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RESPONSES TO U.S. EPA COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED PLAN FOR 
AN AMENDMENT TO TRE OPERABLE UNIT 1 RECORD OF DECISION 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section#: Not Applicable (NA) Pg.#: 3 Line#: NA 
Original General Comment# 1 
Comment: 

Commentor: Saric 

The section titled “Overview of Waste Pits Project and the 1995 Record of Decision 
Remedy should be revised to state that (1) a key remedy component of the Operable Unit 
(OU) 1 Record of Decision (ROD) includes disposal of remaining OU 1 residual 
contaminated soil as documented in the OU 5 ROD and (2) the OU 1 ROD actually calls 
for re-evaluation of OU 1 remediation levels based on the OU 5 ROD. 
Agreed. The suggested text changes recommended in this comment will be added in the 
noted section or the section entitled “Change No. 1 - Adjustment of Soil Remediation 
Levels” as appropriate. 
Revised language will be added in redlined text to the appropriate sections. 

Response: 

Action: 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section#: NA Pg.#: NA Line#: NA 
Original General Comment# 2 
Comment: 

Commentor: Saric 

The section titled “Soil Cleanup Level Comparison” discusses the proposed changes to the 
technetium-99 (TC-99) cleanup level for OU 1. Table 1 in this section illustrates the OU 1 
ROD TC-99 cleanup level for each waste pit and the OU 5 ROD cleanup-levels being 
proposed to replace the OU 1 ROD clean up levels. This section also explains why the 
OU 5 ROD cleanup levels area less conservative than the OU 1 cleanup levels. This 
section should be reorganized to better illustrate the differences in how the OU 1 and OU 5 
cleanup levels were derived. An additional table should be added that shows a side-by-side 
comparison of assumptions used to derive the OU 1 and OU 5 ROD cleanup levels. 
Further, a table showing all of the cleanup levels being changed pursuant to this ROD 
Amendment should be included in the Proposed Plan. 
The commentor raises two issues as part of this comment: 1) a request to better illustrate 
the differences in how OU 1 and OU 5 cross-media soil cleanup levels were derived; and 
2) a request to show all cleanup levels (both raised and lowered) that are affected with this 
ROD Amendment. To address the first issue a new Table 2 has been added that 
summarizes the differences in how the OU 1 and OU 5 cross-media cleanup levels were 
derived as suggested by the commentor, and the text has been reworded in several areas to 
accommodate this additional discussion. With regards to the second issue, we wish to note 
that the ROD Amendment process is not actually needed to lower any of the Operable 
Unit 1 levels to match Operable Unit 5 levels. Rather, this process is already expected to 
happen automatically as a result of the obligations specifically incorporated into the 
Operable Unit 5 ROD. This is the same automatic process that also lowered the Operable 
Unit 2 and 4 levels to be consistent with Operable Unit 5, without triggering the need for a 
new ROD Amendment. By incorporating the other constituents of concern into this ROD 
Amendment that have already been automatically lowered as specifically required by the 
Operable Unit 5 ROD could conhse the public that the ROD Amendment and hence their 
participation is needed to affect the change, and could shift the focus away from the need to 
raise the technetium-99 cross-media soil level. As a result, we conclude it is best to focus 
on the technetium-99 change, and include an enhanced explanation of the automatic 
process already in play for the lowering of the other values. The new text we added under 
the section entitled “Change No. 1- Adjustment of Soil Remediation Levels to M e r  
emphasize the automatic lowering requirement should provide the needed clarification. 
What we want to convey here is the concept that a ROD Amendment (and therefore public 

Response: 

- 
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participation-and-decision-making-)-is-not-specifically-needed-to-lower-the-values---rather 
this is addressed by the binding language on page 9-33 of the December 15, 1995 Operable 
Unit 5 ROD which states “Where the final soil remediation level for a specific constituent 
established through the Operable Unit 5 remedy decision process is more restrictive 
(i.e., lower) than that defined in an individual ROD for Operable Units 1,2, or 4, the final 
Operable Unit 5 remediation level will serve as the soil cleanup criteria within the 
boundary of the source operable unit.” This language as well as the Operable Unit 1 
language has now been added to the text. 
Incorporate revised language and the new Table 2 in redlined text per the above response. Action: 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section#: NA Pg.#: 5 Line#: NA 
Original General Comment# 3 
Comment: 

