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Feed Materi a1 s Production Center 
P . O .  Box 398705 
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REPCY TO THE ATTENTION OF 
. -- HSF-55 

RE: Disapproval o f  OU 3 R I ,  FS and 
PP Documents 

Dear Mr. Reising: 

The United States Envi ronmental Protect ion Agency (U.  S .  EPA) has completed i t s  
review o f  t he  United States Department o f  Energy’s ( U . S .  DOE) Operable 
U n i t  (OU) 3 Remedial I nves t i ga t i on  ( R W F e a s i b i l i t y  Study (FS) repo r t  and 
Proposed Plan (PP)  document. 

The RI/FS repor t  provides informat ion on the extent o f  contamination i n  the  
bui 1 d i  ngs a t  the product ion area and addresses a1 t e r n a t i  ves f o r  managi ng t h i  s 
contamination. The PP provides U . S .  DOE’s prefer red remedy f o r  OU 3.  

Although the documents are wel l  organized and c l e a r l y  present U . S .  DOE’s  
analysis and approach f o r  eval u a t i  ng and addressing OU 3 contamination, 
several d e f i  c i  enci es ex i  s t  which must be addressed. 

Therefore, U . S .  EPA disapproves the OU 3 R I / F S  and PP documents pending 
incorporat ion o f  adequate responses t o  the  attached comments. 
t h i r t y  (30) days from rece ip t  o f  t h i s  l e t t e r  t o  submit a revised document w i t h  
responses t o  comments. 

U . S .  DOE has 

Please contact me a t  (312) 886-0992 i f  you have any questions regarding t h i s  
mat ter .  

Remedial Pro ject  Manager 
Federal Faci 1 i t i e s  Section 
SFD Remedial Response Branch #2 

Enclosures 

cc : Tom Schnei der ,  OEPA-SWDO 
Jack Baubl i t z ,  U .  S .  DOE-HDQ 
Don Ofte.  FERMCO 
Charles L i t t l e ,  FERMCO 
Terry Hagen. FERMCO 
Michael Yates , FERMCO 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
"OPERABLE UNIT 3 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/ 

FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT AND PROPOSED PLAN" 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Proposed Plan Page #:.NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  1 
Comment # :  The proposed plan indicates that the land use 

objective adopted for the Fernald Environmental Management 
Project (FEMP) is to create an undeveloped park. The U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE) should discuss the reason for 
adopting this land use objective. The proposed plan 
provides only limited information regarding development of 
other land use alternatives. DOE will need to develop and 
evaluate such alternatives, especially those providing long- 
term economic development opportunities. Information 
regarding DOE'S plans to develop and evaluate land use 
alternatives should be included in the proposed plan. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 

Original General Comment # :  2 
Comment # :  Throughout the documents, references are made to U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and Ohio 
Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) waivers that will 
need to be obtained from these agencies. The references are 
general and should be revised to identify the specific 
agency granting each waiver and the specific regulations to 
be covered by the waiver. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 

Original General Comment # :  3 
Comment # :  The Operable Unit 3 (OU3) remedial investigation/ 

feasibility study (RI/FS) report incorporates the results of 
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interactions between DOE and U . S .  EPA, 
justification for the on-site disposal 

and it provides 
and off-site disposal 

alternative as the preferred alternative. The three 
remedial action alternatives are analyzed in terms of the 
nine evaluation criteria. However, the means by which 
treatment and disposal technologies will be incorporated in 
the decontamination and disposition of OU3 remediation 
materials is unclear. DOE should estimate the reduction in 
toxicity, mobility, or volume of waste and the change in the 
disposal location that would result from use of the chemical 
treatment and physical treatment technologies that have been 
retained for further evaluation. In addition, the impact of 
the five disposition technologies on the cost estimate for 
the preferred alternative should be discussed. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  4 
Comment # :  Ongoing removal actions (RA) provide insight 

regarding the implementability and cost of Alternatives 2 
and 3 .  The document lacks discussion of lessons learned 
from RAs associated with OU3,  such as RAs 9, 1 2 ,  17, 1 9 ,  and 
26. Evaluation of the implementability and cost of 
Alternatives 2 and 3 will benefit from the lessons learned 
from the RAs. For example, RA 19 (Plant 7 Dismantling) 
serves as a pilot project for decontamination and 
dismantling (D&D) of other OU3 structures and reveals 
problems regarding the implementability of Alternatives 2 
and 3 .  About 400 tons of the original 761 tons of 
structural steel sent to the Alaron Facility for 
decontamination and subsequent free release was returned to 
FEMP. The D&D methods used to cut the steel for packaging 
twisted a large portion of the steel, leaving inaccessible 
areas that could not be decontaminated for unrestricted 
reuse. The return of the steel raises a general concern 
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that such unforeseen obstacles will affect the 
implementability of Alternatives 2 and 3 .  DOE should 
incorporate a discussion of lessons learned from ongoing RAs 
that identifies potential obstacles affecting the 
implementability of Alternatives 2 and 3 ;  for example, the 
discussion should identify any potential delays or problems 
in transporting, disposing of, or recycling OU3 remediation 
materials. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  5 

Comment # :  The document provides only limited information 
regarding interim storage of OU3 remediation materials. The 
document should provide additional information regarding the 
space available for interim storage, the estimated amount of 
remediation materials requiring or potentially requiring 
interim storage, and the planning and tracking associated 
with interim storage of remediation materials. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  6 
Comment # :  The specific comments presented below recommend that 

