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INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) responses to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
and Ohio EPA (OEPA) comments on the August 1995 draft Record of Decision for Remedial Actions
at Operable Unit 5 (ROD) are provided herein. A total of 73 comments were submitted; 28 (Nos. 1
to 28) from EPA and 45 (Nos. 29 to 73) from OEPA. DOE'’s responses are provided in the usual
template format.

The sequential number DOE has assigned to each comment appears in the left margin. The original
comment number assigned by each agency remains within the template, on the third line. A comment
number cross reference list is included for each agency’s comments. :

The cross-reference list repeats the information from the comment template and adds, in the first and
last columns, the sequential DOE-assigned comment number and the page number in the revised
document where the resultant action appears, respectively. In the ROD, the DOE-assigned number
appears in the left margin of the text at the beginning of the paragraph containing the struckout
material and/or the redlined revision. In the New Page No. column, NA means a no-action response
and G means a general comment affecting several different sections/appendices.

Page and line numbers used in responses and actions reference the August ROD.

The Foreword to the ROD explains how the text reflects the placement and nature of the comment
responses.
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COMMENT CROSS-REFERENCE LIST FOR EPA COMMENTS

ON THE AUGUST 1995 OPERABLE UNIT 5§ ROD

DOE I Commenting Original Comment .
No. izati No. New Page No.
1 U.S. EPA Saric Technical 1 G
2 U.S. EPA Barwick Original 1 7 7-2 27-33 NA
3 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 1 7.1.3 7-2 32 NA
4 U.S. EPA Barwick 2 7 7-71, 7-10 33-34, 1-2 7-7
5 U.S. EPA Barwick 3 7-10 38-39 7-10
6 U.S. EPA Barwick 4 7 7-13 20-21 7-13
7 U.S. EPA Barwick 5 8 8-2 13-14 8-2
8 U.S. EPA Barwick 6 8 8-11 5-8 8-10, 8-11, 10-14,
10-15, 11-1,
A.24
9 U.S. EPA Saric General 2 9 9-14
10 U.S. EPA Saric General 3 9 9-2
11 U.S. EPA Saric General 4 9 NA
12 U.S. EPA Saric General 5 9 9-19, 9-34
13 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 2 9.1.2 9-6 3-6 9-8
14 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 3 9.1.2 9-6 13-15 NA
15 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 4 9.1.5 9-10 & 9-11 lg)-lus, 9-13, 9-14,
16 U.S. EPA Saric Specific § 9.1:8 9-15 9-19, 9-34
17 U.S. EPA Barwick 7 9 9-15 27-31 NA
18 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 6 9.2 9-28 26-33 D-ii, 9-6
19 U.S. EPA Saric General 1 9&11 D-ii, 9-13, 9-15,
10-15
20 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 7 10.1.2 10-3 19-24 10-3
21 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 8 10.1.4 10-5 1&2 10-5
22 U.S. EPA Barwick 8 10 10-5 2 10-5
23 U.S. EPA Barwick 9 10 10-5 32 10-6, 10-13
24 U.S. EPA Barwick 10 10.2.2 :8-7 thru 10- 10-6, 10-8
25 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 9 10.4 10-12 11-15 10-13
26 U.S. EPA Saric Specific 10 11 11-1 thru 11-3 11-1 thru 11-3
27 U.S. EPA Barwick 12 A3 A.3-138 In alphabetical
order
28 U.S. EPA Barwick 11 R R1-R3 NA

*G means the change is applied to all appropriate places in the ROD
NA means a no-action response
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RESPONSES TO U.S. EPA COMMENTS
ON THE DRAFT OPERABLE UNIT 5§ RECORD OF DECISION

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

Original Technical Comment# 1

Comment: The above-referenced draft record of decision (ROD), dated August 1995, was
submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) by the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE). The ROD was reviewed to (1) determine whether it is
consistent with the proposed plan and remedial investigation and feasibility study
(RI/FS) for Operable Unit 5 (OUS); (2) determine whether it was prepared in
accordance with Superfund regulations, policy, and guidance; and (3) evaluate the
technical and policy basis for any significant changes to the remedial action since
issuance of the OUS proposed plan.

