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Appendix A

Comment Documents and Responses

This appendix accompanies the Responsiveness Summary, Part 111 of the Record of Decision
(ROD) for Operable Unit 1-10 of Waste Area Group (WAG) 1, Test Area North (TAN), at the Idaho
National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL). It contains the scanned images of all
written comments received before the close of the comment periods, on both the original February and
revised November proposed plans, and transcripts of oral comments made during the formal comment
session of each public meeting,

The scanned images are annotated with sidebars indicating the identified comments, using a three-
part alphanumeric code to designate the document number, comment number within it, and response or
responses in the Responsiveness Summary relevant to this comment. Each document number begins with
an F, N, or T, identifying it as a written comment received following the February proposed plan (F), a
written comment received following the November proposed plan (N), or an oral comment made during
the formal comment period of a public meeting (T). All public meetings held were concerning the
February proposed plan. The number following the letter F, N, or T was assigned to each separately
received document according to the order in which it was received. The second number, following the
hyphen, identifies comments identified within each document. Following the slash, the final number or
numbers denote the response within the Responsiveness Summary that addresses the comment.

Adjacent to the scanned comments are the Agency responses to them. Most responses are
presented on the same page as the comment they address, In cases where many comments were identified
on a single page, the responses may continue onto following pages. Responses to comments that are
identical or very similar in nature are repeated throughout the document. Comments that were grouped
under the same issue ¢ode for the Responsiveness Summary may not have identical responses, however,
depending on which portion of the response is germane to a particular comment.

This Responsiveness Summary identified and responded to more than 250 statements of
preferences and concerns, comments, and questions received in more than 60 pages of written comments
from at least 20 individuals and interested groups, and as formal statements at three public meetings. The
following indexes summarize the numbers of comments received on the various issues of concern defined
in the Responsiveness Summary, and list the individuals and groups who submitted comments in writing
or presented them orally at a public meeting.



Index of Public Comments and Responses by Issue of Concern

Number of | Number of
Comment Response Documents Containing | Commenters® | Comments
Category" Issue Numbers® Comments on Issue on Issue on Issue
2.1.1 Overall Goals and Structure of the INEEL 1-6 F02, FO4, F06, FO7, F10, 8 16
Environmental Restoration Program NO1, N0O3, NO3, NO7, TOT,
TO03
2.1.2 Public Participation and Community 7-9 F02, FO3, FO4, FO6, FO7, 8 13
Relations F12. NO3, N4, NO3, NO7,
TO2
2.1.3 Content and Organization of the Proposed 10-12 FO7. FO9, F10, F12, NOL, 7 22
Plan NO3, NO4, NG5, NO6, NO7.
2.14 Current and Future Activities at TAN 13 FO07, NO1 ] 2
2.1.5 WAG 1 Remediation Planning and Costs 14-18 FOS5, FO6, F10, N0O2, NO3, 6 11
NO4, NO7,
2.2.1 The Comprehensive RI/FS {including 19-24 FO35, FO7, F10, NO1, NO3, 3 21
General Comments, [nclusion ot Sites, and T03
Classification of Contaminants)
222 Risk Assessment 25-29 FO1, FG2, F0e, FO7, F10, 8 12
NO1, NG4, NO6, NO7
223 Remedial Action Objectives and Compliance 30-33 F06, FO7, F10, NO1 3 11
with ARARs
224  |Development of Alternatives 34-37  {F02, FO6, FO7, FO9, F10, 7 15
F12, NO1, NO3, NO3
225 Implementation of Alternatives (including 38-41 F03, FO3, F10, N03, N06 4 6
Environmental Monitoring and Institutional
Controls)
226 Evaluation of Alternatives 42-46 F035, FO6, FO8, NO5 4 8
2.3.1 V-Tanks (TSF-09 and TSF-18) Site 47-54 F06. FO7, FO4, F12, NOI, 9 43
Description and Alternatives N2, NO3, NG3, NO6, TO1
232 PM-2A Tanks (TSF-26) Site Description and 535-38 FO6. FO7, NO1, N2, NO3, 7 5
Alternatives NO3, NO6, Tol
233 Soil Contamination Area South of the 39-61 NOIL, N02, NGS5, NO6, TO1 3 5
Turntable (TSF-06, Area B) Site Description
and Alternatives
234 Disposal Pond (TSF-07) Site Description 62-68 F07, FO8, F12, NOI, NO2, 6 14
and Alternatives NO6, NO7, TO1
235 Burn Pits (TSF-03 and WRRTF-01) Site 69-73 F06, FG7, NO1, NO2, NO3, 7 18
Description and Alternatives NO6, NO7, TOI
2.3.6 Mercury Spill Area (TSF-08) Site 74-78 FO6, FO7,F11, F12, NO1, 7 13
Description and Alternatives NO5, NO6, NO7, TO1
237 Fuel Leak (WRRTF-13) Site Description and 79-81 FO6, FO7, NO1, N0O2, NO6 5 14
Alternatives
2.4.1 The Snake River Plan Aquifer/Groundwater 82-83 FO1, FO7, NOI, NO3 3 10

a, Comment category and response numbers are those used in the Responsiveness Surmnmary, Part 111 of this ROD.