DOE modify its assumptions regarding the estimated mass of 
contaminants and hence the source terms used in developing 
the waste acceptance criteria (WAC). DOE should address the 
specific comments relating to the assumptions and should 
modify the resulting input values used in developing the 
WAC. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  7 
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2nt # :  Because the RI/FS report and proposed plan are for 
the final remedial action for OU3, the essential result of 
the activities should be that all materials deemed to be 
"safe" or "below baseline," whether treated or not, are 
actually below the prescribed risk levels. The final 
remedial action should include screening and analysis 
procedures to ensure that all materials are below these 
levels. This is especially important for components and 
portions of components that were not sampled during the 
RI/FS because they were believed to be uncontaminated or 
because they were inaccessible without partial demolition. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line 
Original General Comment # :  8 
Comment # :  Based on comparison and evaluation of the 

alternatives, the document identifies cost as a reason 

Saric 
# :  NA 

that 
Alternative 2 is the preferred alternative. The estimated 
lump sum costs for Alternatives 2 and 3 are discussed 
throughout the document. The estimated total cost for 
Alternative 2 is about $100,000,000 less than that for 
Alternative 3 ;  specifically, the estimated total costs are 
$90,000,000 and $190,000,000 for Alternatives 2 and 3 ,  

respectively. (In Section 6 . 4 . 2 . 5 ,  the estimated total cost 
for Alternative 2 is $93,000,000.) However, the cost 
estimates do not include the costs that OU3 would contribute 
to the design, construction, material placement, 
maintenance, and monitoring associated with the on-property 
disposal cell. In Section 6 . 4 . 2 . 5 ,  these additional costs 
are provided as a unit rate for disposal ($3.05 per cubic 
foot) and a unit rate for operation and maintenance (O&M) of 
the cell ($1.12 per cubic foot). Table 6-1 indicates that 
the volume of material to be disposed of in the on-property 
disposal cell for Alternative 2 is 6 , 3 0 0 , 0 0 0  cubic feet. 
Therefore, the additional costs associated with the on- 
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property disposal cell for Alternative 2 are $19,200,000 for 
disposal and $7,800,000 for 0 & M .  In addition, the cost 
estimates do not consider costs associated with potential 
delays and problems in transporting, disposing of, or 
recycling OU3 remediation materials. DOE should provide a 
more detailed evaluation of the costs associated with 
Alternative 2. In particular, the cost estimate for 
Alternative 2 should be adjusted to include the costs that 
OU3 would contribute to the on-property disposal cell. 
Also, DOE should explain how the unit rate for disposal and 
the unit rate for O&M of the on-property disposal cell were 
obtained. Finally, consistent cost estimates should be 
presented throughout the document. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Proposed Plan Page # :  11 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  1 
Comment # :  The proposed plan states that, based on the projected 

construction period for the on-property disposal cell, it is 
assumed that remediation materials will be in interim 
storage for 3 years. DOE should clarify the fact that the 
on-property disposal cell(OU2) is 3 years away from 
construction and that 3 years is an adequate amount of time 
for interim storage of remediation materials that will be 
placed in the on-property disposal cell. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Executive Summary Page # :  ES-5 Line # :  9 
Original Specific Comment # :  2 
Comment # :  The text states that available recycling options are 

prohibitively expensive; however, the option to recycle is 
retained and could be incorporated into the remedy when it 
is determined to be cost effective or desirable. As with 
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RA 1 9  (Plant 7 Dismantling), the cost of recycling is not 
the only factor prohibiting recycling of OU3 remediation 
materials. The text should be revised to address all 
factors that limit recycling of OU3 remediation materials. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  2 . 3 . 2 . 1  Page # :  2 - 9  Line # :  18 to 2 1  

Original Specific Comment # :  3 

Comment # :  The text lacks a detailed explanation regarding how 
the locations for collection of toxicity characteristic 
leaching procedure (TCLP) samples were chosen. The text 
should also explain why such a small number of TCLP samples 
were collected for analysis. The number of TCLP samples 
collected represents less than 4 percent of the total media 
type samples collected for acid brick and concrete chips. 
The text should include a justification'for the limited 
number of samples collected for TCLP analysis and a 
discussion on the reasoning behind the collection of the 
eight TCLP samples. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  2 . 6 . 1 . 2  Page # :  2 - 1 7  Line # :  4 0  to 42 

Original Specific Comment # :  4 

Comment # :  This sentence should be deleted from the text because 
it does not apply to the validation problems. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  2 . 6 . 2 . 1  Page # :  2 - 1 8  Line # :  3 

Original Specific Comment # :  5 

Comment # :  The text cites 1 9 8 8  and 1 9 9 1  editions of U . S .  EPA 
guidelines for data validation. Although they were current 
when the RI/FS was planned, these guidelines have been 
superseded by new editions dated February 1 9 9 4 .  DOE should 
use the new guidelines for future work, such as the actual 
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remediation, and should modify the text citations if the 
1 9 9 4  editions were used. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3 . 2 . 1  Page # :  3 - 9  Line # :  34 to 3 6  