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

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

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

Original Comment# 1

Comment: Page 7-2, lines 27-33. Will the retirement of wells be timed to coincide with
excavation of the perched water zones? Or will all the wells be retired immediately
after issuance of the ROD? If the latter, will there be a significant period of time
wherein contaminated groundwater will migrate from the perched water zones? U.S.
DOE needs to better explain how this transition from removal to remedial response
activities will be orderly as is required by 40 CFR § 300.415(f).

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

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

Action: None required.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section#: 7.13 Pg.#:. 7-2 Line#: 32 Code:

Original Specific Comment# 1

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

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

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

Original Comment# 2

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

Response:  Agree, these sentences are duplicates.

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

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

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

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

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

Original Comment# 4

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

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

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

Original Comment# 5

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

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

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

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick

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

Original Comment# 6 .

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

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

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

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

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

Original General Comment# 2 _

Comment: The ROD should establish the process for reporting and instituting corrective measures
for the groundwater extraction and treatment system and the advanced wastewater
treatment plant in the event that the 600-1b/yr mass discharge limit, the discharge
concentration limit (to be established), or the in-stream concentration limit is exceeded.
The process should include installation and operation of additional treatment units
unless exceedances can be attributed to exceptional operating conditions.

Response:  DOE has committed to preparing an Operations and Maintenance Plan to guide

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

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

062 06
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10. (fommenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

11.

Section#: 9 Pg.#: Line#: Code: 7 2 6 2

Original General Comment# 3

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

Response:  Agree.

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

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

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

Original General Comment# 4

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

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

060 U7
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these soil cleanup levels and the remedial design process will delineate the final
certification process to demonstrate that remedial action objectives have been achieved.
DOE acknowledges that the remedial design is subject to EPA and OEPA review for
concurrence in the procedures provided.

None required.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section#:

9 Pg.#: . Line#: Code:

Original General Comment# 5

Comment;

Response:

Action:

FER\CRUS\ROD\USEPAROD.COM\November 8, 1995 12:44pm 5

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

This comment requests information concerning the types of RCRA wastes (both listed
and characteristic) in Operable Unit 5 which are envisioned for disposal in the on-
property disposal facility under the provisions of the CAMU rule. The intent of the
comment is to identify what materials from Operable Unit 5 will not be treated to LDRs
or minimum technology requirements before on-property disposal, consistent with the
relief for such treatment offered by the CAMU rule. The RCRA wastes of interest
include contaminated soil and wastewater treatment process residuals that together
comprise the universe of remediation waste within Operable Unit 5. As background for
the response to this comment, note that Comment 30 (made by OEPA concerning a
restriction on the placement of RCRA characteristic waste in the on-property disposal
facility) is directly relevant to this EPA comment. As a result of the successful
resolution to Comment 30, coupled with the adoption of an implementation strategy to
address OEPA'’s characteristic waste concern (added to Section 9.1.1 of the ROD), it is
not envisioned that any significant quantity of RCRA characteristic materials will be
placed in the disposal facility. The listed constituents that are present in Operable Unit
5 media will be disposed of in the on-property disposal facility up to the cut-off
concentration levels established by the waste acceptance criteria. Contaminated media
with levels that exceed the waste acceptance criteria will either be treated to meet the
criteria or shipped off site for disposal. The listed substances (and waste codes) that
are present in Operable Unit 5 media that are envisioned to be disposed of in the
on-property disposal facility are: methylene chloride (F002), tetrachloroethylene
(F002), toluene (F005), trichloroethylene (F002), 1,1,1-trichloroethane (F002), and
xylene (F003). These constituents are summarized from Section 4.0 of the Operable
Unit 5 FS Report.