b. The number of Commentors is an estimate of separatc individuals or organizations submitting comments one or more times on the

TAN proposed plan. Individuals or organizations that submiited more than one set of comments, or spoke at a public meeting in
addition to submitting comments, are counted only once.




Index of Public Comments and Responses by Commenter

Organization or City Number of | Document | Number of [ Number of | Appendix
Affiliation (as shown or  [(and State, if not|  Pages Number | Comments | Issues of Page
Name of Commenter |stated in comments) ldaho) Submiited | Assigned | Identitied | Concern | Numbers
Schmalz, Bruce L. [daho Falls l Fo1 2 2 34
Harten, Kenneth Pocatello 4 F02 5 7 3-8
Detonancour, D.H. Local 2-652 President, Idaho Falls 1 FO3 1 2 9
"Doc" Qil, Chemical and Atomic
Workers International
Union (AFL-CIQ)
Barr, Stephen L. Kuna | FO4 2 2 10
Hinman, George W. Pullman. 1 FQ3 5 6 11-12
Washington
R.M.L. Rigby 4 FO6 pa 29 13-20
Christopher, Jim unknown 8 FO7 45 39 21-30
Loveland, KayLin DOE Program Manager, |Salt Lake City, 2 FOg 6 6 3133
Envirocare of Utah, Inc. |Utah
Timm, Christopher M. Albuquerque, 1 FG9 6 7 34-36
New Mexico
Broscious, Chuck Environmental Defense | Troy 7 F10 12 13 3745
Institute
Farrar, Lawrence C. Montec Associates Butte, Montana 2 F1l ; | 46-47
INEEL Citizens INEEL Citizens Advisory |ldaho Falls 2 F12 9 10 48-49
Advisory Board Board
Christopher, Tim unknown 8 NO1 50 54 50-63
[name not provided] unknown 1 NO2 6 8 64
Broscious, Chuck Environmental Defense | Troy 10 NO3 16 21 63-75
Institute
Commander. John Treasurer, Cealition 21 Idaho Falls 2 NO4 8 8 76-77
Braiisford, Beatrice Program Director, Snake |Pocatello 3 NO3 13 16 78-83
River Alliance
Carpenter, Ted L. Project Environmentalist, |Fort Hall 3 NO6 12 13 84-87
Tribal DOE Program,
Shoshene-Bannock Tribes
INEEL Citizens INEEL Citizens Advisory |Idaho Falis 3 NO7 11 11 88-90
Advisory Board Board
[name not provided] Idaho Falls 2 Tol 2 9 91
public meeting
Allister, Pam Snake River Alliance Boise public 1 T02 1 1 92
meeting
Broscious, Chuck Environmental Defense  [Moscow public 2 TO3 2 3 94.-95

Instituic

meeting

A-3
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Comment(s) Respon
Public Comment Document F1
Proposced Plan--waste Are#a Group 1 ,TaN
BLEIav s ]
What's Your Opmion" FI-1/25
The agencics wanl end need (o howr from you o elfectively decide what . .
aciiun Lo ke at the Test Area Noah,” The future resident exposure scenari
The statement On page five regarding uncertaintigs of risk is FL-125 siders a person who moves to the sit
. ‘appreclated.Adaesement bayond 100 years seels to be an extrapol- - : :

la. 1on of am assumcd hvpotne“tical S1EURtidn and = FubtiTé metircise VNpefid-| (SGC!:I_OII 63.1of the comprchcnswe'
iturg of resources beyond ulimisastion 8f current existing hazards should ment is a complex task, and the secti
TH0 CarGfelly questionsd.---_. Toncamihaticn Of §round-watsr 1% oot 4 SGbj rct tinues te be worked on mtensivg]y i

£ i . . . . .
ce r.!; :i Pian, hcwevar..‘concarn ind :espanl; cauld bg q:estlozad i;ez r;us its clarity while kccpmg it short. Su;
Tcnat Ls volatile, a casa coula e made that it would he expenoc tn khe are ciear, and which still need impro

