
7258 

COMMENTS - OU3 RI/FS/PP 

1 I /I 3/95 

U-005-305.23 

OEPA DOE-FN 
30 
COMMENTS 



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
I ,  , I i rl :c' Southwest District Office , ~ *  , -. . J  -u I I l i  J J  

401 East Fitth Street 
Dayton, Ohio 45402-291 1 - .  . George V. \ /nimnn,imh 

-.- Governor 
(513) 285-6357 
FAX (513) 285-6249 

v u , ,  nJVn.l I 

November 13, 1995 RE: DOEFEMP 
MSL 53 1-0297 
HAMILTON COUNTY 
COMMENTS - OU3 RVFSPP 

Mr. Johnny Reising 
U. S. Department of Energy, Fernald Area Office 
P.O. Box 538705 
Cincinnati, OH 45253-8705 

Dear Mr. Reising: 

Ohio EPA has reviewed DOES September 11, 1995 submittal OU3 Remedial Investigation and 
Feasibility Study, Proposed Plan. Ohio EPA has significant concerns with the document in its 
current form. Attached are Ohio EPAs comments detailing these concerns. Ohio EPA is available 
to meet with DOE to achieve a successhl resolution of these comments. 

If you have any questions feel free to contact Tom Ontko at (5 13) 285-6073 or me. 

A 

Sincerely, 

Thomas A. Schneider 
Fernald Project Manager 
Office of Federal Facilities Oversight 

cc: Jim Saric, U.S. EPA 
Terry Hagen, FERMCO 
Ruth Vandegrifl, ODH 
Sharon McClellan, PRC 
Manager, TPSS/DERR,CO 
Dave Ward, GeoTrans 

@ Printed on recyced paper . .  
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OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY COMMENTS 
ON THE PROPOSED PLAN FOR THE OPERABLE UNIT 3 

FINAL REMEDIAL ACTION 
AND ON THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 

AND FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT 
NOVEMBER 13,1995 

General Comments 

1 .) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: General Comment Pg #: Line #: Code: M 
Original Comment iit: 
Comment: As stated in previous comments on several DOE submittals, Ohio EPA believes that no 
characteristic hazardous waste should be dispositioned in the on-site disposal facility. Ohio EPAs 
position on this issue has been consistent as part of our acceptance of the USEPA waiver of the siting 
criteria. Ohio EPA maintains that characteristic waste by its nature is principal threat material due to its 
high concentration of hazardous substances and their significant mobility from the associated media. 
Treatment options are readily available for such material and will be utilized on-site for similar material. 
In keeping with the statutory preference for treatment to reduce toxicity, mobility and volume these 
materials should be treated prior to on-site disposal. Ohio EPA believes the document should be revised 
to clarify which portions of the "mixed waste" referred to within the text are defined as such because of 
listed vs. characteristic determinations and how the characteristic wastes will be treated prior to on-site 
disposal. 
Response: 
Act ion : 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: General Comment Pg #: Line #: Code: M 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Ohio EPA is concerned with DOE's apparent lack of commitment to recycling and reuse of 
materials generated through D&D operations under OU3. Statements such as," the most economical 
disposition option will be utilized", provide Ohio EPA no confidence that materials will be recycled. At 
an on-site disposal rate of $4.17 per fi3, it is unlikely any material will be recycled. It will always be 
cheaper to dispose on-site. Is DOE's position within this document consistent with DOE's 
national/programmatic commitment or lack thereof to recycling and reuse of materials?. 
Response: 
Action: 

Commentor: OFFO 

3 .) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: NA Pg#:  NA Line#: NA Code: major 

Comment: DOE failed to consider reuse of contaminated and non-contaminated materials on-site 
. Original Comment #: 
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rather than disposal of them. The document must be revised to include a discussion of the 
potential reuse opportunities for OU3 materials on-site and a commitment to do so when at all 
possible. Such uses could include crushed concrete as aggregate for new concrete projects or as 
road beds, structural steel in the construction of new remediation facilities, etc. 

