 10.1.4 Pg.#. 10-5 Line#: 2 Code: E
- Original Comment# 22

Comment: Revise text to state "will not be exceeded.”
Response:  Agree.

Action: Text corrected as stated in Comment 21.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: 10.2.1 Pg.#. 10-7 Line#: 4-12 Code: C

Original Comment# 23

Comment: Please replace the referenced text with that directly from the OU2 ROD (pg 10-5).

Response:  Agree.

Action: Insert the text from the OU2 ROD beginning on page 10-5, 2nd paragraph second
sentence and ending at the end of the fourth line on page 10-6. Insert will be placed
after the sentence ending on line 6, page 10-7 of the August draft of the QU5 ROD.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: 10.2.2 Pg.#: 10-8 Line#: 16-18 Code: C

Original Comment# 24

Comment: Please replace the referenced text with that directly from the OU2 ROD (pg 10-7) while
incorporating new data of 20 feet of gray clay.

Response:  Agree.

Action: Modify the text beneath 2nd bullet on page 10-8 to reflect the exact language used
beneath the 3rd bullet on page 10-7 of the OU2 ROD.

DRAFT
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Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: 10.2.2 Pg.#: 109 Line#: 26 Code: C

Original Comment# 25

Comment: Please replace the referenced text with that directly from the OU2 ROD (pg 10-8).

Response:  Agree.

Action: Add the following to the last sentence on line 26: ...are concentrations that are at a
statistically significant level to be:

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: 10.2.2 Pg.#: 10-10 Line#: 14-21 Code: C

Original Comment# 26

Comment: Please replace the referenced text with that directly from the OU2 ROD (pg 10-9).

Response:  Agree.

Action: Under "Time required for results:" delete "Not applicable to this circumstance.”
Replace with the following: Construction of a disposal facility with additional
engineering controls will not take significantly longer than the time required for a
disposal facility that strictly meets the Ohio solid waste disposal regulations.

Add to line 21 at the end of the current paragraph: This waiver is applicable only to
Operable Unit 5 on-site remediation wastes. If on-property disposal is chosen as the
selected remedy for other FEMP operable units, separate waivers from this Ohio
requirement would be necessary.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: 10.4 Pg.#: 10-12 Line#: 11-12 Code: C

Original Comment# 27

Comment: DOE’s conclusions that the selected remedy "does provide significant reduction of..." is
inconsistent with its conclusion in the OU2 ROD that the selected remedy "does not
provide significant reduction...”. A smaller portion of the waste stream from OUS is
being treated than is treated under the OU2 ROD, thus the basis for deciding that a
significant reduction is occurring in- OUS is unclear.

Response:  To alleviate OEPA’s concern, DOE has removed the word "significant” from the
sentence in question. However, DOE would like to note that it is generally
advantageous to all parties (DOE, EPA and OEPA) to identify and take credit for all
remedy elements that contribute beneficially to the statutory findings required in this
section of the ROD, wherever there is an opportunity to do so. DOE also desires to
clarify that because the RCRA COC’s are considerably more widespread in the
Operable Unit 5 environmental media compared to the Operable Unit 2 waste units (in
fact, the Operable Unit 2 wastes contain only the RCRA constituent lead that is limited
to the geographic area associated with the firing range), it is logical to conclude that
there is a much broader opportunity to treat RCRA related materials (for waste
acceptance purposes) in Operable Unit 5 than Operable Unit 2. On this basis,
highlighting a potential for a reduction in mobility, toxicity, or volume for the RCRA
constituents in the Operable Unit 5§ ROD is not necessarily inconsistent with the
language adopted by Operable Unit 2. This opportunity for treatment of Operable
Unit § materials is further enhanced by DOE’s commitment to treat soil containing
RCRA characteristic waste from six geographic areas of the FEMP to satisfy OEPA’s
stipulation requiring this treatment. DOE is concerned about apparent inconsistencies
raised by OEPA in this comment (which downplays the significance of treating RCRA-
contaminated soil) and Comment 30 (where OEPA promotes the significance of
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57.