AEAEEE FEAFRTRE T F1-2/82

F1-2/32

The comprehensive RI/FS determine
does not threaten the aquifer. The 1¢
Facility Injecion Well determined or
that this well is the source of ground
last used as a disposal site in 1972. R
plume below TAN is proceeding in a
mation on this site is available in ihe
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Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1 Comment(s) Respon
: mm
Public Comment Document F2 P
TME‘EL ) Kuazeth Heren
Envirannerral Restoration Program 31 Riverside DR
P. Q. Bax 2047 Pocarclly [T
Tdaru Falis [TY K3403-2047 R1204-3074
F2-1/7
Dicar Sirs:
The Agencies encourage citizen invo
Thank you for 1he nvitatien 0 the smetings being he'd $or Cocurent on fucther cleamay F2-1/7 To ensure opportunitics for public int
Fruc:dur. You used 10 hold som of these mectings i Pocateli and T conld go to ther, hur it moetings are conductlcq at multip l_e K
is too much fof m2 10 30 ta In evening meeting in daho Falls 21 sy sge A1 So ] will send an ested parties can participate, despite |
sriicle that [ wroie aboct u year 220, saying what | thought about INE}, apd the Beatrice INEEL provides other avenues for pu
Bridsfred- Sowke River Alliance dintribe. That article, which I didn’r scnd af that time. & now gs. Postal addresses, telephone numl
::?clasr:;Lr And cven though it & very comprcheusive, T ahink it still covers the sround in the way | addresses are provided in cach propo
siill fee! it should be covered. mation, briefings, or tours from Ager
Yuu bave bad 1o spend too mach time and MONE Y cloanine up i aren that s milcs frott F2-2/1

being cinse entugh to do emvbody any damage.. This sitc was chosen years agn, bocauss T was
isalated and nol oesr 3 center of population. IF you were in France, they would kiss youand telf
you ta go ahead. Bul some people siill think “WE DON'T NEED ATTOMEH POWER. I think
they are alf wrang,

- - SinceTely yours,

Vel st

- g me T Kenueth Harten
cc,\u}fe Eal] . )
LoTETT -

e e —

F2-2/1

The DOE is required io clean up inat
risk to human health or the environm
Program, which was passed by Cong
mental threats posed by hazardous w
Superfund program have a "bias for
{cleanup) is emphasized. The laws a
dies. The Agencies (DOE, EPA, and
investigate and underiake and compk
to protect human health and the envi)
the Federal Facility Agreement and €

Cleanup activities must be cost-effec
evaluating three of the five balancing
fong-term effectiveness and permane:
through Ireammnent; and short-term eff
cost-gffective if its costs are proportis

The Agencies have determined in thi:
human health and the environment if
are not close to major population cen
residents could be exposed to risks fr
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Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1
Public Comment Docement F2

Comment(s)

Respons

SOME MORE EPA UNNECESSARY SPLNDING

Whan the Environmental Protection Agency decidad 1o make an exsmpla of the
Mclary Salvage yarg for poiiutior, thay want gll-out. THEY didn't have to pay for it,
Al the Idano Power ratepayers paid for it @very manth, with their slectric powar Diis,
Ang it added up to 37.600,000. { just talkad to a man who worked on that clean-up In
thosa whila suits that werg swelter'mgly hot in warm weathar. But they had to ba SAFE

o Rl vk ares Al = Ala aF
eyen ||u...|.au the Mol am lf Iﬂ.ﬂn_lannu WOIREO alGung ulls sams -.-uunn.ru.l: lu.[unu|

ler miany yedrs and norg of inem ded em the hgzards of tha joo. Thiay dian't avan
complain of gaiing sick,

Bu! the dabo Fower Co. loadsd up sl the waste mzterial om the 1rans?ormers
wrtich had conta.nad BFCE's from the oil-ika cantents of the gleciric ransformars that
weara disposad af. The sther part ¢f the claanup was s lead bartarias that were
broken and cumped for thair lead canten? which was scattarad in many areas arcung
tha McCarty fieid (mastly in the ofd highway graved pit). They had to Inad this waste
onto trucks amd haul the resultmg 560 icads D the Envire-Saie wasis disposal site
souih of Mountain Home. Those trucks carriad about 40 tons per toad 5S¢ YO CBO 5B
rwas a yemendous ol

And for what goea purpose? This waste had beern iying there in tha .-.an_'le arga
for {soma of it} 25 much as 30 years. The ZPA had 14 tas! wells dribed. Taey figure tha
cost would be ascund 540.000 to cean it ail up. They didn't tind any appracabie

poiution in any of tha welis. Therg are tws reasone for this: The Porineof Rivar ioins
inta tha Pormeuf aquiter at the south and of the valley, 'where it amars at Pcrmeuf Gap.
it coases to be & part of tha flowmng dvar and bacomaes part af a slaw flowing laks or
“aquifat.” moving onty about 15 t0 22 foct par day. 50 it taxkes & long time for it.to mova
dgwn 10 tha American Falls Lake but & dues everm..aﬂy end up there, and most of it is
used 1o Frigate [dah0's crops. The valley siopes from south 1o nerdh, As it moves along
it picks Up some or our polluticn and avantually gets it out of the Posatallo Valley The
sides of the city contribute 1o the fow, Byt water from the sices enters tha agquifer
siowar than the llow Irom the south.