Commentor: Saric 

The section titled “Change No. 2 On-Site Disposal of Pit 4 Cap Materials” states that 8,155 
cubic yards of the Pit 4 cap material have been shown to meet the waste acceptance criteria 
(WAC) for the On-Site Disposal Facility (OSDF). This section should be revised to 
reference the documents that contain the data to support this claim. 
Agreed. The requested reference citation will be added to the text. 
The new text is added as redlined text. 

Response: 
Action: 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section#: NA Pg.#: 8 Line#: NA 
Original General Comment# 4 
Comment: 

Commentor: Saric 

Although Table 2 details both changes in relation to the CERCLA nine selection criteria, it 
is not clear what is required in the original OU 1 ROD. This table must be redesigned to 
illustrate how the original ROD met the various criteria and how these specific changes 
differ from the original OU 1 ROD. 
Agreed. The commentor’s suggestions will improve the table and provide a better 
organization for performing the comparisons. Since the comparisons draw from both the 
original OU 1 and OU 5 RODS, both will be included as appropriate under the redesigned 
table. 
The revised table now appears as Table 3 in the revised document, to accommodate new 
Table 2 discussed in Comment No. 2 above. Because of the redesign of the table, its 
length, and the new emphasis, redlining was not an effective means for showing the 
revisions to the table, so it is therefore not redlined. 

Response: 

Action: 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section#: Pg.#: 5 Line#: NA 
Original General Comment# 5 
Comment: 

Response: 

Action: 

Commentor: Saric 

U.S. DOE should include a statement that ARARs for OU 1 remain unchanged from the 
OU 1 ROD. 
Agreed. The requested statement will be added to the section entitled “Comparison of the 
Proposed Changes with the 1995 Operable Unit 1 ROD.” 
The statement has been added as redlined text. 



Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section#: NA Pg.#: 5 Line#: NA 
Original Specific Comment #1 
Comment: 

Commentor: Saric 

Paragraph 2 on this page states that the groundwater risk target level for OU 5 is 10”. The 
text should be revised to explain that 10” is within U.S. EPA’s target risk range of lo4 to 
1 0-6 and therefore is an acceptable target risk level. 
Agreed. The requested statement will be added to the section entitled “Change No. 1 - 
Adjustment of Soil Remediation Levels.” 
The statement has been added as redlined text. 

Response: 

Action: 

Commenting Organization: US. EPA 
Section#: NA Pg.#: 5 Line#: NA 
Original Specific Comment# 2 

Commentor: Saric 

Comment: The “Readers note” on the bottom of the page states that soil cL:anup levels in OU 2 and 
OU 4 have already been lowered when necessary to correspond with OU 5 levels “or else 
will be achieved directly through the site-wide soil remediation efforts underway.” It is not 
clear what this statement means with regard to possible ROD amendments for OU 2 and 
OU 4. The text should specify whether any OU 5 soil cleanup levels expected to be 
applied to OU 2 or OU 4 are less conservative than those currently in place and if similar 
ROD amendments for OU 2 and 4 are anticipated in the future. 
Agreed. The text must have been confusing, because the intent all along was to inform the 
reader that no additional ROD Amendments to adjust soil cleanup levels in the other two 
affected source OUs (2 and 4) are anticipated in the future (and indicating why). The text 
will be revised so this conclusion is made clearer. 
Revise text, and show in redline form. 

Response: 

Action: 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 
Section#: NA Pg.#: 6 Line#: NA 
Original Specific Comment# 3 
Comment: 

Commentor: Saric 

On page 6, second paragraph as well in a few other locations in the document it is assumed 
that the changes will be approved. I suggest replacing, “approval of this change” with “a 
final determination on this proposed change.” 
Agreed. The requested wording change will be been made. Note that while we scanned 
the entire document for the words “approval (or approve) of this change,” the location cited 
by the commentor was the only location we could find, so that is where the revision was 
made. 
Revise text to that recommended by the commentor, and shown in redline form. 