Strike sentence on page 9-15, line 11, beginning with "Wastes that exhibit...” Add two
new paragraphs following line 14 to read: "DOE, EPA, and OEPA reviewed remedial
investigation data and site process knowledge to determine if areas of soil exhibiting a
RCRA characteristic could be identified which offered a reasonable opportunity for the
application of a cost-effective level of treatment before disposal. This review was
conducted to further satisfy the regulatory preference for treatment contained in Section
264.552 of the CAMU rule. The review identified six geographic areas of the FEMP
where a reasonable potential exists for the presence of RCRA characteristic waste in
soil. These areas are summarized in the remedy description for soil provided in
Section 9.1.1. Recognizing that a protective remedy has been selected for Operable
Unit 5 soil, coupled with the desire on the part of DOE, EPA and OEPA to satisfy the
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regulatory preference for treatment, consensus has been reached by DOE, EPA, and
OEPA that these six geographic areas represent the locations where a reasonable
opportunity exists for cost-effective treatment of RCRA characteristic soil. DOE is
committed to identifying, segregating and treating, as necessary, contaminated soil from
within the six geographic areas that exhibits one or more RCRA characteristics.
Additional details of this commitment and the procedures for its implementation are
provided in Section 9.1.1. As a result of the commitment to identify and treat RCRA
characteristic soil from the six designated geographic areas, no significant quantities of
RCRA characteristic wastes from Operable Unit 5 are envisioned to be disposed of in
the on-property disposal facility.

The Operable Unit 5 remediation waste that is destined for on-property disposal may
contain these listed RCRA constituents (shown with their waste codes): methylene
chloride (F002), tetrachloroethylene (F002), toluene (FOO0S), trichloroethylene (F002),
1,1,1-trichloroethane (F002), and xylene (FO03). Under the provisions of the CAMU
rule, these constituents will not be placed in the on-property disposal facility at
concentration levels that exceed the health-protective waste acceptance criteria levels
established for each constituent. Materials that are contaminated above the waste
acceptance criteria for the listed constituents- will either be 1) treated to meet the criteria
or 2) shipped off site for disposal.”

Strike the text on pg. 9-29, lines 1-6 as it is no longer necessary.

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

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

Original Specific Comment# 2 '

Comment: The text states that perched water from the sewage treatment plant area and the fire
training area will be segregated and pretreated, if necessary, to address RCRA- listed
constituents. It is unclear why this approach is being used only for these two areas.
This approach should be used for all perched water at FEMP, especially in the
production plant area where RCRA-listed organics are present at high levels in perched
water. The ROD should be revised accordingly.

Response:  The approach to addressing the treatment of perched water evolved during the

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

Clearly defined sources of releases of listed hazardous waste and hazardous constituents
could be identified at the fire training area and the sludge drying beds due to their
location away from the main Production Area. It was agreed during these negotiations
with the State of Ohio that the perched water encountered during excavation activities at
these two locations would be segregated and pretreated to address the listed components
before being blended with the other wastewater streams at the FEMP. On the basis of
available groundwater sampling data, the constituents of concern at these locations are

FER\CRUS\ROD\USEPAROD.COM\Navember 8, 1995 12:44pm 6 GGG, G3



14.

15.

. 7262

low concentrations of volatile organics. Pretreatment will involve processing the water
through carbon absorption columns prior to release to the advanced wastewater
treatment (AWWT) facility. Purge water from groundwater sampling activities in these
areas are currently drummed and pretreated at the VOC treatment system located in
Plant 8. It is anticipated that a small pretreatment system will be installed at the
AWWT facility as part of the planned expansion of the plant capacity. Flows
containing listed constituents from the fire training area and the sludge drying beds are
being preferentially segregated and pretreated so as to eliminate the need to invoke the
procedural requirements of the State of Ohio hazardous waste regulations (which would
be imposed for all AWWT residuals if the wastewater streams were commingled).

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

Action: Add the following to page 9-6, line 3: ...transferred to the AWWT facility for
treatment before discharge. Collected perched water containing volatile organic
compounds will be directed through a carbon absorption treatment system (or
equivalent) located at the AWWT facility. Perched water collected...

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

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

Original Specific Comment# 3

Comment: The text states that limited pumping or trenching of perched water may be required to
attain necessary remediation levels. However, no perched water remediation levels are
presented in the ROD. The ROD should identify the remediation levels for perched
water.

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

the ROD. .
Action: None required.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section#: 9.1.5 Pg.#: 9-10 & 9-11 Line#: Code:

Original Specific Comment# 4 )
Comment: Section 9.1.5 discusses treatment of discharges to the Great Miami River. The
following items should be added to Section 9.1.5: (1) the agreed-upon discharge
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concentration limit and (2) an explanation of the process of instituting reporting and
corrective measures in the event that discharge limits both concentration- and mass-

based are exceeded.
Response:  Section 9 has been updated to reflect the resolution of the 20 ppb issue raised by EPA

and OEPA.
Action: See actions addressing Comments 9 and 19.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section#: 9.1.8 Pg.#. 9-15 Line#: Code:

Original Specific Comment# 5

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

Response:  See Response for Comment 12.