Tra second reascn there was vary (ifte poliution froat tha leed is that the lead
wag ot réadily S0ILDIG IN water, 5o it slayad whare il fell, mostly at MoCarty's. It's stil
Ihaca, ancect for such of d thal was iruckad down to Envire Safe. The PLE's are morg
wolatile and havé Jong since escapad to the atmosphere. Besides that, it has been
geraralily recognized that PC8'5 are nct cartsin 10 58 carcinogenic o raally vary
dangerous in the sl tlace

fcw the EPA wants i¢ sopand ansther $5 000,000 on clearing up inoraof the
Era. s now oered Dy Pacific Matals (after McCarty's went broks), & W@rge interstale
salvage company. THE EPA wil want 1o réplade al of the 2amaminated soi with 13
nanes of neyw flean soid This will almost pur Pacific Metais out of businass or be
righeplously difficud to work around. And for whay prenans 7. 10 orotect tha chitdran
from ‘ead ntake? what cnilcrer? The 'itie bit of -ead tnat .eaves the sita is dawn afeny
and iuncer the Portreuf charnel Thers are noi 4 hundead egta (and probatiy no
mara 11an a dozar shiidran; in inat arse. i«i;'g o nomas downstraam from Sacific
Llamals S Cw an ,ou L‘Qel:' en*, h.u"n @ eem o from Ieawng tha sre al»:ne? Nf'bcda

F2-3/
L3

F2-4/25

e Mo V. B |
Di-3fi, 3

The remedial actions proposed in this
work. CERCLA cleanup focuses onhy
eliminated by the cleanup activities.

See also the response to Comment F2

F2-4/25

Risk assessment is a complex task, an
plans continues to be worked on inten
improve its clarity while keeping it sh
section arc clear, and which sull need
Lead is a naturally occurring metal thi
of which are toxic to humans. Ingest
exposure. The dangers of lead are gre
the cavironment and accumulate in or
permancnt impairment, and death in b
cause scvere damage to the brain and
Children are particularly sensitive to t
their growth and development.

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are
principally used as insulating liquids,
However, they were determined to be
health because, when released into tix
down, PCHs may enter the body thro
contact, where they may damage gast
systems of the body or cause cancer.

PCBs were phased out beginning in i
The EPA’s Internet site (hitp:/imww.e
detailed toxicity infonmation on merc
Asscssments of risks and hazatds fron
determined by scientific testing and a
Chemicals and compounds for which
{such as PCBs and diescl fuel) use ha:
tified through federal and state regula
constantly continues to refine and rev:
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Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1 C ) Respon
. omment(s Spo!
Public Comment Document F2 P
F2-3/
Bener NOT spend 2 af alt 11! Sive the monay back to cur govemmaent for mora 1.3
needed proiecs. (continued)

Tha EFA has callea of written comiments on this proiast and they must Be in
Feate Dy Fabruary 24, 19386, would liks 10 see tha citizens of Pocateto to demand 4
public haaring to be haid in Posatala, befoeg ey 5127 on he claan up this spring.

2.5.95 Plonn Ay P e

Lenrrgth Hartan
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Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1
Public Comment Document F2

Comment(s)

Respons

THE MIGHTY ENVIRCNMENT AL PROTECTION AGENCY

During the iast siage of drougnt we all sought means of saving water. Ona of
your réaders wrote & latter to Aeadars View commanding the EPA for the fing [ob they
did by demanding that the plumbing manutacturers make our tollets mora afficient by
culting a galion of water gar sach flusrt. The manutacturera (who had been making
igilate for Arnarica lor tha hettar nart of this century} aromnitfy did a= they wars iold
even theugh thay knew it wouidn't work — The EPA has frea legai serice.