Original Specific Comment # :  6 

Comment # :  The text states that "five constituents inadvertently 
reported by analytical laboratories for several of the media 
samples were excluded because they were not planned in the 
WPA and there was a limited number of sample results." The 
text implies that results were excluded because the sample 
size was small and because the analyses were not originally 
planned in the work plan amendment (WPA). The text should 
clearly explain whether the five constituents can be 
excluded without losing important data. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Table 3 - 6  Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  7 
Comment # :  The table lists contaminants of concern (COC), but 

some of the COCs are enclosed in brackets. DOE should add a 
footnote to the table explaining the significance of the 
brackets or should delete the brackets. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3 . 4  Page # :  3-12  Line # :  25  

Original Specific Comment # :  8 

Comment # :  The text contains detailed discussions of the 
relatively few COCs that are considered to be \\more 
significant" and that are therefore carried forward in the 
discussions of the various components of O U 3 .  The COC 
selections appear to be reasonable; al'l selected COCs were 
found at relatively high concentrations in at least one 
sample. However, it would be more useful if the document 
discussed the many COC listed in Table 3 - 6  but not 
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considered to be "more significant." This additional 
discussion need not be as detailed as that already present. 
A matrix-style table similar to Table 3 - 5  and some text 
explaining the criteria for not designating COCs as \\more 
significant" would suffice for most cases. The few 
borderline cases would require more discussion. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3 . 4 . 3 . 3  Page # :  3-22  Line # :  2 - 6 

Original Specific Comment # :  9 

Comment # :  Section 3 . 4 . 3 . 3  discusses chromium contamination at 
OU3 and references Figure 3 - 1 0 .  Figure 3 - 1 0  depicts the 
volume of material considered to be potentially hazardous 
because of chromium contamination. However, the description 
in the text of what is depicted in Figure 3 - 1 0  does not 
match what is actually depicted in the figure. For example, 
the text states that masonry accounts for nearly 90 percent 
of the volume of material considered to be potentially 
hazardous because of chromium contamination. However, 
Figure 3 - 1 0  attributes a much smaller percentage to masonry 
and the largest percentages to acid brick and transite. The 
text or Figure 3 - 1 0  should be corrected, as appropriate. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3 . 5  Page # :  3 - 3 5  Line # :  NA 

Original Specific Comment # :  10 
Comment # :  Several inconsistencies exist between the source terms 

appearing in Tables 3 - 1 3 ,  3 - 1 4 ,  3 - 1 5 ,  and 3 - 1 6  and the text 
of Section 3 . 5 .  For example, Table 3 - 1 3  shows concrete 
waste of 2 0 , 1 0 0  kilograms (kg), and Section 3 . 5 . 4 . 2 . 1  shows 
concrete waste of 17,000 kg; Table 3-14  shows brick waste of 
2 . 5  kg, and Section 3 . 5 . 4 . 2 . 2  shows brick waste of 2 5  kg; 
Table 3 - 1 5  shows chromium in concrete waste of 3 , 1 8 0  kg, and 
Section 3 . 5 . 4 . 2 . 3  shows chromium in concrete waste of 
3 1 , 8 9 0  kg; and Table 3 - 1 6  shows lead with crud and dust 
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waste of 16,000 kg, and Section 3 . 5 . 4 . 2 . 4  shows lead with 
crud and dust waste of 1,600 kg. These inconsistencies 
should be corrected. Also, DOE should discuss the effects 
that these discrepancies have had on determining contaminant 
mass and WAC. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3 . 6 . 1  Page # :  3 - 4 0  Line # :  9-37 

Original Specific Comment # :  11 
Comment # :  The text assumes a 1 . 0  percent "holdup layer" of 

, 
uranyl nitrate hexahydrate (UNH) for the interior of process 
piping and a 0.1 percent holdup layer of UNH for the 
interior of process equipment. This holdup material is a 
major source of uranium contamination and may have a 
significant impact on the remedial action or the WAC for the 
on-property disposal cell. DOE does not state the basis for 
the assumed percentages of UNH holdup material. DOE should 
provide quantitative data to support its assumptions. Also, 
Line 3 4  states that the assumption of 10 percent UNH holdup 
is overly conservative. DOE should clearly state how the 
amount of UNH holdup in the interior of process equipment 
was estimated and the rationale for its approach. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  5 . 2 . 2  Page # :  5 - 7  Line #:. 15 

Original Specific Comment # :  1 2  

Comment # :  The text states that \\because limited quantities of 
soil are available until the OU5 remediation of the former 
production area, OU3 materials may require temporary storage 
prior to placement in the on-property facility." DOE should 
provide details on the duration of temporary storage and on 
the types of temporary storage facilities that will be 
provided. 
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Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  5 . 2 . 4  Page # :  5 - 9  Line # :  7 

3riginal Specific Comment # :  1 3  

Comment # :  The text states that institutional controls and long- 
term monitoring measures are not evaluated in the document 
because the measures specified in the OU2 and OU5 record of 
decision (ROD) are adequate for OU3 remediation materials. 
However, the text should incorporate a discussion of the 
specific institutional controls required by the OU2 and OU5 

ROD that apply to interim storage of OU3 remediation 
materials. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  5 . 3 . 2  Page # :  5 - 1 2  Line # :  9 