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

Original Comment# 7

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

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

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

Original Specific Comment# 6

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

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

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

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

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

Original General Comment# 1

Comment:

The draft OUS ROD deviates significantly from the OUS proposed plan. The ROD
eliminates the 20 micrograms per liter (ug/L) of total uranium (U) maximum discharge
limit for the blended effluent made up of treated and untreated groundwater and
wastewater. The ROD retains (1) the maximum mass discharge limit of 600 pounds
per year (Ib/yr) of U and (2) the requirement that the in-stream U concentration in the

- Great Miami River must not exceed the 10 risk level of 530 ug/L of U. The planned

extraction rate for the groundwater remediation system is 4,000 gallons per minute
(gpm). As discussed below, a maximum discharge concentration limit should be
established.

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

The ROD does not specify how compliance with the mass discharge limit of 600 1b/yr
of U will be determined. For U.S. EPA to ensure compliance with the mass discharge
limit and ensure against undetected discharge of relatively high concentrations of U into
the river, both the discharge flow volumes and the discharge U concentrations should
be measured on a regular basis. According to the ROD and U.S. EPA-approved
design, the groundwater extraction and treatment system must restore the groundwater
to beneficial use in a reasomable time. The system described in the ROD extracts
groundwater at a rate of 4,000 gpm. Taken together, the mass discharge limit and the
required restoration rate make it possible to calculate a discharge concentration limit.
An average discharge concentration limit should be established that allows for
fluctuations in discharge flow rates and U concentrations while ensuring against
discharges of relatively high concentrations of U. The average discharge concentration
limit should then become an enforceable performance standard in the ROD. The ROD
should also be revised to state that the general restoration timeframe of 27 years or less

0G0 .12
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(as modeled in the FS) in order to establish a performance standard for the groundwater
extraction and treatment system. In addition, a monitoring program should be
established that requires DOE to measure both flow rates and U concentrations with a
24-hour continuous composite sampler so that compliance with both the mass discharge
limit and the discharge concentration limit can be analyzed daily.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

comment response package. The handouts included the following information:

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

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

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

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

In general these projections indicated that, for the groundwater extraction/reinjection
scenarios evaluated, a 20 ppb concentration limit and a 600 pound annual mass limit for
uranium could be attained under average operating conditions. DOE projected that
continuous attainment with these limits could not be assured for periods of exceptional
operating conditions. .

Discussions at the meeting centered on the basis for imposing a 20 ppb total uranium
discharge limit as a provision of the ROD. It was recognized that the application of
such a limit was not being considered as a required component of the remedy necessary
to ensure protectiveness. EPA considered such a limit an appropriate performance-
based requirement that appeared to be reasonably attainable for all groundwater
extraction/reinjection scenarios presently under consideration through the application of
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a demonstrated wastewater treatment technology at a sensible level. At this meeting it
was recognized that such a limit, being performance-based, would need to accommodate
the exceptional operating conditions reasonably anticipated to occur over the duration of
the remedial action.

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

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

¢  The 600 pound per year mass discharge limit for total uranium will become
effective upon issuance of the Operable Unit 5 ROD.

e The 20 ppb total uranium discharge limit will become effective on
January 1, 1998.

¢  The FEMP will be allowed to by-pass storm water directly from the retention
basin to the river for up to 10 days per year to accommodate periods of
significant precipitation. The intent of allowing these direct by-passes to occur is
to provide the relief needed to accommodate periods of precipitation that exceed
retention and treatment capacities. The uranium concentration in the blended
discharge during these 10 days will be considered in the 600 pound per year
mass-based limit, but will not be included in the monthly averaging for purposes
of demonstrating compliance with the 20 ppb concentration-based limit.
Uranium concentrations in the effluent discharged to the river for these 10 days
will not permit exceedance of the final remediation level (530 ppb total uranium
outside the mixing zone) for the river. Notification will be provided to EPA and
OEPA within seven days of the implementation of such a by-pass.

e The FEMP will be allowed periods of significantly reduced treatment plant
operation to accommodate scheduled maintenance activities. The uranium
concentration in the blended discharge during these periods will be considered in
the 600 pound per year mass-based limit. EPA approval will be obtained in
advance when notification of these planned maintenance periods is accompanied
by a request to not include the uranium concentration in the discharge in the
monthly averaging conducted for demonstrating compliance with the 20 ppb
limit.