Whnen tha flush ;ust involvas liquids. it saves water. But when the solids are
invcived. it won't pesformn carrectly. They made and sold miltions of these water-
savers?. And WE ware a vicim. To ciear cut the solids wa have umally had © fush
the tofet from £ (0 3 imas, pius pouring one or wa gailons of exira waiar down the
1oilet. This is dumb and very wasteful. Lat tha EFA learn 10 leava the peopla alone who
know their Dusiness. because ey are NOT expert at everything.  Now ws must spend
anothar $300 o change out he “waler seving toiiet,” as wil several milion othar
custmears.,

A very expensive lasson in the Narth idaho mining Zistrict taught tha EPA
nathing. Thay wers detarmined (o clean up the lead paliuticn. so they damanded ihe
smaelter build an 800-ioot smokastack to get rid of the noxious fumas. That just shitted
tha fumes aver o ancther county or into Morntana. So they had i tom down, wasting
mifions of doliars. Then they decided to not only cicas the smeiter, but ahut down tha
whole silver and laad mining operation. They were trying to save the lite children
trom Brain damage by Wead polsoning, 2700 jobs wara lost 1n that area. Think of the
tremandous social disturbanca. Miners |8t their jobs. Many 1ost their homes when
ihey couldn’t pay the mortgage paymant. This probably wracked many marriagas,

lnzmmg tha phildran v weitheet 2 fathar Tha ﬂ}!hirnn ﬂrnhnhlu suftarad o rraat dagl mors

Tt R Ll e CRA S T = e

ihan they would have it it had been left alone, w:thout h-elp from the Geatile EPA

Buit there was & simpler waty 1o handie thia. The Japanese had aiready soived
this problam in @ mining district near their west csast. They found that Pacific kelp
{elgin) wouid purge the body cf tha minars af any iead and .hay worg haalthy again ]
mentioned ihis {0 8 pédkar ai an anvironmental mesting in the oid Bannock Hotai at a
Chamber of Commeice meeting 25 years ago. He icid me, “Yas. We know about this.™

“Then why don't you use it, instead of removing 13° and replacing ail tha top soil
from ali the yards in Kellogg and Wallaca.  t would ba much cheaper,” | said. “Bul
that's ngt the way w9 2o things.™ ha rephied. Apparenty the EPA has a LOT of Super
Fund mongy 1o spand, and they are going to sgand i, whethar Lincie Sam goas broke
or il

Eenator Mcllure zame 19 ihe r2scug by getting Congress 1o raplaza tha many
iabs oy bukding a giart sk run and {ift, in the area of the mine clasings. It cost a lot of
monay This whole avent nas grovan 1o be an ZPA diasaster But they don't cgre abouwt
that They don't realiza tha U S is now broke and they hax Beiged if algsg.
Ard they con't mind clesing down a whole statewida !dano incusiry. and bankrugting
3ut Ol Bezcuress in the procass

Karneth Hartan

F2-5/3, 34

The primary objective of the feasibilit
alternatives that will pmtect human he
WRSW Uy clunmaung l[ UJI'DUBH ireain
nating risks posed by each pathway at
300.430) directs that the alternatives tl

(1) the No Action alternative (which o
remediation has already taken place)

(2) one or more alternatives that provi
engineering and, as necessary, institati

(3) a range of alternatives involving tr
ume of contaminants and, as appropri:
the contamination

(4) one or more innovative treatment {
enual or better nerf'm'mance or lmnlen'

lower costs in comparison o demonst:

Three criteria are used to develop and
term and long-term), implementability

nﬂénnnh‘-‘ nrnh-r'ﬂnn of human health a

are to be etlmmated from further cons:
other evaluation. Aliernatives that are
that would require equipment, speciali
able may be eliminated. If costs of co
are grossly excessive compared to ove
considered for elimination,

See also the response to Comments F2
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K Comment(s) Respon
Public Comment Document F3
What's Your Opinion?

The agenvies ward 2o peed to hoar from you to effectively decide what F3-1/38

sciian Ly take ot Lhe Test Ares Nogh,” M fﬂ; I di "ﬁ
i . . r-r' / ost of the activities to remediate

Ak L5 Yaney 44 AN by contractors, who may use qualific
ol Sabeda K Cozt As dhe “Tmn F3-1/38 mates for remedial actions considere

competitively bid within the local sul
Stabilization wages will apply. ltist
whether workers emploved by their ¢
of state sources. The contractor or e
ties under this ROD will be required
the necessary work.
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Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1
Public Comment Document F4

Comment(s)

Respon

_236:

BEEE. S wma pr. - -
.What's Your Opinion?

The apencies want and peed to heat from vou o sifzctively decide whar
* .action to Take At the Test Areg North.”
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F4-1/7

F4-2/4

F4-1/7

The Agencies encourage citizen invo
To ensure opportunities for public ini
meetings are conducted at muitiple I
ested parties can participate, despite 1
WAG ! proposed plan was revised in
comment periods for both proposed §
requests for additional time to partici
variety of topics arc discussed in the
response o the concerns of the peopl
many ongoing cleanup programs are
meetings. In addition, the INEEL pre
including tours and briefings. Postal
addresses, and Internet site addresses

; ik | information b
zgns (o get additional information, br

representatives.