Original Specific Comment # :  14 
Comment # :  The text indicates that an estimate of the OU3 

remediation materials requiring interim storage is presented 
in Table 5-1. Table 5 - 1  identifies the quantity of 
materials generated by D&D of above-grade elements of Plants 
4 A ,  lA, and 9 A  and projected to be in interim storage from 
1 9 9 5  to 1 9 9 7 .  The text should be revised to indicate 
whether Plant 7 materials not accepted for unrestricted 
release are included in the estimate. The table should be 
revised to include a more comprehensive estimate of the 
volume of remediation materials projected to be in interim 
storage throughout the remediation activities. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  5.4 Page # :  5-13 Line # :  33 

Original Specific Comment # :  15 
Comment # :  The text indicates that the administrative 

requirements of the Interim Record of Decision(IR0D) specify 
that OU3 remediation materials are not to be kept in an 
interim storage configuration for an extended period of 
time. The text should be revised to clarify that the 
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- materials are projected to remain in interim storage from 
1995-1997. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  5.4 Page # :  5-14 Line # :  15 

Original Specific Comment # :  16 
Comment # :  The text states that, in accordance with the IROD, 

materials generated from dismantling of former production 
facilities will not remain in on-property interim storage 
for an indefinite time. The text should provide more 
detailed information regarding the duration of interim 
storage of various OU3 remediation materials. In addition, 
the text should address the overall planning needed for 
coordinating the interim storage of remediation materials 
from other OUs. The text should be revised to include a 
discussion of the major interim storage needs and the 
estimated durations of storage. Moreover, the text should 
reference Table 5-1 (after the table has been revised) to 
provide a more comprehensive summary of the volumes of 
remediation materials to be maintained in interim storage 
and the associated storage durations. In addition, DOE 
should consider providing figures in the document that 
display interim storage space availability and the volumes 
of remediation materials requiring interim storage at 
various times throughout the 10-year remediation schedule. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  5.5.2.1 Page # :  5-20 Line # :  15 

Original Specific Comment # :  17 
Comment # :  The text states that the interim storage facility 

would be used only for Plant 4A, lA, and 9A remediation 
materials. The text should identify the location and 
duration of interim storage for remediation materials from 
Plant 7 (RA 19). 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  5.5.2.1 Page # :  5-23 Line # :  31 

Original Specific Comment # :  18 
Comment # :  The text states that about 26,800 truck trips would be 

required to convey the OU3 remediation materials to the on- 
property disposal cell. The text should be revised to 
include the estimated truck volume or weight used to 
calculate the estimated number of truck trips. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Table 5 - 3  Page # :  5-37 Line # :  NA 

Original Specific Comment # :  19 
Comment # :  The FS category column of the table does not include a 

category description. The table should be revised to 
include the category description. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  6.3.2.5 Page # :  6-22 Line # :  1 9  

Original Specific Comment # :  20 
Comment # :  The text states that the estimated total cost benefit 

to implementing Alternative 2 instead of Alternative 3 would 
be $80,000,000. The text should be revised to explain how 
this total cost benefit value was derived. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  6.4.2.4 Page # :  6-37 Line # :  1 9  to 23 

Original Specific Comment # :  21 
Comment # :  Section 6.4.2.4 compares the implementability of 

Alternatives 1 through 3 .  The implementability of 
Alternative 3 as compared to that of Alternative 2 is not 
well explained. 
(1) the potential administrative difficulties of 
coordinating shipments of waste with state and local 
authorities whose jurisdictions lie along waste 

The text should be revised to discuss 
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- transportation routes and (2) the uncertainty of reaching 
agreements with off-site disposal facilities. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  A.4.2.1.5 Page # :  A-19 Line # :  12 
Original Specific Comment # :  22 
Comment # :  The text states that U-234 abundances indicate that 

just two samples contain the elevated U-234 ratios 
indicative of two percent U-235 enriched uranium. The text 
should consider the fact that minor count differences near 
the sample detection limit result in high relative variances 
in ratios of the lighter isotopes to U-238: Also, uranium 
enrichment is defined in terms of U-235 content. Therefore, 
the text should use the U-235 result and not the U-234 
result to define whether a particular sample is enriched, 
depleted, or normal. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  A.I.2 and A.I.3 Page # :  A.1-3 to A.1-7 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  23 
Comment # :  Section A.I.3 defines baseline concentrations of 

radionuclides, and Section A.I.2 defines baseline 
concentrations of metals. However, different statistical 
tests and criteria are used in the two sections. For 
example, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test and the Shapiro-Wilkes 
test are used for normality, Rosner’s test and Dixon’s test 
are used for outliers, and a 95 percent UCL on the mean and 
a 95th percentile of the distribution are used for the 
baseline criterion for defined distributions. The 
statistical tests are practically identical in their 
results, but the 95th percentile criterion will exceed the 
95 percent UCL on the mean criterion. DOE should be 
consistent in its statistical practices unless it can 
provide a reason for using varying practices. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  A.I.2.3 Page # :  A.1-6 Line # :  10 

Original Specific Comment # :  24 
Comment # :  This text states that the 95th percentile is used as 

the baseline (background) criterion for undefined 
distributions although the 95 percent upper confidence limit 
.(UCL) on the mean is used for normal and lognormal 
distributions. This practice will elevate the criteria for 
data sets with undefined distributions. As a numerical 
example, given a typical data set of 27 samples with a 
normal distribution and a standard deviation of half the 
mean, the 95 percent UCL on the mean of this data set is the 
65th percentile; more samples or a smaller relative standard 
deviation would result in a lower percentile as the 
confidence limit on the mean. DOE should either (1) revise 
the baseline criteria for defined and undefined 
distributions to make them comparable, as is the case in 