58.

59.

treatment). DOE is also concerned that Comment 30 appears inconsistent with the
conclusions drawn by EPA in Comment 25 that the significance of treating RCRA-
contaminated soil is "overstated” considering the small volume of soil contaminated with
‘ RCRA-regulated contaminants.
Action: Strike the word "significant” on pg. 10-12, line 11 and modify sentence on line 14 to
read: "...or to meet on-property waste acceptance criteria, including the criteria to treat
soil containing RCRA characteristic waste..."

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: 10.4 Pg.#: 10-12 Line#: 18 Code: C

Original Comment# 28

Comment: Revise the sentence to state "...extracting and selectively treating..." since all ground
water won’t be treated.

Response:  Agree.

Action: Add word "selectively” to this sentence.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO .
Section#: 10 Pg.#: 10-13 Line#: 25 Code: C

Original Comment# 29
Comment: Please strike the word *necessity’ and replace with desirability’ or ’utility’.
Response:  The Task Force uses the word "prudent” in their final report.

Action: Change "necessity” to "prudence” on pg. 10-13, line 25.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: 10 Pg.#: 10-14 Line#: 10-13 Code: C

Original Comment# 30

Comment: Please add concentration-based discharge criteria to this sentence.

Response:  Based on the position of EPA and OEPA regarding the need for a concentration-based
uranium discharge standard to the Great Miami River and the subsequent resolutions
concerning the implementation approach for this standard, DOE no longer requests a
variance from the remedy that was provided in the Proposed Plan. The sentence
identified by the commentor will be removed from the document and Section 11 will be
deleted to reflect the resolutions with EPA and OEPA concerning the 20 ppb discharge

standard.

Action: Delete the text on lines 4 through 15 on pg. 10-14. Delete similar language on
pgs. A.2-4 and 8-11, and delete Section 11.0 in its entirety.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: 10.6 Pg.#: 10-15 Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 31

Comment: The language provided in the referenced text differs from that in the OU2 ROD and
appears to differ from the agreed to language from QU4 and OU1. The language
should be revised to that previously approved in negotiations by Ohio EPA and DOE.

Response:  DOE sees considerable inconsistency between this comment and Comment 73, submitted
by OEPA on October 2, which asks that Section 10.6 be deleted from the Operable
Unit 5 ROD. See our response to Comment 73.

Action: None.
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60. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

61.

62.

63.

Section#: 10 Pg.#: 10-15 Line#: 17 Code: C

" Original Comment# 32

Comment: Please explicitly state here that the characteristic hazardous wastes will be treated to the
extent necessary to remove the characteristics that cause them to be regulated.

Response:  Agree to add language to reflect this concern and the agreements discussed in detail in
Comment 30.

Action: Add following sentence on line 21: RCRA characteristic wastes located within six
geographic areas designated in Section 9.0 of this ROD will be treated to the extent
necessary to remove the characteristics that cause them to be regulated before

on-property disposal.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: A.1.2 Pg.#: A.1-2 Line#: 12-14 Code: C

Original Comment# 33

Comment: A number of commentors stated the cleanup levels were appropriate and at least one
suggest ground water cleanup should go further. If DOE feels it necessary to provide
such summaries of comments then it should represent the comments of both sides of the

issue.
Response:  Agree with request.
Action: The following sentence will be added on line 14: "Other commentors stated that the

cleanup levels were appropriate and at least one commentor suggested that the
groundwater cleanup should be taken as far below proposed or final drinking water
standards as is reasonably achievable.”

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: A2.1 Pg.#. A.2-2 Line#: 1-2 Code: C

Original Comment# 34

Comment: The Task Force was not formed to develop a "public consensus” but to provide DOE
recommendations 6h the i issues of cleanup and future use.

Response:  Agree.