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

Compliance with the mass- and concentration-based discharge limits will be assessed
through use of the continuous NPDES sampling station located at the Parshall flume.
The requested reference to the 27-year groundwater restoration time frame appears on
pg. 9-9, line 7.

0G0 14
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Action:

To reflect this position in the ROD:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Add the following text on pg. D-ii, line 23 of the Declaration Statement:

...to attain "performance-based concentration discharge limits," mass-based
discharge limits,...

Modify the text on pg. 9-10, lines 24 and 25:

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

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

"Treatment will be applied to storm water, wastewater and recovered
groundwater to the extent necessary to limit the total mass of uranium discharged
through the FEMP outfall to the Great Miami River to 600 pounds per year and
to ensure that the levels necessary to ensure the protection of human health (i.e.,
530 ppb total uranium outside the mixing zone) for concentrations of uranium
and other COCs in the Great Miami River are not exceeded. This mass-based
discharge limit will become effective upon issuance of the ROD. Additionally,
the necessary treatment will be applied to these streams to limit the concentration
of total uranium in the blended effluent to the Great Miami River to 20 ppb.

The 20 ppb discharge limit has been adopted as a performance-based requirement
of the selected remedy as it is considered reasonably attainable with the
application of a sensible and cost-effective level of treatment. The 20 ppb
discharge limit for uranium will be based on a monthly average and will become
effective January 1, 1998.

The FEMP will be allowed to by-pass storm water directly from the site’s storm
water retention basin to the river for up to 10 days per year to accommodate '
periods of significant precipitation. The intent of allowing the by-pass of these
flows is to provide the relief needed during periods of excessive precipitation
when the quantities of storm water exceed retention and treatment capacities.

The uranium concentration in the blended discharge during these 10 days will be
considered in the 600 pound per year mass-based limit, but will not be included
in the monthly averaging for purposes of demonstrating compliance with the

20 ppb performance-based concentration limit. Uranium concentrations in the
effluent discharged to the river for these 10 days will not permit an exceedance
of the final remediation level (530 ppb total uranium outside the mixing zone) for
the river. Notification will be provided to EPA and OEPA within seven days of
the implementation of such a direct by-pass.

Additionally, needed relief from the discharge limits will be provided to the
FEMP to accommodate scheduled treatment plant maintenance activities. The
uranium concentration in the blended discharge during these periods will be
considered in the 600 pound per year mass-based limit. EPA approval will be
obtained in advance when notification of these planned maintenance periods is
accompanied by a request that the uranium concentrations in the discharge not be
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7)

8)
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10)

11)
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considered in the monthly averaging performed to demonstrate compliance with
the 20 ppb limit.

To attain these mass-based and concentration-based discharge limits, DOE has
committed to expanding the design capacity of the existing AWWT facility by a

minimum of 1800 gpm. Schedules for designing and constructing this additional
treatment capacity will be defined as part of the RD/RA process."

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

... exceed 600 pounds. "The 600 pound per year discharge limit for uranium
will become effective upon issuance of the ROD."

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

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

January 1, 1998."

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

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

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

Delete Section 11.0 in its entirety.

Delete the following text from pg. A.2-4:

... "As a result of public comments .... remedy description in Section 9.0."
Replace with the following:

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

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

DOE, EPA and OEPA consider it prudent to continue to strive for reduction of
uranium discharges to the Great Miami River. In 1989, the year production
ceased at the FEMP, uranium discharges to the Great Miami River were
approximately 1800 pounds per year. Through the construction of the storm
water retention basin, the installation and operation of two temporary treatment
units, and the construction and operation of the advanced wastewater treatment
system, uranium discharges to the river have gradually decreased. The current
year’s projected discharge is anticipated to be less than 600 pounds. As
full-scale aquifer restoration begins, it would be reasonably expected that the
quantity of water and the mass of uranium being discharged to the river will
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increase. Meetings were held with the EPA and OEPA regarding the need and
advisability of imposing a performance-based concentration discharge limit as
part of the ROD. A performance-based concentration limit that could be
reasonably attained with a cost-effective level of treatment was considered
necessary by EPA to supplement the human health-based final remediation level
of 530 ppb established for concentrations of total uranium in the Great Miami
River.