Response: 

Action: 
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RESPONSES-~O-OHIO-EP-AGOMMEN-T-S-ON-~~-PROP~SED-P~AN-F~R 
AN AMENDMENT TO THE OPERABLE UNIT 1 RECORD OF DECISION 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section#: Change No. 1 Pg.#: 4 Line#: d a  
Original Comment# 1 
Comment: 

Commentor: OFFO 
Code: C 

The paragraph implies that the reason for independently developing soil cleanup levels for 
each operable unit was funding driven. Actually, there were several practical reasons for 
the individual OUs to operate and develop independent cleanup levels. One reason was 
scheduling; the ROD remedy decisions were trailing one another by a year or more. 
Another reason was practical; the OU concept arose to take an enormously large project 
and break it into manageable pieces. Our attempt to re-write the paragraph is as follows: 
Delete the phrase "for funding assurance reasons'' from the first sentence. Continue as 
follows with the second sentence: "While this created redundancy, it helped assure that 
each of the source control units was allowed to address all aspects of cleanup within the 
operable unit boundary, independent of the site-wide cleanup activities under OU5. This 
step allowed the various OUs to individually develop cleanup plans even though the 
various RODS trailed one another by a year or more." 
Agree. This language will be added. 
Commentor's suggested changes will be added in redline form. 

Response: 
Action: 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section#: Change No.2 Pg.#: 5 Line#: d a  Code: C 
Original Comment## 2 
Comment: 

Commentor: OFFO 

Specific reference to documents supporting the WAC determination of the pit 4 cap soils 
must be included to inform the read as well as to complete the Administrative Record. 
Include reference to the sampling plan and the report determining WAC compliance. 
Agree. The additional reference to the sampling plan has been added, along with the report 
where the results are presented. However, we do not feel adding the concentration data 
would be helpful, and may be confusing to the public reader who may conclude his 
decision needs to consider that data, or that the concentration levels should have a bearing 
on the outcome of the decision. The change is a conceptual one, rather than a 
concentration-based one. 
Add requested sampling plan reference in redline form. 

Response: 

Action: 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section#: Liners Pg.#: 6 Line#: last sentence Code: C 
Original Comment# 3 
Comment: 

Commentor: OFFO 

The last sentence defines the liner as extending downward to the first six inches below the 
waste/clay interface for those pits which do not have a synthetic liner. It is our experience 
that bulldozers are not able to reliably place or cut lifts thinner than one foot in depth. We 
believe that when the liners were originally constructed, recompacted clay was very likely 
to have been compacted to a lift thickness of greater than six inches. Similarly, we 
maintain that it will prove impractical to remove lifts thinner than one foot. For reasons of 
practicality and constructibility, we believe that the definition of liner should extend to one 
foot below the visible c layher  interface. 
Based on our experience in the past several years with the soil characterization and 
excavation project, we do not necessarily agree with this comment. We have found that we 
can routinely achieve cuts as thin as 6 inches, and routinely use that thickness as a 
threshold thickness in our excavation planning for the soils project. We have achieved this 
cut thickness both with dozer-based efforts, and scraper-based efforts. An example is 

Response: 
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the 1999 cuts achieved in the AlPII area northwest of the old Sewage Treatment Plant. 
The 6-inch thickness cut was also achieved in the radium hot-spot area in A2PII in 2003. 
We are also required to routinely place at the 6-inch thickness level for clay liner 
construction in the OSDF. For the excavation planned in the WRAP footprint, 6 inches 
will be the minimum cut that will be planned for, and therefore serves as a useful 
definitional and planning thickness for WRAP. We do not feel we need to go to 1 foot as 
an acknowledged practicability limit for either excavation or placement, as suggested by 
the commentor. We do recognize that a good operator and accurate controls will be needed 
to achieve the 6-inch thickness, and have factored that into the planning. 