E-14 

QQoom5 



- Section A.I.3.3, or ( 2 )  include an explanation of the impact 
of using the 95 percentile as the baseline criterion for 
undefined distributions on the calculated risks and 
development of WACS. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #:. A.I.4 Page # :  A.1-13 Line # :  6 
Original Specific Comment # :  25. 
Comment # :  The text cites Table A.1-14 for representative steel 

compositions but the table is not present in the document. 
DOE should include the table, which should address both 
common steels used in structural members and concrete- 
reinforcing bars and unusual alloys used both in high- 
temperature and low-temperature, corrosion-resistant process 
vessels and piping. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Tables A.l-4 and A.l-5 

Page # :  A.1-18 and A.1-19 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  26 
Comment # :  Tables A.1-4 and A.1-5 have some distributions listed 

as "undefined." For each table, a footnote or the 
accompanying text should explain that the data sets involved 
were poor matches to both the normal and lognormal 
distributions. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  A.II.2.1.3 Page # :  A.11-6 Line # :  20 

Original Specific Comment # :  27 
Comment # :  The text references Figures A.11-1 through A.11-3 as 

showing natural decay chains. However, these figures depict 
observed activities of Am-241 and C s - 1 3 7 .  DOE should 
include the decay chain figures (and renumber subsequent 
figures) or delete the reference. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  A.II.2.1.4 Page # :  A.11-7 Line # :  25 

3riginal Specific Comment # :  28 
Comment # :  The text provides a useful discussion of secular 

equilibrium. However, the statement that the concentrations 
of the decay products would approach the concentration of 
the parent is inaccurate. The word “concentrations” should 
be changed to “activities.” Also, DOE should consider 
adding a statement that the concentrations of various 
radionuclides with the same activity will vary considerably, 
with the concentrations being proportional to the half- 
lives. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Line # :  7 Section # :  A.IV.2.2 Page # :  A.IV-15 

Original Specific Comment # :  29 
Comment # :  Section A.IV.2.2 discusses the Plant 4 Warehouse, 

which was formerly used to store uranium compounds. DOE 
collected no samples here because high background radiation 
readings precluded the planned hot spot survey. With no 
further evidence, DOE concluded that the structure contains 
only baseline concentrations of contaminants. This 
conclusion is premature; contamination in this building 
could be contributing to the high background readings. The 
Plant 4 Warehouse should be considered to be contaminated 
with an unknown level of radioactivity until it is proven 
otherwise. The same comment applies to the Plant 5 Covered 
Storage Pad (discussed in Section A.IV.2.4), which stores 
uranium residue waste, and all other components of OU3 where 
radioactive or hazardous materials have been present and 
planned sampling was not carried out. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  A.IV.3.13 Page # :  A.IV-114 Line # :  5 

Original Specific Comment # :  30 
Comment # :  Section A.IV.3.13 discusses investigation of the 

Rotary Kiln/Drum Reconditioning Building. 
that this component was sampled even though surface survey 
results were well below the sampling criteria. The actual 
analytical results exceeded baseline criteria by factors as 
large as four (for elemental uranium). This implies that 
the sampling criteria are too high and that other areas 
designated as “baseline” during the surface survey may also 
be contaminated at levels well above baseline criteria. In 
determining disposal options for various materials in OU3, 
DOE should ensure that every material meets appropriate 
criteria either by sampling and analyzing the material or by 
revising the sampling criteria to include an adequate margin 
of safety. 

The text notes 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  B.2.1 Page # :  B-3 Line # :  30 

Original Specific Comment # :  31 

Comment # :  The text states that the surface of accessible steel 
can be easily decontaminated. 
efforts involving Plant 7 structural steel (discussed in a 
DOE letter dated September 27, 1 9 9 5 )  indicate that the 
surface of accessible steel may not always be easily 
decontaminated. Based on this experience, DOE should revise 
the statement and other parts of the RI/FS report where ease 
of steel decontamination is assumed. 

Recent decontamination 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  B.2.3.6 . Page # :  B-9 Line # :  2 

Original Specific Comment # :  32 
Comment # :  The text assumes that all concrete below grade is 

uncontaminated and applies baseline values to this material. 
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- Below-grade concrete accounts for 4 0  percent of the concrete 
and about 2 0  percent of the material in material category E. 
The soils and perched groundwater in the production area 
have significant levels of radiologic and organic 
contamination. This contamination is in direct contact with 
below-grade concrete, indicating that the assumption that 
all below-grade concrete is uncontaminated is incorrect. 
DOE should modify its assumption and should recalculate the 
source term and the uranium WAC using contaminated below- 
grade concrete. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  B . 3 . 2  Page # :  B - 1 5  Line # :  8 
Original Specific Comment # :  33 
Comment # :  The text states that application of maximum 

contaminant values to unsampled materials may result in an 
unrealistic source term. However, using the baseline value 
for below-grade concrete will result in a source term value 
that is biased low. DOE should re-evaluate the source term 
for below-grade concrete. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  B . 3 . 6  Page # :  B-16  Line # :  23 