In addition, it is Ohio EPAs expectation that DOE will develop a team to assess potential areas of 
waste reduction, recycling and re-use. This team should extend across the boundaries of the 
individual OU s and should be empowered to make decisions that will obligate the cooperation 
the OU s. Other duties of this team should include developing and researching ways of reducing 
wastes when remediation structures are designed. In other words, haul roads, process buildings, 
storage pads and structures should all be designed to maximize the potential for recycling and 
minimize the volume to be dispositioned as waste. Ohio EPA personal are available to assist in 
this effort. 
Response: 
Action: 

4) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: Pg #: Line #: Code: M 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Based upon the comments included herein, Ohio EPA believes it is inappropriate to 
consider shipping D&D wastes off-site for disposal at a commercial solid waste facility. Ohio 
EPA believes more beneficial uses such as bike paths, road beds, etc. can be found for 
noncontaminated materials generated during D&D. Several potential liabilities are associated 
with disposal at a commercial solid waste facility not the least of which is public acceptability. 
Response : 
Act ion : 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: NA P g # :  NA Line #: Code: M 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The details of the interim storage of OU3 materials prior to final disposition have 
been deferred to Removal Action # 17. However , it is Ohio EPAs expectation that this storage 
will address the control of air-borne contamination, particularly from the asbestos containing 
material. 
Response: 
Act ion : 

Commentor: OFFO 

6.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: General Comment Pg #: Line #: Code: M 
Original Comment #: 
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Comment: Ohio EPA has expressed a concern over the ability of DOE to coordinate disposal activities 
around the soil to debris ratio required for the on-site disposal facility. Ohio EPA believes that significant 
problems are likely in coordinating the two materials into the cell. Additionally, it is inappropriate to 
bring in clean borrow to make up the difference in materials for disposal as is suggested within the 
document (Sec. 5.2.2). It is Ohio EPA's position that DOE should develop contingencies for the point at 
which such a coordination failure occurs. Two apparent contingencies are the disposal of such excess 
debris off-site and/or the use of a crusher to reduce the OU3 debris to meet ASTM soils specifications 
thus eliminating the need for additional soil. 
Response: 
Action : 

7 . )  Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: General Comment Pg #: Line #: Code: M 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: DOE should more explicitly make use of data on estimated and actual waste volume 
generation from the completed and on-going D&D removal actions. A short discussion within Section 4 
regarding knowledge gained from these removals would provide the reader additional confidence in the 
assumptions used throughout the document. Such data could provide a mechanism for model validation. 
Response: 
Action: 

8 . )  Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: General Comment Pg#:  Line#: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The document refers to ARARs that are ''excluded" or "precluded" by the USEPA waiver of 
such ARARs. Such language is conhsing and should be revised. Ohio EPA recommends DOE 
incorporate the approved language from the OU2 ROD for all references to the waiver of Ohio EPA 
siting criteria. 
Response: 
Action: 

Specific Comments 

9.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: G Pg #: Glossary 3 Line #: Code: c 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Please modi@ the definition of "Federal Facilities Compliance Agreement" to reduce 
the possibility that the reader may infer that FFCAs apply only to the FEMP. Ohio EPA suggests 
that the phrase "pertaining to DOE facilities including the FEMP 'I be used instead of the phrase 
"pertaining to the FEMP". 

RIFSCXIT. WPD 
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Response : 
Action: 

IO.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: Exe.Sum Pg #: ES-5 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: This paragraph suggests the 100 g mass WAC for Tc-99 applies only to OU3 materials into 
the cell yet the Proposed Plan on page 9 states, "the maximum amount of technetium-99 that could be 
safely stored in the on-site disposal facility is 105 grams." The text of the RVFS and the Proposed Plan 
must be clarified. If the mass limit is for the cell as a whole, the documents need to discuss the mass 
contribution to the cell expected from the other operable units and how that affects the "conservativism" 
of the 59 gram contribution from OU3. 
Response : 
Action: 

Line #: 27-29 Code: C 

1 1 .) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 1.1.3 Pg #: 1-6 Line #: 28-29 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The document is unclear on defining when additional mixed wastes generated under OU3 that 
are to be treated consistent with the FFCA requirements. The text should discuss why all OU3 mixed 
wastes would not be treated in a manner similar to the mixed wastes treated under the FFCA. The text 
should provide additional detail on the criteria for treating materials via the FFCA treatment facilities to 
be developed on-site. 
Response: 
Act ion : 

12.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 1.1.3 Pg# :  1-7 Line#: 1 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Revise the text to state that Ohio EPA has issued Director's Findings and Orders to  assure 
implementation of the STP. 
Response: 
Action: 

13.) Commenting Organization: Ohio €PA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 1.2.2.1 Pg #: 1-12 Line #: 19 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Isn't the OU3 Remedial Design Prioritization and Sequencing Report (PSR) to be 
revised based upon the $276 milliodyr budget, 10 year plan? If so please include a schedule 
within the text which states at what point this document will be submitted by DOE to the 
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regulatory agencies 
Response: 
Action: 