F4-2/4

The investigation and cleanup proccs
the FFA/CO for the INEEL signed in
ensure that TAN remediation activitic
human health and the environment by
tional responses, that meet standards
(DOE, EPA, and State of idaho). Th
comprehensive RI/FS and this ROD ;

The CERCLA process carried out for
tions activities, to ensure the public a
wide variety of site-related decisions,
alternatives analysis, and selection of
CERCLA process with its public com
hearing processes required by RCRA,

forward.
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213 SW Fountain Streer

Pullman, WA 59163
March i, 1998
Jerry Lyle
O#fice of Program Exacution
DCE ldaho Operations Office
PO HAox 2847

Idaho Falis, 1daho E3403-990)

Deas Me. Lyle:

1 attemded the public mesting on Test Area Nosth in Moscow, Idaho on February
26, 1996, The staff presentalions there brovght out the information that the plansing
horizon for the RL¥S fur Waste Group | - Test Area North is 100 years. Apparently ne
account ig taken of affects thinl veeur afler 00 years, Furthermnre, | presums that no
casts required fur controls after 100 yeary are included in the RLYS While Lagree that
some §imit on guantitative evaiuations beyond & certain tme i the Sutuge is apmopriate. 1
believe that some qualitative account should be taken af nsks that extend beyond the
pianning horizen. In the first place I betieve thar there should be 4 disclosure in the REFS,
and the ROD, of risks that will oeeur héyond the end of the planuting peiod and that have
been omitted fom quantitative consideratios in same af the altzmavves. The disclosure
shoutd describe the future sttuation including residual effeats and remedial requirements
and say that they have not ben included. 1n the second place, che selection of the
remedial action should accord a qualitativie bunu3 $6ore 10 #n Alsernative thae does not
involve any residual etfects over one that does. [£ two allernanives are reasonably close 1o
equal, but one completes resolution of risks within the planning period, and the other does
not, the coe pravicing Snal resotudon shoutd be seloatad.

The RLFS fo1 e Test Area North does not rake these affects inwo account in the
descriptions of the alternatives «o fir a1 1 could determine from the mecting. Many of the
hazardous substances and somo of the radiomuclides in the wastes wiki sill be present aRer
100 years. An wrgument that & marker would be left after 100 vears at yites that sl
present some risk is oot & strong ane. Ifthe marker would serve the purpase then, it
ghould serve the purpose now, buz the aleemative of  marker was not considered
gdequats now in the RIFS. An argument that ary reasanable discount mewo_uld )
digcount casts afer 100 years 1o a negligible amount is act apprapriate or ponsistent with
DO pelicy in evaluating eavironmental lisbilities. The government should adr discounl
rsks w0 futare generutiuns, and, indeed, the present evaluations of environmental hehilides
by DOE and other government agencies do kot do so

These proposed resisions to the conduct of an RLFS and ROD would extend to
vther ¢ases besides the Test Area North.

1

Sincersly yours,
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F5-1/14

F5-2/20

F5-3/42

F5-4/41

F5-5/15

Fs5-1/14

The federal goverament has an oblig
trols (i.e., limit access) to areas that
the public and workers until that risl
intended purpose. Achievemenl of
Congressional appropriation of suffi
entity charged to maintain the mstitu
long as the federal governiment of th

F5-2/20

The selected action for each site thal
RUFS must satisfy the CERCLA ihr
Health and the Environment, and col
that after remediation is completed, ;
able threshold levels and that if cont
human health and the environment it
controls, as appropriate. The final r
Part 11, Sections 7, 8, and 9, of this |
the environment will be protected fin
was made in the comprehensive R1/I
retained sites. Details on residual co
the Screening Data Gap Analysis, an
Group | Operable Unit 1-10 Compn

F3-3/42

CERCLA guidance requires that rem
nine evaluation criteria. The criteria
criteria that relate directly to statutor
sen alternative, (2) balancing criteria
alternatives for the site by evaluating
cost, and (3) modifying criteria that ;
siate agencies and the commumty.