Original Specific Comment # :  3 4  

Comment # :  Estimating the mass of metals in the transite by 
multiplying the leachate result by 2 0  liters per kilogram 
will likely underestimate the total mass of metals. To 
reliably estimate the mass of metals in the transite, DOE 
should sample and analyze the transite materials. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  B . 7  Page # :  B-35 Line # :  31  

Original Specific Comment # :  35 
Comment # :  The text states that materials such as holdup, dust, 

and interior crud will be "removed." It appears that the 
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- .  contaminant mass associated with these materials was not 
used in calculating the WAC. DOE should explain what 
"removed" refers to and how these materials affect 
calculation of the.WAC. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  C Pages # :  Table C-1, C-2 and C-5 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  36 
Comment # :  Appendix C discusses potential applicable or relevant 

and appropriate requirements (ARAR) and other criteria to be 
considered. Tables C-1 and C-2 appear to miscategorize 
promulgated regulations as other criteria to be considered 
for OU3. This occurs for several regulations in each table. 
In most cases, the same regulations are categorized as ARARs 
for other OUs. Promulgated regulations may be AIiARs but not 
other criteria to be considered. Tables C-1 and C-2 should 
be reviewed, and these apparent discrepancies should be 
corrected. In addition, Table C-5 identifies the Toxic 
Substances Control Act (TSCA) Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCB) 
Spill Cleanup Policy as being relevant and appropriate to 
OU3. The TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup Policy is not considered to 
be promulgated even though it has been published in the 
Federal Register. This policy should be identified as other 
criteria to be considered. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  C.l Page # :  C-1 Line # :  7 

Original Specific Comment # :  37 
Comment # :  The text references Section 300.68(i)(l) of the 

National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency 
Plan (NCP) . However, Section 300.68 does not exist in the 
most recent version (September 15, 1994) of the NCP. The 
correct NCP reference appears to be Section 
300.430(f) (ii) (B). The NCP reference should be corrected. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Table D.l Page # :  D-37 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  38 
Comment # :  The table provides a description of truck transport 

for the rail transport process option and a description of 
rail transport for the truck transport process option. The 
process option descriptions should be corrected in the 
table. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  G.1.2 Page # :  G-3 Line # :  24 
Original Specific Comment # :  39 

Comment # :  The text states that the final design of the cell will 
be the controlling factor in determining the final 
acceptance criteria for on-property disposal of OU3 
remediation materials. Any change in the acceptance 
criteria should be approved by U.S. EPA. In addition, DOE 
should provide additional information on how the final 
design of the cell will affect the acceptance criteria 
determined. in the OU3 RI/FS. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  G.4.2 Page # :  G-14 Line # :  7 
Original Specific Comment # :  40 
Comment # :  The text states that the effects of engineering 

controls were not considered during the first bounding step 
to identify postremediation COCs. This statement 
contradicts the statements on Pages G-17 and G-19 (Lines 23 
and 7, respectively) that refer to the travel time through 
the landfill liner. As stated, the landfill liner is an 
apparent engineering control. DOE should conduct the first 
bounding step (that is, travel time) without use of 
engineering controls. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  G.4.3.1.3 Page # :  G-22 Line # :  15 

Original Specific Comment # :  41 

Comment # :  To distinguish between the allowable contaminant mass 
in the disposal cell for OU3 materials independent from 
other contaminant sources in the disposal cell, DOE uses a 
combination of methods. For the OU3 materials, DOE strictly 
applies the 70-year rule to determine the mass of 
contaminants available to migrate to the environment; for 
other materials, DOE bases its estimate of the mass of 
contaminants available to migrate to the environment on 
initial soil leachate concentrations. The inconsistent use 
of methodologies reduces the amount of conservativeness 
built into the decision process. DOE should complete the 
analysis by consistently applying the 70-year rule. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  H.3 and Tables H-9, H-10, H-12 Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  42 
Comment # :  The text in this section presents a number of 

inconsistent values for various parameters used in the 
exposure point concentration and risk estimations. For 
example, Line 17 on Page H-17 presents residential exposures 
of only 8 hours per day and 250 days per year. These values 
are the same as the occupational exposures rather than the 
usual 24 hours per day and 350 or 365 days per year for 
residential exposures. Table H-9 presents the distance from 
the center of the on-property disposal cell to an on-site 
remediation worker as 1,100 meters.but that to an off-site 
resident as only 500 meters. Table H-10 presents the volume 
of an intermodel transportation container (ITC) as 675 cubic 
feet, although the ITC dimensions presented (including a 
6.4-foot height) indicate a volume of 1,024 cubic feet and 
the standard ITC dimensions (including an 8-foot height) 
indicate a volume of 1,280 cubic feet. Table H-10 also 
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- presents a steel bulking factor of 16.8 but a concrete 
bulking factor of 1.3. The steel bulking factor might be 
applicable to a carefully placed stack of structural members 
of the same size but would not be applicable to a random 
pile of mixed-size pieces. DOE should correct the errors 
and resolve the discrepancies described above. 