14.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: Table 2-4 Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: No data were collected for Inaccessible metals yet according'to Figure 5-3 they are the second 
largest volume of material to be generated and disposed of in the on-site disposal facility. The lack of 
data from this material category should be included within the Data Limitations (Table 3-210) discussion 
as well as its impact on WAC determination. 
Response: 
Action: 

15) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 3.2.1 Pg# :  3-9 Line#: 34 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: This paragraph states that five constituents were inadvertently reported by analytical 
laboratories for several samples. Why not include a qualitative discussion of these constituents 
within this section regarding COCs instead of excluding this data. 
Response: 

16.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section#: 3 Pg#:  3-14 Line #: 21 Code: E 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Please re-check the concentrations listed in the phrase"from 0.0263 ug/g to 52,0000". 
There appears to be at least one typographic error. 
Response: 
Action: 

17.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 3 .Pg#: 3-15 Line #:6 thru 9 Code: c 
Original Comment 8: 
Comment: This section does not answer the question, What is the disposition of the asphalt?" 
It is unclear from this discussion whether asphalt is proposed to be disposed of off-site as a free 
release material or whether it is destined for the OSCF. 
Response: 
Action: 

18.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 

RIFSCMT.\\'PD 



Ohio EPA Comments 
OU3 RI/FS/PP 
Page 6 

Section #: 3 Pg# :  3-17 Line#: 2 Code: c 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Please amplifL the statement that "thorium-230 contamination attributable to fuel 
processing operations is expected in areas of the site that were associated with these operations" 
Please state exactly which areas are involved or supply a reference to another part of this report 
which provides such information. 
Response: 
Action: 

19.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section#: 3.4.3.3 Pg# :  3-21 Line#: 16 Code: E 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Revise "cadmium" to state Ichromium." 
Response : 
Action: 

20) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section#: 3.4.3.4 Pg# :  3-22 Line#: 17 Code: E 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Please revise this sentence to read "There is no Part B Screening Level for lead. 
Response : 
Action: 

21 .) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 3 Pg#:  3-25 Line#: 5 Code: c 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: It is not Ohio EPAs experience that hexachlorobutadiene is a constituent of cutting 
oils. Are there any other possibilities for the source of this substance? 
Response: 
Action: 

22.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 3.4.7 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: This paragraph suggests there are approximately 43,000 ft3 of mixed waste within OU3, yet 
line 29 on page 3 of the Executive Summary suggests there are 163,000 A3 and Table 5-5 states there is 
106,000 ft3. DOE should review the data, determine the appropriate volume, its impact upon cost, etc. 
and revise the document as appropriate. 
Response: 
Action: 

Pg #: 3-27 Line #: 27-28 Code: C 

RIFSC;MT.\\'PD 
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23 .) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section#: 3 P g # :  3-30 ,Line #:12 Code: e 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Please define "CRUD" in the list of acronyms. 
Response: 
Action: 

24.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section#: 3 Pg# :  3-33 Line #: Code: e 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The first two paragraphs have several incomplete sentences and sentence fragments. 
Response: 
Action: 

25.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 3.5.4.1.2 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: There appear to have been several typographic errors in the contaminant masses 
listed. The materials that are said to contribute one percent of the contaminant mass collectively 
appear to total much greater than one percent. 
Response: 
Act ion : 

Commentor: OFFO 
Pg #: 3-34 Line #: Code: c 

26.') Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: Table 3-1 Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: It is still unclear to the reader how the determination of process-related metals is made versus 
inaccessible metals. The text or table should clarifL exactly what piping is included in inaccessible metals 
but not process-related (e.g. is water supply pipe and sanitary waste pipe process related?). Additionally, 
why does "process equipment" occur under the inaccessible metal category rather than the ''process- 
related metals category. How will such determinations be made during D&D if they are not much clearer 
within this and future documents? 
Response: 
Action: 

27.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: Table 3-1 Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: It would seem likely that vitrified clay piping is ''process-relatedtl and should be 
administratively dispositioned off-site. Such clay piping is typically used to convey process waste 
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underground. The reviewer believes the waste line to the Pilot Plant sump was made of clay pipe and this 
pipe certainly contained materials that should be dispositioned off-site. 
Response : 
Action: 