Action: Use the language from the Task Force’s final report and change the first sentence on
pg. A.2-2 to read: ...Task Force was chartered to provide DOE, EPA and OEPA with
recommendations about cleanup solutions and future courses of action at the FEMP.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: A.3.0 Pg.#: A.3-28 Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 35 -

Comment: The response fails to address the commentors suggestion that the bedrock would need to
be excavated. It seems appropriate to address this issue specifically as this is the only
commentor to address potential bedrock contamination. The response should state that
data shows no bedrock contamination thus there would be no need to excavate it.

Response:  Disagree. The last two sentences of the response on page A.3-28 do address this
commentor’s concern,

Action: None required.
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67.

68.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: A3.0 Pg.#: A.3-70 Line#: Dunn,P. 6 Code: C

Original Comment# 36

Comment: The commentor specifically addresses off-site waste being "...disposed of within the
FEMP boundaries...". The response only addresses off-site waste within the QU5
disposal facility. DOE should address the fact that it is only partly responding to the
commentor’s concern. ’

Response:  Agree.

Action: Add the following sentence to the end of the comment response: For the other FEMP
operable units, both 4 and 1 are committed to off-site shipment of their waste. The
final ROD for Operable Unit 2 contains language clearly prohibiting off-site waste being
brought to the FEMP for disposal in their on-property disposal facility. When Operable
Unit 3 prepares its ROD next year, similar language will be inciuded. DOE’s
commitment on this matter covers the entire FEMP site.

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: A.3.0 Pg.#: A.3-94 Line#: Rench, T.E. 2 Code: E

Original Comment# 37

Comment: Revise "siteing” to state "siting."

Response:  The commentor spelled the word in question in this way. DOE never edits or changes
the content of public comments.

Action: None.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: A3.0 Pg.#: A.3-96 Line#: Renck, T.E. 5, Response 2nd par Code: E

Original Comment# 38
Comment: Insert "water” following "perched.”
Response:  Agree.

Action: Add the word "water" to the first sentence of the second paragraph of the response.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: A3.0 Pg.#: A.3-97 Line#: Renck TE 6, Response 2nd para. Code: C

Original Comment# 39

Comment: Delete "full” preceding "restoration”". The GMA will be remediated to MCLs, etc.
The response suggests the GMA will be restored to background or its original state.

Response:  Agree.

Action: Make correction stated in comment.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: A3.0 Pg.#: A.3-116 Line#: Shulte, A 2, Response  Code: C

Original Comment# 40

Comment: The comment included a specific reference to the waiver but it was lost during the
breakup of the letter. One of the responses should be revised to include some
discussion of the waiver and its justification.

Response:  Agree. The bracket on the A. Schulte comment sheet was meant to include all but the
final sentence of the paragraph.

Action: Add the following response to the A. Schulte comment, "There is a law to protect this
aquifer, but there is a waiver issued that will allow for the storage cell”; designate this
as Comment la:
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The DOE considers the restoration and protection of the sole-source Great Miami
Aquifer one of its highest priorities. The selected alternative for Operable Unit 5
includes an expenditure in excess of $160 million on aggressive groundwater extraction
and treatment. In light of DOE’s commitment to restore and protect the aquifer, the
decision to recommend an on-property facility was not made lightly. After detailed
analysis of several potential alternatives on the basis of implementability, risk and cost,
an on-property disposal facility was determined to be the only alternative that was
implementable and practical. Treatment alternatives were eliminated based on their
inability to attain the cleanup goals and off-site disposal was eliminated based on
uncertainties regarding the availability of disposal capacity throughout the duration of
the project and on cost.

As a result of this analysis, the DOE recommended an on-property disposal facility that
requires a waiver of the State of Ohio prohibition on siting a landfill over a sole-source
aquifer. There are two facts to be noted regarding the sole-source aquifer prohibition
and the waiver. First, the prohibition is intended to encourage the siting of new
commercial facilities in geologically appropriate areas by prohibiting their siting over an
aquifer. The prohibition is relevant to the FEMP and warrants a great deal of
consideration, although the situation here differs from that of a commercial enterprise
intent on profiting from a new disposal facility. The DOE’s intent is to improve
conditions at an already contaminated facility. As discussed above, the on-property
facility is the only practical and implementable remedy.