In addition, Table H-12 lists only the posted inhalation 
toxicity values. Therefore, no such values are listed for 
most of the nonradionuclide contaminants, presenting an 
underestimation of the related risk. DOE should address 
the implications of omitting these toxicity values from the 
risk estimation in the discussion of uncertainty in 
Section H.5. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  H.4.1.5 Page # :  H-30 Line # :  17 

Original Specific Comment # :  43 

Comment # :  Section H.4.1.5 and Table H-23 show lower estimated 
risks to the public along transportation routes for 
Alternative 3, which includes off-site transportation of all 
remediation materials from OU3, than for Alternative 2, 
which includes off-site transportation of a small fraction 
of the materials. Similar results are presented for 
transportation accident risk in Section H.4.1.6 and Table H- 
26. These counterintuitive results may be due to the 
reliance on road transportation in Alternative 2 and the 
extensive use of inherently safer rail transportation in 
Alternative 3. DOE should discuss the reasons for the 
discrepancies between the risk results for the two 
alternatives. If the different transportation mode is the 
primary reason, DOE should consider modifying Alternative 2 
to include use of rail transportation for all long-distance 
waste shipments. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  J . l  Page # :  J-1 Line # :  25-27 
Original Specific Comment # :  44 

Comment # :  DOE fails to define cumulative impacts as defined by 
NEPA. To be consistent with 40 CFR, 51508.7, DOE should add 
the following sentence to the beginning of this paragraph: 
'\In this evaluation, efforts have been made to further 
quantify environmental impacts resulting from the 
incremental impact of the proposed action when added to 
other past, present, and future actions." If DOE uses the 
NEPA definition of cumulative impact, the analysis in 
Appendix J would be more thorough and would more fully meet 
the spirit of NEPA. 

In addition, as a result of focusing on the impacts of 
simultaneous remediation activities only, DOE fails to 
identify the cumulative impacts associated with future uses 
of or activities at the site. DOE should evaluate the 
cumulative impacts of future site uses or activities where 
appropriate. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  J . l ,  J . 3  Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 

Original Specific Comment # :  45 

Comment # :  The first paragraph of Section J . l  defines the terms 
"representative alternative," "preferred alternative," and 
"selected alternative." However, throughout the appendix, 
other terms such as "selected remedy" and "leading remedial 
alternative" are used. In one instance on Page J-10, 
Line 30, the phrase "preferred alternatives selected 
remedies" is used and conveys a confused meaning. The terms 
"selected alternative" and "preferred alternative" should be 
used consistently in the manner defined in Section J.1, 

whose uses of the terms most closely match the meanings 
defined by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  J.1.3 Page # :  J-3 Line # :  13 to 17 
Original Specific Comment # :  46 
Comment # :  DOE should use the NEPA definition of cumulative 

impacts as well as other NEPA definitions in 40 CFR Parts 
1500 through 1508 (also see Specific Comment # 4 4 ) .  

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  J.3 Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  47 

Comment # :  NEPA refers to the use of “mitigating measures” to 
reduce potential adverse impacts of either selected or 
preferred alternatives. The term “mitigating measures“ 
should be used when preventive actions are proposed to 
counter potential adverse impacts (see 40 CFR 51508.20). 
However, the term “mitigating measures” is rarely used in 
Appendix J. 

In addition, NEPA allows for mitigating measures to be 
outlined in a ROD.as long as it is clear that all 
alternatives were considered. It must also be clear that 
all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental 
harm from the selected alternative have been adopted. If 
such means have not been adopted, a discussion as to why 
they were not adopted should be included in the ROD (see 

1 40 CFR 551505.2 (b) and 1505.2 (c) . 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  J.1.3 Page # :  J-3 and J-4 Line # :  35 - 38; 1 and 2 
Original Specific Comment # :  48 

Comment # :  Groundwater is used for agricultural purposes in the 
FEMP area. Therefore, DOE should discuss the cumulative 
impact or potential impacts of contaminated groundwater 
being applied to crops. 

E-24 



Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  J . 3 . 1  Page # :  J-11 Line # :  5 to 6 

Original Specific Comment # :  49 

Comment # :  The text indicates that "appropriate spill prevention 
and response procedures will ensure impacts related to 
spills are negligible." 
mitigating measures (see 40 CFR § 1 5 0 8 . 2 0 )  to address spills 
and should identify the specific spill prevention and 
response procedures that are being considered. 

DOE should identify specific 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  5 . 3 . 2  Page # :  J-11 Line # :  2 3  to 32 

Original Specific Comment # :  50 
Comment # :  The discussion of how the on-property disposal cell 

will impact groundwater is inadequate. DOE should provide a 
thorough analysis of the potential impacts on groundwater 
and should identify specific mitigating measures for such 
impacts (see 40 CFR § 1 5 0 8 . 2 0 ) .  

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  J . 3 . 2 . 1  Page # :  5 - 1 2  Line # :  2 7  to 32  

Original Specific Comment # :  51 

Comment # :  The discussion of long-term impacts on surface water 
quality focuses on the impacts of remediation activities. 
DOE should identify potential impacts of future site land 
uses on surface water and should identify specific 
mitigating measures. In addition, DOE should identify 
specific mitigating measures (see 40 CFR § 1 5 0 8 . 2 0 )  to 
address the impacts of remediation activities on surface 
water quality. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  J . 3 . 3  Page # :  J -13  Line # :  13 

Original Specific Comment # :  5 2  
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Comment # :  The text states that "engineering controls would be 
employed to keep these levels as low as reasonably 
achievable." This statement implies that mitigating 
measures have been considered, but the text does not 
identify them. DOE should identify the specific mitigating 
measures (see 40 CFR §1508.20) alluded to as "engineering 
controls. ' I  

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  5.3.3 Page # :  5-14 Line # :  11-13 
Original Specific Comment # :  53 

Comment # :  This sentence states that air monitoring will be 
conducted to ensure that emission levels do not exceed 
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAP). However, no information is given on what actions 
would be taken if such standards are exceeded. DOE should 
discuss the actions to be taken in the event that NESHAP are 
exceeded and should identify specific mitigating measures 
(see 40 CFR §1508.20) to reduce the impacts of such 
exceedances. 