28.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: Table 3 -2 1 Pg #. Line#: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: With 50% of the Tc-99 data qualified as estimated concentrations, Ohio EPA has significant 
concerns with the conservatism of DOE’S decision to use 59 grams as the Tc-99 limit for OU3. These 
data concerns and questions regarding mass contributions from other operable units suggests additional 
administrative conservatism should be built into the disposition of OU3 wastes. Ohio EPA believes DOE 
should provide a graphical summary of Tc-99 mass by building or process area. This summary should be 
used to develop an ALARA approach to reduce the mass of Tc-99 entering the on-site disposal facility. 
It is Ohio EPA’s intention to develop a practical method of limiting the possibility of exceeding the mass 
based WAC without incurring additional analytical expenses. 
Response: 
Action: 

29.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 4.3.2 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: It is unlikely that screening of materials will be acceptable for unrestricted release and disposal 
at a commercial landfill. Landfills within the State of Ohio cannot accept wastes with radiological 
concentrations above background, thus the burden of proof for disposal of wastes from Fernald would be 
substantial and include more than screening with a radiological instrument. 
Response: 
Action: 

Pg #: 4-7 Line #: 12-16 Code: C 

30.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 4.3.2 Pg #: 4-7 Line #:24-27 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The paragraph should include a discussion of the fact that the Plant 7 cost estimates Will be 
high since an obvious lack of customer requirement definition occurred during the implementation of this 
technology evaluation. The fact that, significant quantities of steel were returned because of bending and 
crushing caused by demolition methods will impact the cost estimates. Had different demolition 
techniques or shipment preparation methods been implemented the costs may well have been lower. 
Response : 
Action : 

RIFSCMT.\VI’D 008009 
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31.) 

32.) 

3 3 . )  

3 4 ..) 

35.) 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section 8: 5.2.1 Pg#:  5-5 Line#: 7-8 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: As stated in Ohio EPAs previous general comment, the Agency's concern relates to the 
material being contaminated with elevated levels of hazardous substances with a high degree of mobility 
coupled with the preference for treatment of such materials. Ohio EPA is asserting that DOE should 
commit to additional treatment of this material, as it is consistently managed as waste requiring treatment 
throughout the country. 
Response: 
Action: 

Commentor: OFFO 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section if: 5.2.1 Pg #: 5-5 Line #: 31-33 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: It is unclear why DOE believes that it is appropriate to delay categorizing materials as listed 
or characteristic until implementation of the remedy. The purpose of a Remedial Investigation is to 
characterize the materials to be managed by the preferred alternative. As suggested by the above 
referenced lines, all the data necessary to make such a determination already exists. This determination 
should be completed within this RIES. 
Response: 
Action : 

Commentor: OFFO 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section if: 5.2.2 Pg #: 5-6 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: OU3 must commit to meet additional WACS to be developed during design of the OSDF. 
Response: 
Action: 

Commentor: OFFO 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: 5.2.2 Pg #: 5-6 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The section should include a discussion of on-site disposal facility size restrictions for waste 
acceptance. Additionally, a discussion of how such restrictions will be met should be included. 
Response: 
Action: 

Commentor: OFFO 

Commenting Organization; Ohio EPA 
Section f f :  5.2.2 
Original Comment #: 

Commentor: OFFO 
Pg #: 5-7 Line #: 11-17 Code: C 

RIFSCMT.\\'PD 
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Comment: As stated in Ohio EPA's general comments, the text should include a discussion of the use of 
a crusher or off-site disposal contingency for potential failures in material coordination. 
Response: 
Action: 

36.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 5 Pg# :  5-12 Line#: 10-11 Code: c 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Does the phrase "commencement of final remedial action" mean "disposal in the 
OSDF"? 
Response: 
Action: 

37.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 5 Pg#:  5-9 Line #: 8 Code: c 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Are the five-year reviews referred to here, the reviews that the NCP requires USEPA 
to conduct under CERCLA or are these reviews being performed independently by DOE? 
Response: 
Action: 

38.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
' Section #: 5.3.2 Pg #:5-12 Line #: 23-27 Code: C 

Original Comment #: 
Comment: Include a discussion of how the material volumes for disposal at the representative commercial 
disposal facility were estimated. 
Response: 
Action: 

39.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 5 Pg#: 5-19 Line #: 3rd bullet Code: c 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: This phrase is rather awkward. Please replace it with" Remove materials as necessary 
to achieve the mass-based WAC for technetium-99 and dispose of off-site. 
Response: 
Action : 