Second, in order to waive a state requirement, the EPA must require that the DOE
demonstrate that the selected alternative will attain a standard of performance that is
equivalent to what would have been provided under the otherwise applicable
requirement. In this case, the DOE demonstrated to EPA’s satisfaction that the siting of
a disposal facility at the FEMP would not result in concentrations of contaminants
exceeding drinking water standards in the aquifer throughout a performance period of
1000 years.

Use of the aquifer will in no way be impacted by the disposal facility. ' The DOE (or a
successor federal entity) will maintain a groundwater monitoring program to ensure
protection of the Great Miami Aquifer and take corrective action if unacceptable impacts
are detected. '

69. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#:

A3.0 Pg.#: A.3-116 Line#: Shulte, A 3, Response = Code: C

Original Comment# 41

Comment: This comment did not occur on the previous comment sheet. The text should reference
the source of the comment, which is believed by this reviewer to be the public comment
session.

Response: Commentor is correct.

Action: Add the page(s) from the transcript that contains the comment made by A. Shulte that
elicited the third part of the response.
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70. Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

71.

72.

Section#: A40 Pg.#: A.4-1 Line#: 24-26 Code: C

Original Comment# 42

Comment: A significant number of public comments addressed the need for the OUS ROD to
specifically address ownership and institutional controls. It is unclear if any
commentors suggested delaying the determination until the RD. The only
recommendation for such action has come from the Task Force. Thus it is clear that
this provides an accurate summary of the public comments received.

Response:  Agree if we are correct in assuming that the commentor meant there to be a ’'not’ before
*clear’ in the last sentence.

Action: Delete bullet beginning on line 24.
Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO
Section#: A.4.0 Pg.#. A.4-1 Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 43 ‘

Comment: The section fails to reference the substantial comments concerning no characteristic
waste in the on-site disposal cell.

Response: A bullet will be added to accommodate this request.

Action: Add bulleted sentence on page A.4-1: "DOE should treat soil that contains RCRA
characteristic properties to remove the characteristic before on-property disposal."

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO

Section#: Appendix B Pg.#: Line#: Code: C

Original Comment# 44

Comment: Please see the attached sheet for a listing of ARAR discrepancies. We have listed only
those ARARs and TBCs which Ohio EPA believes should be included in this ROD that
we could not find in Appendix B.

Response:  Agree. Please see the third column added to your list for specific responses and actions
for each citation identified.

Citation Description Response and Action

Ohio Revised Code Prohibits air pollution This requirement will not be included because a

(ORC) 3704.05 A thru I permit is not required for remediation at a

CERCLA site. :

ORC 3734.02() air emissions from HW Include as an applicable, action-specific
facilities requirement in Table B-3 of Appendix B.

ORC 3734.02.7 A,B prohibits commingling of Include as an applicable, action-specific
LLW w/ solid waste requirement in Table B-3 of Appendix B.

ORC 3734.03 prohibits open dumping or  Include as an applicable, action-specific
burning requirement in Table B-3 of Appendix B.

ORC 6111.04 prohibits pollution of Include as an applicable, action-specific
waters of the State requirement in Table B-3 of Appendix B.