In addition, this paragraph does not discuss the potential 
impacts of future land uses. DOE should provide an analysis 
of future land uses at the site in accordance with NEPA (see 
40 CFR S1508.7). 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  5.3.4 Page # :  J-14 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  54 

Comment # :  This section does not discuss the impacts of remedial 
activities on migratory wildlife. DOE should discuss 
migration routes and the impacts that remedial activities 
may have on wildlife during annual periods of migration. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  J . 3 . 4  Page # :  J - 1 6  Line # :  1 to 2 

Original Specific Comment # :  55 

Comment # :  This sentence states that "the cumulative effects 
[which should be '\impacts"l would be beneficial in the long 
term by reducing or eliminating exposure to wastes." It is 
unclear how the cumulative impacts will be beneficial over 
time and who or what would be benefited. This sentence 
should be revised to clarify these matters. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  J . 3 . 4 . 1  Page # :  J - 1 6  Line # :  5 to 11 
Original Specific Comment # :  5 6  

Comment # :  The text contains the same ambiguous statement as is 
identified in specific comment 5 4 .  This sentence should be 
revised to clarify its meaning. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  J . 3 . 5  Page # :  J - 1 6  Line # :  1 4  to 2 1  

Original Specific Comment # :  5 7  

Comment # :  The text states that mitigating measures "would be 
executed if impacts are expected to occur," but no specific 
measures are identified. DOE should identify specific 
mitigating measures (see 40 CFR § 1 5 0 8 . 2 0 )  to limit potential 
impacts on wetlands and water. If no impacts are expected, 
DOE should state this and support the assertion. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  J . 3 . 5  Page # :  J - 1 6  Line # :  2 3  to 30 

Original Specific Comment # :  58 

Comment # :  This text states that the greatest wetland impact 
could result from siting a disposal facility and from 
excavation activities. DOE should further discuss its plans 
to site a disposal facility in a designated wetland. In 
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- addition, DOE should identify specific mitigating measures 
(see 40 CFR 51508.20) to reduce potential wetland impacts. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #:'J.3.6.6 Page # :  J-20 to J-22 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  59 

Comment # :  The text in line 33 on Page 5-20 states that increased 
traffic flow will be "possibly the greatest environmental 
impact." At the end of each paragraph, DOE should describe 
the impacts that the increased traffic is likely to have. 
Furthermore, DOE should identify specific mitigating 
measures for the impacts described. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  5.3.7 Page # :  5-22 Line # :  28-32 
Original Specific Comment # :  60 

Comment # :  The text states that an archaeological survey of the 
FEMP property would be performed and that the Ohio Historic 
Preservation Office and Department of Transportation would 
be consulted to identify cultural resources. However, Page 
J-23 states that these agencies were contacted and did not 
consider future remedial actions at the site to be in 
conflict with their interests. These statements appear to 
contradict each other. DOE should provide a reference for 
each conclusion stated in Section 5.3 that was based on an 
agency referral. If no agency has made the determinations 
presented in this section, the NEPA process has not been 
completed. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  L.0 Page # :  L.0-3 Line # :  2 1  

Original Specific Comment # :  61 

Comment # :  The text defines the laboratory qualifier "B" as 
being applicable only to organic analyses. However, almost 
every page of inorganic analysis results (beginning with 
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- Page L.2-256, the first page) includes the qualifier “B.” 
DOE should define this qualifier as it applies to inorganic 
analysis results. 
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November 9, 1995 

C - 2 9 A  

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: Draft Proposed Plan for the 
Operable Unit 3 Remedial Action 

FROM : Brian Barwick 
Assistant Regional Counsel 

TO : Jim Saric 
Remedial Project Manager 

These are my comments on the United States Department of Energy's 
(U.S. DOE) Draft Proposed Plan for the Operable Unit 3 Remedial 
Action at the Fernald Environmental Management Project: 

Page 13, second paragraph and page 15, 5th paragraph: Replace 
"except those excluded upon receipt of a waiver from the U.S. 
EPA" with "or meet the criteria for invoking a waiver under 40 
CFR § 300.430(f) (1) (ii) (C) . I '  

Page 17, 1st full paragraph: DOE staes that worker exposure is 
expected to be 360 millirem per year. Later, DOE states that 
background exposure is 300 millirem per year and that that is 
2,300 times sreater than the estimated worker exposure. It may 
be that DOE has included background exposure in the worker 
exposure estimate but that is not clear. As written, it appears 
that DOE is stating that 300 millirem is 2,300 times greater than 
360 millirem. At a minimum, this paragraph needs clarification. 

Page 18, 1st full paragraph: The Fernald Citizens Task Force has 
recommended an undeveloped park and DOE, U.S. EPA, and OEPA have 
all stated they will consider that, and other, Task Force 
recommendations. However, no future land use has been '!adopted" 
for the Fernald site as may be implied in this paragraph. Please 
revise accordingly. 