40.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
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Section #: 5.5.2 Pg #: 5-24 Line #: 10-15 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The text should include a more substantial discussion of the requirements for disposal of ACM 
and the associated increase in disposal costs associated with such requirements. Examples of such cost 
should include containerization, additional personnel protection and training and impacts to other disposal 
operations. 
Response: 
Action: 

41 .) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 5.5.2 P g # :  5-24 Line#: 24-25 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: CERCLA calls for perpetual monitoring of waste left on-site. Please see the previously 
approved OU2 ROD for acceptable language on this subject and revise appropriately. 
Response : 
Action: 

42.') Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 5.5.2.1 Pg #: 5-25 Line #: 16 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: It seems that working around the clock or at least extending working hours during the 
spring to summer months would help to expedite the placement of waste materials into the 
disposal cell, as well as help to off-set any delays which may occur during the winter shutdown 
months. 
Response: 
Action: 

43.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 5.5.2 Pg #: 5-29 Line #: 8-13 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: These materials would also have to meet Ohio EPA requirements regarding the disposal of 
radiologically contaminated material within solid waste landfills. The text should include a discussion of 
such requirements and their impact on this disposition alternative. 
Response: 
Action: 

44.') Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 5 Pg #: Table 5-1 Line it: Code: c 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The ratio of unbulked volume to bulked volume for FS Category A Accessible Metals 

RIFSCMT.WPD 
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is very much lower than this ratio for the other categories. Please re-check this. 
Response: 
Action: 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: Table 5-5 Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment 3 :  
Comment: This table seems to contradict the text which suggests that Painted Light-Gauge metals are not 
considered hazardous wastes. Please clarify this discrepancy. 
Response: 
Action: 

Commentor: OFFO 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: Figure 5-4 Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Please update this figure to be consistent with the current OU2 design (e.g., no dog-leg on the 
cell). 
Response: 
Act ion : 

Commentor: OFFO 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: Figure 5-5 Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment 2: 
Comment: This figure represents that 7,290,000 cubic feet of material with an average concentration of 
2.9 pCi/g will contain 59 grams of Tc-99. Given this data it is difficult to believe that an additional 59 or 
more grams of Tc-99 will not be contributed by the other operable unit wastes being disposed of in the 
cell. Based upon this information and that previously presented in these comments Ohio EPA does not 
believe the Tc-99 WAC is sufficiently conservative. 
Response: 
Action: 

Commentor: OFFO 

commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section#: 6.3.2.3 Pg#:6-14 Line#: 6-8 Code: C 
Original Comment S: 
Comment: Please refer to OU2 ROD for acceptable language regarding long-term monitoring of the 
disposal facility. 
Response: 
Action: 

Commentor: OFFO 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
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Section #: 6.3.2.6 Line #: 26-34 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: This section should include a discussion of the administrative difficulty in getting material 
disposed at an off-site sanitary landfill. 
Response: 
Action: . 

Pg #: 6-24 

48.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 6.3.2.7 Pg #: 6-25 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Since cost would appear to be DOES primary reason for selecting Alternative 2 as the 
preferred alternative, additional detail needs to be included within this section. Details should include the 
per cubic yard or foot costs for disposal and maintenance, additional costs for OU3 materials such as 
ACM and TSCA wastes, off-site costs for disposal including representative commercial facilities for LLW 
and sanitary waste, treatment cost, etc. 
Response: 
Action: 

49.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: 6.4.1.1 Pg #: 6-34 Line #: 12-15 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: In most scientific analyses 80% certainty is not considered high and is often consider 
unacceptable for drawing conclusions. Ohio EPA recommends deletion of the term "high." 
Response: 
Act ion : 

50.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section#: 6.4.2.5 Pg#:  6-38 Line#: 8-11 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: It would seem appropriate that the per unit costs for OU3 be substantially higher than the 
costs of wastes from other operable units. We base this assertion on the unique handling and disposal 
requirements of the OU3 wastes. OU3 materials will be a major limiting factor in the operation of the 
facility and thus should appropriately bear an additional burden of cost. 
Response: 
Action: 

5 1 .) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: Appendix A Pg# :  A-67 Line#: 20 Code: c 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Please discuss the significance of the phrase "samples.. . will be considered potentially 

RIFSCM?'. WPD 
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hazardous". 
Response: 
Action: 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: Appendix A Pg #: Figure A- 13 Line #: Code: e 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Please add a clarieing legend explaining the significance of the two bold horizontal 
lines in the Figure. 
Response : 
Action: 