ORC 6111.07 A,C prohibits failure to comply  Include as an applicable, action-specific
w/ water pollution control requirement in Table B-3 of Appendix B.
requirements
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Citation Description Response and Action

Ohio Administrative prohibits unauthorized Include as an applicable, action-specific
Code (OAC) injection into groundwater  requirement in Table B-3 of Appendix B.
3745-34-07 :

OAC 3745-34-08

OAC 3745-50-44
Paragraph A

OAC 3745-50-44
Paragraph B

OAC 3745-50-44
Paragraph C6

OAC 3745-50-44
Paragraph C9

OAC 3745-56-51

Paragraphs A thru F

OAC 3745-56-54
Paragraphs A,B

OAC 3745-56-56
Paragraphs A,B

OAC 3745-56-57
Paragraphs A,B,C

OAC 3745-56-58
Paragraphs A,B,C

OAC 3745-56-59
Paragraphs A

OAC 3745-9-04
Paragraphs A,B

FER\CRUS\MCM\ROD\OEPAROD.COM\October 20, 1995 12:03pm

prohibits injection of
hazardous or radioactive
waste

establishes substantive
hazardous waste permit
requirements

establishes substantive
hazardous waste land
disposal requirements

establishes substantive
hazardous waste
requirements for land units

establishes substantive
hazardous waste
requirements for
miscellaneous units

hazardous waste piles

hazardous waste piles

hazardous waste piles

hazardous waste piles

hazardous waste piles

hazardous waste piles

monitor wells siting

36

Include as an applicable, action-specific
requirement in Table B-3 of Appendix B.

This requirement will not be included because the
administrative requirements of a permit is not
required for remediation at a CERCLA site.

This requirement will not be included because the
administrative requirements of a permit is not
required for remediation at a CERCLA site.

This requirement will not be included because the
administrative requirements of a permit is not
required for remediation at a CERCLA site.

This requirement will not be included because the
administrative requirements of a permit is not
required for remediation at a CERCLA site.

Already included as a relevant and appropriate,
action-specific requirement in Table B-3, p. B.3-2
of Appendix B per the CAMU Rule.

Already included as a relevant and appfopriate,
action-specific requirement in Table B-3, p. B.3-2
of Appendix B per the CAMU Rule.

Include as a relevant and appropriate, action-
specific requirement in Table B-3 of Appendix B
per the CAMU Rule. '

Include as a relevant and appropriate, action-
specific requirement in Table B-3 of Appendix B
per the CAMU Rule.

Already included as a relevant and appropriate,
action-specific requirement in Table B-3, p. B.3-2
of Appendix B per the CAMU Rule.

This requirement will not be included because the -
administrative requiremeats of a permit is not
required for remediation at a CERCLA site.

Paragraph (B) will not be included because wells
must occasionally be installed through the
foundation of the building to monitor groundwater
qaulity. Include Paragraph (A) as an applicable
action-specific requirement in Table B-3 of
Appendix B.
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Citation

Description

Response and Action

OAC 3745-9-05
Paragraphs Al,B thru H

OAC 3745-9-06
Paragraphs A,B,D,E

OAC 3745-9-07
Paragraphs A thru F

OAC 3745-9-08

monitor well construction
monitor well casing
requirements

monitor well surface design

start-up of new monitor

Paragraphs A,C wells

OAC 3745-9-09 maintenance of monitor
Paragraphs A thru C,D1  wells

and E thru G

OAC 3745-9-10
Paragraphs A,B,C

OAC 3745-9-11

abandonment of test holes
and monitor wells

prohibits disposal in wells

Include as an applicable action-specific
requirement in Table B-3 of Appendix B.

Include as an applicable action-specific
requirement in Table B-3 of Appendix B.

Paragraph (D) will not be included because well
pumps at the site are frequently used to extract
contaminants from groundwater. Include
remaining paragraphs as applicable action-specific
requirements in Table B-3 of Appendix B.

Paragraph (A) will not be included because on-site
monitoring wells are not used for drinking water
and therefore are not "disinfected.” Include
Paragraph (C) as an applicable action-specific
requirement in Table B-3 of Appendix B.

Paragraph (D)(1) will not be included because on-
site monitoring wells are not used for drinking
water and therefore are not "disinfected.” Include
remaining paragraphs as applicable action-specific
requirements in Table B-3 of Appendix B.

Already inciuded as an applicable action-specific
requirement in Table B-3, p. B.3-25 of
Appendix B.