The two threshold critenia, which m
overall protection of human health a
ARARs. The five balancing criteria,
candidate alternatives, are (1) long-t
tion of toxicity, mobility, or volume

ness, (4) implementability, and (5) o
nity acceptance, are used in the final

F5-4/41

Institutional controls are ongoing act
health and the environment. Instituti
such as deed restrictions, and physic:
physical structures such as embankm

Institutionat controls have relatively
ponent of a CERCLA response, espe
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F5-4/4] (continued)

trols. Institutional controls are not su
treatment or removal) as the sole rem:
mined not to be practicable during the
where the remedial measure leaves ¢c
potentialty pose a risk (o human healt
ed to maintain protectiveness. Site re
effectiveness of the institutional conir
any site al which radioactive contami
this ROD provides more details on in:

F5-5/15

The meaning of the comment may no
assessment cost estimates are prepare:
cost estimates and revisions thereof pi
doliars, as net present value (NPV) dc
cost eslimates are presented in the bo
to CERCLA requirements. DOE fun¢
mates. Further details about the cost ¢
comprehensive RUFS.
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OIMARSS

My, Jerry Lyle

Office of Program Exccution

DOE Kaho Operations Office

PO Box 2047

[daho Fells, D 83403-950

Bear Mr Lyle:

The following ars my comments an the Propased Plan For Waste Ares Group T - Test Arad
Norh, INEEL. 1 trust they wiii teceive duc consideration ss the sgencses findlize the preferred

aliernatives for cost effective remediation of 3iles gt TAN and prescneation in {hc Rc.:m'd of
Decision.

(. On page 11 it is sated that “The National Contingency Plan (NCF) mquirss that a Xa Action

Altemutive be evatuated™ The text then coneradicts itself by sayirg that in this proposed pian -

the no sonon alizmanve “wax mot consideomnd furthar g 2 savruailinl mrbicn alemwari g T Thix

B IONs sIt Al ¥ ey’ g w W Aet turmes rwl RWAR MREWL AR LAA SN AR SRR L llmlmu‘ﬂ 1 Hla
proposed plan does ot presentievaluate the Ko Action Allernative foraBy of the retained releasa
$ires as required By Jae  This is a major devialioa From the NCP requirements, that should
reqntre. at a minimum, the 1] & FPA Region X Administraror appeoval, and possibiv the
appronal of Congress. The no action aliermasive must be evaluated, as required by law, for ean,h
sz, and it a1 that point in time it is found w it be proteasive of human health and
enviraament, it is thetn not sclectad as 3 praferred aliomative, 1n additfun, thiz no action
alternative should reflect munmal. i€ any, costs asgoctated with it In some cuses, foquired
hong-term moautenng and minimal administrsuve costs are anaghed © o no acnon alemsative,
Tiis o acttun alyernative 5 gbviously the dowest casg altemause

2. T concur with the conclusion that the hest coirse of dction at the WRKTE Buin Pits amd
TSE-03 15 to not 2xcrvate oy pezibrm any active cemediation. As a taxpaver, [wn appatied hat
the estimazed £ost ta place markers wt these soes and ensure the soil remmns in place at both
sites 15 over ST.EM! Thes sites should bie mare accuparely described as Mo Acnion sifes, and the
minimal costs for marker placement and siee carctuking be inore accucargly estinuited wml

inctuded under the description of wikl is considercd 0o actioa”.

J. The Mercurs Spiil Area {TSF-08) 38 described 35 having “low Javels of mercury sre below 4
feet below ground surtace” toblowizg a 1993 removal action. Fiese why was this mergury not
propetiy removed duning e L9%5 jemoval acion? As a axpaser. i don't like payimg twice for.
cemedislion. Secomdly, the foxt continues 1 state thar the risk is caused by ~fagestion of
hurmegrowa produce causes and unaceeptehle risk,. ™ How does mercury at a degsh of 4 L
ielow the yrouns surfage oot ';g_i_gg_ up by ganden ants wath (001 sysiems tha morchy exesed 1 or
2 feet befow the ; graund surties? The CPA ;yplcah} used @ DonteRIowa Phi: s Fggt 2066
J:;:.:: WA This calcuiated tis}. <ppears i 9¢ (e result of ulda-c shservatism usad i the sk
tors i mrdis, e |:md..mi:.| el Canves riss 15 50w v 2 -04 on Tabie 1. whith
has rypicaiiy besen the agencies threshoid risk value” fur Jefining acceptableumaccepabie rish

vathon

i
i '

F6-1/43

F6-2/70

Fo-4/
74,76, 27

F6-1/43

The No Action altemnative must be
study to comply with requirement:
tions section 40 CFR 300.430(e)(¢

invastinotinma and faacihilitg etind
IRVCSUganions alie ICasSiGiiily Suidl

some removal or remedial action 1
alternative is aciually a No Furthe:
altemnative, existing management |
The No Action alternative provide
be compared during the evaluatior
ria. CERCLA evaluation threshol:
ance with ARARs may or may noi
ing on the particular characteristic
tive does not meet the threshold
alternatives that do meet the thres!
only the alternatives under considi
posed plan.