Commentor: OFFO 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: B.2.3.1 Pg #: B-7 Line #: 18-21 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: DOE has not provided a sufficient basis for the percent CRUD and holdup within this section. 
These numbers seem low to the reviewer. Were measurements used to make these determinations? 
What experience was used to make these assumptions? Additionally, the sensitivity analysis only 
evaluated scenarios where less material existed rather than larger quantities leaving to question the impact 
of an underestimation of these percentages. 
Response: 
Action: 

Commentor: OFFO 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: B.2.3.5 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: An assumption concerning the percentage of CRUD and holdup material within the clay piping 
should be included within the source term calculations. It is likely that substantial CRUD exists within 
the pipes and contains elevated levels of radionuclides. Assuming the pipe is at baseline values will result 
in underestimating the source term. DOE should revise the calculations of the source term an incorporate 
an estimate for CRUD and/or holdup within the clay pipe. 
Response: 
Action: 

Commentor: OFFO 
Pg #: B-8 Line #: 17-20 Code: C 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: B.2.3.6 Pg #: B-9 Line #: 1-3 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: It is unlikely that below grade concrete is at baseline values. Substantial soil and perched 
groundwater contamination exists within the production area. Spills and releases of contaminants have 
resulted in significant migration ofcontaminants through the soil column. It is likely these contaminants 

Commentor: OFFO 
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also migrated into the below-grade concrete. Assuming these materials are not contaminated will result 
in a significant underestimation of the source term. DOE should revise the calculations to  include an 

' 

assumption of contamination within the below-grade concrete. 
Response: 
Action: 

56.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: B.2.3.8 Pg #: B-9 Line #: 16-18 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The use of Plant 4 data is important but the statement that a "moderate quantity of dust" was 
found does not provide any usehl information. iMore detail concerning the Plant 4 results and how they 
were used should be included. The document states that more dust was found on the inside than the 
outside so DOE concluded that they would assume dust only on the inside surface of the duct. The basis 
for such a conclusion is unclear since the Plant 4 data suggested that dust occurred on both surfaces. 
These assumptions should be revisited and the source term calculations revised as appropriate. 
Response : 
Action: 

57.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: B.2.3.12 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: DOE has failed to justify the assumption that below-grade piping will be clean. Based upon 
data from the soils and perched water within the production area it would seem appropriate to assume the 
piping is contaminated. Unless DOE has data to support the assumption that the below-grade piping is 
clean then the source term calculations should be revised based upon contaminated below-grade piping. 
Response: 
Action: 

Pg #: B-10 Line #: 14-17 Code: C 

58.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: B.5.1.5.1 Pg #: B-22 Line #: 22 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The source term for masonry would appear to be a typo. If not, significant revision to the 
document is required. 
Response: 
Action: 

59.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: B.6.1.8 
Original Comment #: 

Pg #: B-29 Line #: 34-35 Code: C 

. Comment: A substantial discrepancy occurs between this section and section B.2.3.1. Percent CRUD 
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and holdup are based upon interior volume of the pipe and equipment in B.2.3.1 and based upon weight 
in B.6.1.8. Additionally, B.6.1.8 only discusses the one percent layer of CRUD. Additionally, the basis 
for using surface paint to represent the concentration of radionuclides in CRUD is unclear. It seems 
likely that the concentration within the piping CRUD would far exceed that of a surface paint. DOE 
should revise the text of B.2.3.1 and B.6.1 .8 appropriately and discuss the impact of such revisions. 
DOE should provide a basis for the use of surface paint results to represent CRUD contamination levels. 
Response: 
Action : 

60.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: E.3.2 Pg #: E-5 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: This section describes surveying to compl;. with DOE Order 5400.5 yet fails to include costs 
for determining compliance with Ohio rezulations regarding disposal of radiologically contaminated 
materials in a solid waste facility. It is likely additional analytical sampling will be required to conclude 
no above background radiological contamination exists. With this addition to Ohio EPA's previous 
comments concerning DOE'S assumption regarding "beIow-baseline".materials, significant revisions to 
this cost estimate are required. 
Action: 
Response: 

61 .) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
' Section #: E.4.2.3 Pg #: E-8 Line #: 33-34 Code: C 

Original Comment #: 
Comment: The basis for assuming small quantity disposal costs is unclear. Regardless of the volume 
being disposed of from OU3 DOE Fernald should receive a large quantity discount based upon the total 
volume from the site. Additionally, all disposal activities at Envirocare should be coordinated with OU1 
to prevent the development of redundant shipping activities. Incorporation of the OU3 Envirocare wast 
streams into the OU1 shipments is necessary regardless of their volume. 
Action: 
Response: 