This requirement will not be included because a
permit is not required for remediation at a
CERCLA site.

OU2 ARARs AND TBCs THAT WERE NOT IN THE OUS ROD

"Methods for Evaluating the Attainment of Cleanup Standards Volume 1"

OAC 3745-27-05 prohibits open burning and
open dumping
prohibits open burning

40 CFR Part 257.3-7

v

40 CFR Part 257.3-3

prohibits water pollution

from solid waste facility

Include as an applicable, action-specific
requirement, Table B-3.

Include as an applicable, action-specific
requirement, Table B-3.

Include as an applicable, action-specific
requirement, Table B-3.

73. Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: Schneider
Section#: 10.6 Pg.#: 10-15 & -16 Line#:
Original Comment# 1 - Submitted late

Code:

Comment: Based upon the NRDA Trustee MOU negotiations, Ohio EPA believes it is appropriate
to delete this section. Such language was removed from the NRDA MOU upon
, agreement by all parties.
Response: DOE acknowledges that OEPA has not concurred previously with the inclusion of this

or similar language in the FEMP’s Records of Decision (RODs). Section 10.6 of the

DRAFT
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Operable Unit 5 ROD specifically deals with the exclusion under CERCLA from
liability for irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources. During the Natural
Resource Trustee negotiations, DOE discussed with the other trustees whether or not it
was necessary to include language about this exclusion within the trustees’ memorandum
of understanding. DOE determined that it was not necessary because the exclusion has
been included in previously signed RODs and would be included in the remaining RODs
for the FEMP site.

As previously addressed in comments associated with the Operable Units 1, 2, and 4
RODs, it is DOE’s position that the inclusion of this section is necessary and
appropriate because it summarizes information presented in the Operable Unit §
Feasibility Study/Proposed Plan and is required to be analyzed as a potential impact
under the National Environmental Policy Act.

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 that will avoid or mitigate
natural resource impacts to the extent practicable.

None.
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FEMP Wastewater Treatment System Descriptions ’

Introduction:

The following information is presented in order to give a summary level
understanding of the existing and currently planned wastewater treatment
systems, their sources, and discharges. The systems presented include the
Advanced Wastewater Treatment System (AWWT) - Phases I and II, The Interim
Advanced Wastewater Treatment System (IAWWT), South Plume Interim
Treatment (SPIT), and the currently planed AWWT Expansion.

The effluents from these systems along with Sewage Treatment Plant
effluent and by-passed (untreated) groundwater will combine at manhole
1768 to form the FEMP Sites regulated discharge of uranium to the Great
Miami River (GMR). This system description is intended to aid in the
development of specific mass and concentration based limitations for the
FEMP discharges to the GMR.

Description of Systems:

AWWT Phase 1. This system is intended to be used primarily for the
treatment of wuranium contaminated stormwater runoff from the former
production areas of the FEMP site, however, when no stormwater is
available this system will be utilized to treat the less contaminated
groundwater from aquifer remediation efforts. This system was designed as
a 700 gallon per minute (gpm) treatment system, however, a more realistic
nominal throughput rating of this system is 600 gpm on an annual average
basis. This downrating of system capacity takes into account downtime for
major maintenance activities and unplanned system shutdowns.

Of the nominal 600 gpm flows, it is estimated that approximately 50% will
be dedicated to treatment of stormwater and 50% will be dedicated to
treatment of groundwater (i.e. 300 gpm each on an estimated annual average
flow rate). At the present time, this system is only capable of a
sustained throughput of approximately 400 gpm. Replacement of the
existing Multi-tube filtration system in mid-1996 will allow this system
to achieve the nominal 600 gpm flow.