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

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

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

21.

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

Original Specific Comment# 7

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

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

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

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

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

Original Specific Comment# 8

Comment:  These lines discuss the performance standards for the advanced wastewater treatment
plant after any blending of discharge. A typographical error needs to be corrected by

" changing the phrase "will be exceeded” to “wiil not be exceeded.” In addition, the text
should be revised to specify the discharge concentration limit to be met.

Response:  Agree. . '

Action: Revise phrase on pg. 10-5, line 1 to read: ...will not exceed 600 pounds per year and
a monthly average discharge limit of 20 ppb (as stipulated in Section 9.1.5), and
in-stream final remediation levels of 530 ppb will not be exceeded. Although a health-
protective limit (530 ppb total uranium measured outside the mixing zone) was
established, the total uranium discharge limit (20 ppb measured at the outfall to the
Great Miami River) has been adopted as a performance-based requirement because it is
considered attainable with the existing and planned modifications to the FEMP’s
advanced wastewater treatment facility.
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Cbmmenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick - & ‘-~

Section#: 10 Pg.#: 10-5 Line#: 2 Code:

Original Comment# 8

Comment:  Page 10-5, line 2. At a minimum, the second "be" is a typographical error. More
substantively, this should read "will not be exceeded."

Response:  Agree.

Action; Correction accomplished with text revisions for Comment 21.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick
Section#: 10 Pg.#: 10-5 Line#: 32 Code:

Original Comment# 9

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

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

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

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

Original Comment# 10

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

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

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

26.
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Section#: 10.4 Pg.#: 10-12 Line#: 11-15 Code:

Original Specific Comment# 9

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

Response: A nearly identical issue was raised by OEPA. See responses to Comments 30 and 55
and the DOE commitments provided for Comment 30. DOE also wishes to clarify that
all of the RCRA-based contaminants of concern were subjected to the waste acceptance
criteria lOOO-year performance period modeling process, and the absence of a
numerical value in Table 9-6 should not be construed to imply that "no numerical waste
acceptance criteria exist,” as suggested by the comment. Rather, the absence of a
numerical value for a RCRA contaminant in Table 9-6 indicates, based on mobility
behavior and geochemical properties, that these particular contaminants will not impact
the Great Miami Aquifer above prescribed levels within the 1000-year simulation
period, regardless of initial concentration in the facility. In accordance with OEPA’s
request expressed during the negotiations for the draft RCRA/CERCLA integration
Directors Findings and Orders, none of the RCRA COCs were "screened out" during
either the establishment of final remediation levels or the development of waste
acceptance criteria for the various on-property alternatives considered in the Operable
Unit 5 feasibility study. In keeping with this arrangement, all of the RCRA COCs
appear in Table 9-6, even if select constituents do not require an upper-bound
concentration limit for placement of that constituent in the on-property disposal facility.

Action: As stated for Comments 30 and 55.
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor; Saric
Section#: 11 Pg.#: 11-1 thru 11-3 Line#: Code:

Original Specific Comment# 10

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

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

Action: Delete Section 11 in its entirety because there are no significant changes from the
preferred remedy described in the Proposed Plan.
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick -
Section#: A3 Pg.#. A.3-138 Line#: Code:

Original Comment# 12
Comment: A.3-138, Yocum, E. 6. The 20 parts per billion final remediation level for the Great

Miami Aquifer is not a goal but an enforceable element of this ROD.

Response:  Agree.

Action: Replace "goals" with "limits" in the response to E. Yocum 6. Similar changes will be
made to the response to Anon. 4-1, L. Crawford 12, V. Dastillung 12, P. Dunn §,
OEPA 3, and G. Willeke 1.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Barwick

Section#: R Pg.#: R1-R3 Line#: Code:

Original Comment# 11

Comment: Pages R1-R3. Are all of these documents