62.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: E.4.4 Pg #: E-10 Line #: 14-16 Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Materials regulated under TSCA are proposed for disposal into the on-site cell therefore this 
assumption is incorrect. The additional cost for disposal and long-term monitoring for such materials 
must be incorporated into the cost analysis. Specifically, additional long-term monitoring (e.g., sampling 
for PCBs in leachate) will be incurred by on-site disposal of these materials. 
Action: 
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Response: 

63.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: E.4.4 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The assumption that OU3 wastes will require the same cost for disposal and monitoring as all 
other materials going to the on-property disposal facility is inappropriate. The costs in terms of materials 
handling and disposal requirements will be much greater for the OU3 material than soils from other units. 
The OU3 material will drive soil excavation rates, cell operations, etc. The cost per unit for OU3 
material should be substantially higher than that for soils from other units. Additional information must 
be provided with regard to costs for material handling time during disposal, special operations for PCB 
and ACM wastes, increased monitoring costs for OU3 constituents, additional cell design requirements to 
accommodate OU3 waste, additional cell management and coordination requirements to meet soil to 
debris ratios, etc. 
Action: 
Response: 

Pg #: E-1 1 Line #: 41-42 Code: C 

64.) Comnienting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: E.1 Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: This section provided insuflicient detail to justifjr the exclusion of recycling for structural 
steel. The section should be revised to include actual data from the Plant 7 study, vendor bid sheets and 
specifications, and projected cost savings resulting from increased volume supply to the recycler. 
Additionally, DOE should include consideration of revised demolition methods to reduce the amount of 
unusable steel and methods to reduce the amount of on-site handling (e.g., CDF to queue area to shipping 
area to stage for vendor). 
Action: 
Response: 

65.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: Table E.1-3 Pg #: Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Why is ROB maintenance/survey so much higher'for this table than that in Table E.1-4? 
Action: 
Response: 

. 66.) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Pg. #: G-18 Line #: 20-33 Code: G Section #: G.4.3.1.1 

Original Comment # 
Comment: The time of travel screening calculations should include the transport inputs parameters, 



Ohio EPA Comments 
OU3 RI/FS/PP 
Page 18 

including thickness of vadose zone (L1 and L2), hydraulic conductivity (K1 and K2) and 
retardation factor (R1 and R2). The rate of infiltration, 6 inches per year, seems 
reasonable. 

Response: 
Action: 

67.) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: G.4.3.1.1 Pg. #: G-19 Line #: 5 Code: G 
Original Comment # 

. Comment: In the OU5 RI, the time of travel calculations are presented for the screening results 
(Table F.3.5-4, OU5 RI). Similar results for OU3 should be included in Table G-3 for ten 
COC’s which did not pass. 

Response: 
Action: 

68.) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: G.4 Pg. #: Table G-4 Line #: Code: E 
Original Comment # 
Comment: 

Response: 
Action: 

Appears to be a typo on total uranium OU5 WAC. The value of 1.03 x lo3 should be 
1.33 io3. 

69.) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: G.43.1.2 Pg. #: G-19 Line #: 18 Code: G 
Original Comment # 
Comment: Table G-4 references OU5 WAC values from Table F.5-8 in the OU5 FS (Draft Final 

3/22/95), but there was not a value reported for tetrachloroethene. 

70.) Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: G.4.2 Pg. #: Line #: Code: G 
Original Comment # 
Comment: The development of WAC for OU5 assumed the disposal cell dimensions are 1000 ft x 

1000 ft. For OU3, the disposal cell has redesigned to 400 fi x 2,700 fi. Please explain 
how modeling results from.OU5 are applicable to the development of WAC’S for OU3. 

Response: 
Act ion : 

71 .) Commenting Orsanization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: G.4.3.1.2 Pg. #: G-20 Line #: 29-31 Code: 

lUFSCklT.\VPD 
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72.) 

73 .) 

Original Comment # 
Comment: 
Response: 
Action:. 

Typo: The K, for Technetium 99 is listed as 0.62, but in Table G-5 is reported as 0.60. 

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: G.4.3.1.2 Pg. #: G-20 Line #: 20-33 Code: 
Original Comment # 
Comment: The text discusses the change in the value of K, assumed for technetium 99 as compared 

to OU5 RI, but does not discuss the change to the value of total uranium. This has 
changed from 15 (Table F.3.4-4, OU5 RI) to 3. Please explain. 