As mentioned above, the sources to this system are contaminated stormwater
runoff and CRU5 remediation groundwater. Historically, the stormwater
discharges to the Stormwater Retention Basin (SWRB) contains approximately
500 ppb uranium while the South Plume groundwater currently being pumped
is somewhat Tless than 20 ppb. This differential in concentration
illustrates the treatment philosophy of preferentially treating stormwater
over groundwater. However, if future groundwater remediation
concentrations exceed that of stormwater runoff, the priority would be
reversed.

Based on initial system operational experience, it is estimated that this
treatment system will be capable of maintaining a system effluent at
approximately 10 ppb uranium.

It should be noted that during periods of exceptionally high rainfall, the
AWWT Phase I may not be able to keep up with the inflow to the SWRB.
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Therefore in order to prevent an overflow of stormwater to Paddy’s Run,
stormwater will be by-passed directly to the Great Miami River. This is
assumed to occur for approximately 5 days per year at flow rate of 1500
gpm and a uranium concentration of 500 ppb.

It is assumed that future wastewater flows from the CRU2 Disposal Cell
would be directed to this treatment system since these flows will
essentially be derived from stormwater and will require some surge
capacity. This capacity is anticipated to be provided by the existing
stormwater retention basin as well as the cell itself. However, it should
be noted that no additional drainage areas can be added to the area
draining to the SWRB until areas declared as "clean" are diverted away
from the SWRB.

AWWT Phase II. This system is intended to treat the existing FEMP site
"process wastewaters" and future remediation wastewater flows. The
existing flows include all wastewaters requiring uranium removal that are
currently directed to the Biodenitrification Surge Lagoon (BSL), including
waste pit area stormwater runoff and contaminated general sump flows.
Future remediation flows from CRUs 1 - 4 are intended to be directed to
the BSL in order to take advantage of the lagoons 8 million gallon flow
and concentration equalization capability. The Phase II system was
designed as a 400 gpm system, however, inefficiencies inherent to the
design have limited the expected throughput to approximately 300 gpm. Of
this 300 gpm available capacity approximately 100 gpm is expected to be
consumed by existing process wastewater average annual flows. The
remaining 200 gpm is available for the treatment of remediation flows.
However, if capacity exists, CRU5 Remediation groundwater can be directed
to this system for treatment. However, treatment projections do not
assume any groundwater treatment by the Phase II system. At the present
time, this system is only capable of a sustained throughput of
approximately 200 gpm. Replacement of the existing Multi-tube filtration
system in mid-1996 will allow this system to achieve the nominal 300 gpm
flow.

Current flows from the BSL have a uranium concentration of approximately
1000 ppb and it is assumed that future additions of remediation wastewater
will not alter this concentration significantly. Based on initial system
operational experience, it is estimated that this system will be capable
of maintaining a system effluent of approximately 20 ppb uranium.

TAWWT. - This treatment system was designed as a 300 gpm treatment
system to treat uranium contaminated stormwater prior to the installation
of the AWWT Phase I system. As originally planned, this system was to be
decommissioned once full treatment of stormwater was achieved by the AWWT
Phase I, however, current plans utilize this system for CRU5 groundwater
treatment. In its new role as a groundwater treatment system, the IAWWT
through put will be increased to approximately 400 gpm. However, the
annual average flow rate is expected to be closer to 350 gpm dedicated to
treatment of groundwater. Operational experience has shown that this
system can achieve an effluent uranium concentration of 5 ppb.
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This system is currently still needed for treatment of stormwater runoff
as the AWWT Phase I system is not up to full capacity. Stormwater
treatment at the IAWWT is expected to be required until the AWWT Multi-
Media Filter Project is completed in mid-1996. At present, the flow
through this system is limited to approximately 250 gpm due to excessive
pressure drop across the ion exchange vessels, however, this resin is
scheduled to be changed out and the vessel strainers overhauled. This
maintenance work will return this system to its full flow capacity.

SPIT. The SPIT system is a 200 gpm treatment system dedicated to
treatment of CRU5 Groundwater only. This system currently has a
throughput of approximately 150 gpm due to excessive differential pressure
across the ion exchange vessels, however, this system will have the
strainers overhauled and the resin changed out in order to achieve full
capacity.