Action: No change necessary. 

Commenting Organization: Ohio EPA 
Section#: Caps Pg.#: 7 Line#: 2nd and 3* paragraphs Code: C 
Original Comment# 4 
Comment: 

Commentor: OFF0 

The section should go into more detail regarding the intent of the cover system as 
developed in the OU1 FSPP and ROD. This detail is necessary to help the reader 
understand the extent of the change being proposed. The reader needs to understand if the 
ROD intent was a cover as in landfill cover or cover as in topsoil and seeding. It will likely 
be necessary to have some topsoil cover placed in the waste pit area to facilitate restoration. 
This should be included in the last paragraph. 
Agree. Additional text has been added to clarify the status of this aspect of the remedy. In 
developing the response for this comment, we went back into the document history for 
Operable Unit 1 (including the FS, ROD, and RD Work Plan) to track the origin of the 
cover system; it was clear that the cover, which was a multi-layer 6.5 foot infiltration 
barrier similar to the OSDF cap in composition, was put into the Operable Unit 1 remedy at 
the time of the FS and ROD because final land-use based decision making under Operable 
Unit 5 was not yet complete, and final health protective soil cleanup levels (that would not 
require a multi-layer infiltration barrier) had not yet been identified. As long as the 
Operable Unit 1 excavation area is cleaned up to the point where the health-protective 
Operable Unit 5 cleanup levels are achieved, then the multi-layer infiltration barrier cover 
system is no longer necessary. It is also clear from the document trail that by the time the 
July 1995 Operable Unit 1 RD Work Plan was developed and approved, Operable Unit 5 
decision making had been finalized to the point where the Operable Unit 1 RD Work Plan 
could acknowledge the position that site-wide decisions on restoration that were emerging 
from the Operable Unit 5 decision process would need to be applied within the footprints 
of the source control operable units as well. This has been the planning case ever since. 
As the final step, the January 2002 Natural Resource Restoration Plan (a site-wide 
document), fully encompasses the restoration needs within the source-control operable 
units (1,2 and 4) as well as Operable Unit 5 once the health-protective Operable Unit 5 
soil cleanup levels are achieved across all areas of the site. Hence, this concept is not new 
and is reflected in approved site documents beginning with the Operable Unit 1 RD Work 
Plan in 1995. However, we do feel the ROD Amendment should acknowledge that the 
cover system is no longer necessary, since the cover system is still mentioned in the 
original Operable Unit 1 ROD as a component. This will then allow the key ROD-based 
decision documents to remain current with the other approved documents and details that 
have emerged along the way. We have added additional text to this effect in the section 
noted by the commentor to clarify this issue. 
Revise the discussion concerning the cover system to reflect the above discussion, and 
show changes in redlined form. 

Response: 

Action: 
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~- Commenting-Organization: Ohio-EPA ~ - - Commentor: OFF0 __ 

Section#: Readers note Pg.#: 5 Line#: Code: C 
Original Comment# 5 
Comment: This paragraph is confusing. We think the main point is that this is the last time that the 

DOE thinks it will be necessary to change a soil FRL established in one of the RODs. We 
suggest re-writing this note and slightly change the emphasis so that it is clear that no more 
changes to FRLs are anticipated. Briefly list the previous changes, including changes to 
the groundwater FRLs. Conclude with a strong statement promising that no more changes 
will be made. We offer this suggestion because we are concerned that the stakeholders will 
feel that the remedy has been nickle and dimed to the point that it is no longer protective to 
the extent it was in the original RODs. 
Agree, and a similar issue was raised by U.S. EPA. Additional clarifying language has 
been added, along with a statement that no other ROD Amendments to revise soil cleanup 
levels in the source-control operable units (1,2, and 4) are anticipated. We did not, 
however, feel we should be showing previous groundwater FRL changes within this 
document since they do not weigh in to the soil-based decisions at hand, and could confuse 
the public reader. 
Revise per the language as above, and show in redlined form. 

Response: 

Action: 