Response: 
Action: 

Commenting Organization: OEPA Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: G.I.6.4 Pg. #: G.1-22 Line #: 2-28 Code: 
Original Comment # 
Comment: The process of technetium diffusion into cores is modeled using the analytical solution for 

one-dimensional diffusion. The variables include time, diffusion coefficient, source 
concentration and distance from surface. In fitting the lab measurements, it would appear 
that the source concentration was fitted. The fitted source concentration values should be 
reported and compared with experimental measurements. 

Response: 
Action : 

74.) Commenting Organization: OEPA ’ Commentor: GeoTrans, Inc. 
Section #: G.4.3.1.1 Pg. #: G.-18 Line #: 29-31 Code: 
Original Comment # 
Comment: The travel velocity calculations are not provided in detail here, but can be inferred from 

the screening results. The following observations are offered. 

For tetrachloroethene, the “30 times half-life” is 135 years, thus contaminants must have 
been predicted to have reached the water table within this time period. Focusing on the 
slowest residence region, namely the gray clay, the K, is 1.8. Assuming a porosity and 
bulk density, the retardation is estimated to be approximately 12. To travel through 20 
feet of clay, the water velocity should be on the order of 0.6 Wyear. This is the same 
order of magnitude, but less than the OU5 velocities on Table F.3.5-3. 

For nitrobenzene, the sorption is approximately 3 times less and the half-life is about 3 
time less. The results are consistent with tetrachloroethene. 
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7258 

75 .) 

76.) 

77.) 

7 8 ..) 

The tables should be expanded to include either the time of travel or the travel velocity. 
Response: 
Action: 

Proposed Plan 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: Proposed Plan 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The public is familiar with volumes expressed in the units of "cubic yards" from their 
experiences with OU5. The use of "cubic feet" will very likely cause at least some confusion. In lieu of 
changing all the units in this document and the RI/FS, please provide a conversion that expresses the 
volumes in cubic yards. 
Response: 
Action: 

Commentor: OFFO 
Line #: Table Code: e Pg#:  3 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EP'A 
Section #: PP Pg #: 8 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The table incorrectly presents a total of 1,710,000 cubic feet for inaccessible metals when the 
two categories sum to 1,714,900 cubic feet. Please revise the table. 
Response: 
Action: 

Commentor: OFFO 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: .PP.Pg #: 8 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The text states that a "safe level of technetium-99 within the on-property disposal facility is 
105 grams" yet the RI/FS suggests this is the quantity for OU3 materials within the cell. As stated in 
previous comments DOE must address this inconsistency. 
Response: 
Action: 

Commentor: OFFO 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section #: PP Pg #: 15 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The Preferred Remedial Alternative language states that material will be evaluated "to 
determine the least-cost disposition option" yet the text fails to discuss what factors will be evaluated in 
determining cost. Will lost resources costs, reuse costs, etc. be used in such a calculation? Suih detail 

Commentor: OFFO 
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should be provided for the public or at a minimum the formula for such calculations should be referenced. 
Response: 
Action: 

79.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: PP Pg #: 19 Line #: Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: The figure should be updated to be consistent with current disposal cell design direction. 
Response: 

. Action: 

80.) Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA Commentor: OFFO 
Section #: Appendix C Pg #: Line#: ,Code: C 
Original Comment #: 
Comment: Please include these ARAR discrepancies within the revised OU3 text: 

1 .) 
2.) 
3 .) 
4.) 
5.) 
6.) 
7.) 
8.) OAC 3745-56-54 a,b-hw piles 
9.) OAC 3745-56-56 a,b-hw piles 
IO.) OAC 3745-56-57 a,b,c-hw piles 
11.) OAC 3745-56-58 a,b,c-hw piles 
12.) OAC 3745-56-59 a-hw piles 
13 .) OAC 3745-27-05-prohibits open burning and open dumping 
14.) 40 CFR Part 257.3-3-prohibits water pollution from a solid waste facility 
Response: 
Action: 

40 CFR 6 1.150-6 1.155-Asbestos waste disposal 
ORC 3734,02(i)-Air emissions from HW facilities 
ORC 3734.02.7(a,b)-Prohibits commingling of LLW with solid waste(offsite disposal only) 
ORC 3734 03-prohibits open dumping or burning 
ORC 61 11.04-prohibits pollution of waters of the state 
ORC 61 1 1.07a,c-prohibits failure to comply with water pollution control requirements 
OAC 3745-56-51(A thru F) hazardous waste piles 
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