This system will continue to be dedicated to treatment of CRUS5 groundwater
at 200 gpm and has shown that an effluent concentration of 5 ppb can be
expected. :

AWWT Expansion. This treatment system is currently in the design phase.
The current design is for a treatment system dedicated to CRU5 groundwater
and a throughput of 1800 gpm. It is anticipated that this treatment
system will be able to process approximately 1500 gpm on an annual average
basis. This planned reduction from full capacity takes into account
downtimes for scheduled maintenance and unplanned interruptions of flow.
Since this new system is very similar in design to the SPIT system, it is
expected to perform similarly. Therefore, an effluent uranium
concentration of 5 ppb can be expected.
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00002

PO

/USR/ERMA/CRUS/DGN/CSEPADDT . DGN FER OUS



7225

-

$6/0

VOUU /g

SN0 ¥3J NI LHHIMD 1/§NYI/ VY INVA/ | YRYI/ HSN/

Ny INVId INIWLV3IHL 39YM3S 40 NOILVIOTI3Y . Qo
T SINNSSY ONV 16/9 A8 ONIdWNd S 3°4°S 40 LHVIS SINASSY S
nssy "L6/9 A8 NOISNYdX3 LMMV 30 dNLYVIS ONV ONIGNNS SINNSSY - STIOR mu
Q
005 s> a8l S asl S N 0z | oool ol s |005/081| qaL | (add) wnINvEn |2,
-2
0051 06 0051 Mo 31vY MO4 =%
* ag1 00St | 002 002 00¢ 00¢ 009 SLl [00£700%) i |(wWdO) TiiNinan |9F
LD
‘YA
St id 16/9 A8 NOISNVAXI LMMV 40 NOILVITVLISNI ONY 2
<Snnsdy 96/9 AQ IMMY 1V SY3I111J VIGINILINW 40 NOILVITVLISNI SINNSSY ©
* *S3LION mm
005 96 a8l VN N S 0z > 02 0001 ol S 02 > | (Qdd) WINvEn (N3
c
0051 06 a8l N VN 00z | 002 009 MO [wds) ILVY¥ MOTS| €
* 00§ 00§ stL |00g/00g| Y frwap) 3LV MO
i Nad 2
. -AC
AVQ G 53
S3INNSSy am
* :SILON |53
I
006 96 02> VN WN S 0Z2> 02 0001 oL g 006/702>| 00% (Qdd) WNINVYEN |40
N0
005 | 0 WHOLS 31V MO |So
* 6 0SS0 | ¥N VN 061 051 002 002 (0]e) 4 G2\ 0027002 Szl (wdb) IYNIWON (]
SSvdAg | . *1443 "dX3 . 11dS 7443 |113SVHd| .4,
7443 | ssvdag| . 1443 43 . [ISYHd | LMMV]
SV dx3 | 1wy LMMY 01 1443
w3 | 9Ls Mo tWmy | oL mo | LIdS | OL MO FTIABEHAI "5 ey y" 1 SvHd ) v LMY L e
$5304d
AHHV @ @ ’Q AHV ‘o A”v AHv Auv Auv Auv @ Auv "ON WY3YLS

¥3AlY
invin
iv3y9

ATSNOINYLINNES HI0B LON" ' YILYMONNOYD HO UILYMAHOLS YIHI1I SLVIHL NILSASH

N

9L

‘H'N

W¥NYL NO)1vy3v

hvd

INVd
IN3WL1V3YL
ERLILER

O

¢

39VM3s Amw

*1°1°'d*'S

&

SHILYM JISVA

i

@

Y

“SNOHLVIQWIY ONY $5320

&

SSYd AQ WILYM MHGLS AINIOHINI

TLMTMCVY

1§

LMeMcvY

9

ALTIOVS AININLVIYL

yiiva

ONNOYHD

—an <

3J2HN0OS

.

-'e.