Section 12 of the WAG 1 compreh
alternatives for each site requiring
native. In the revised proposed phi
for the V-Tanks (TSF-09 and TSF-
Contamination Area South of the ]
ation demonstrated that the No Ac

F6-2/70

The reevaluation of the alternative
ment led to development of a new
ferred alternative.

F6-3/75

The initial cleanup of mercury wa
19505 and 1960s. Standard proce:
mercury. During later cleanup act
were based on soil ingestion risk-|
RI/FS, the Mercury Spill sile was
ingestion risk-based concentration
soil ingestion, because mercury ca

remmnmn contammation exceedex

Fe-4/74, 76, 27

The commenters are correct that n

pemn  Tha Mavarhir svemenmnd

| Yy
1uIainn,  1c l‘UVUlqu PIUW“\I

sion in the table presenting risks.

One assumption used in the hypot
resident might excavate a basemer
whichever is Iess, and spread ihe ¢
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F6-1/43
O1MARSS The No Action alternative must be «
study to comply with requirements .
M. Jerry Lyle tions section 40 CFR 300.430(c)(6)
Oﬂ‘“ﬁ:"wﬂ Exccunon investigations and feasibility studie:
l?oxﬁm Zﬂt?p“m Office some removal or remedial action ha
fdahn Fails, [} 834039901 alternative is actually a No Further .
%ltemative, exis;ilng managemen;e m
e No Action altemative provides
Desr Mr. Lyte: be compared during the evaluation |
The followsag are my comments oa the Proposed Plan for Waste Area Group 1 - Test Ades riz. CERCLA evaluation threshold
North, INEEL. [ trust they will rooeive duc consideration as the ageneics finalize the ance with ARARs may or may pot |
altermatives for cost effictive romedistion of sites ot TAN and presentation in the Revord Of ing on the particolar characteristics
Decision. tive does not meet the threshold ¢l
. . alternatives that do mect the threshc
1. Onpage i1 it is stated that ~The Nutions! Contingency Plan (NCP) roguires that a No Action only the aliernatives under consider
Alrarnative be evaluaied.” The text then contradicts itseif by saying that in tus propased plan posed plan.
the 7o Action attErmative ™was nol vonsidensd fucther as a remedial action Mternative.” This F6-1/43 ) )
proposed pian does not present'evalunte the No Action Altemative for any of the retwined release Section 12 of the WAG 1 comprehes
sites asraquirtd by Jaw. This 152 major deviation from the NCP requiremants, that shouid alternatives for each site requiring r
require, ai & minimure, the U5 FPA Region X Administrator approval, and pussibly the native. In the revised proposed plan
appronal of Congress. The no actwon aliermative must be svaluated, as roquitod by faw, for each for the V-Tanks (TSF-09 and TSF-1:
sita, and i€ at Cust point in time 1t 15 tound 10 not be protestive of human heaith and Contamination Arca South of the Tu
environmen, i is then not wiccted a4 a weformd abiemabive, 1n addition, this no action ation demonstrated that the No Acti
altavnative should reflect mummal, if any, costs associated with it. In some cases, required
lotg-ter monitonng and mirtmal administrative costs are amached fo & no action altemative. F6-2/70
This no activa altemative 15 obviously the lowest cost lmrative The recvaluation of the al ives
2 [ concur with the conclusion thet the hewt course of action at the WRRTF B Pits and ment led to development of a new a
TSF-03 15 to not excavate or periorm sny sctive camediation. As a taxparyer, { an appalied that F6-2/70 ferred alternative.
the cstimated co% 10 place markers at these sies and emsure the soil remauns in place & botk
5ites ia over S2AM! These sites should be mone scourately described as No Action sites, and the Fe6-3/75
mm!«mmn@mmmummmm The initial cleanup of mercury was
inctuded under the descriprion of what is consadeted “no action™. 1950s and 1960s. Standard procech
3. The Mercury Spiil Area {TSF.-08) is described as having “fow jevels of mercary are below § TRCTeury. D“""g.{".“" °"’t“““gsi“°“"ba
fieet below ground surface™ tollowiny a (995 rmoval action. Tirs:. why was this meseury ol F6-3/75 were based on soi “‘3‘.*1‘1“9“ -
properly removed dunmg the |95 removal acuon? As 8 Mxpay e, . Jon't ke prying Twice foc _R}./FS', the Mercury Spill site was re
somediation.  Secondy, the 1o Comtinues 0 At MRl the sk is tdused by ~lagestion of ingestion risk-based concentrations.
bomegrown produce causes and unacceptahle nisk. ~ How does mercury st a deprh of 4 2L soil ingestion, becguse_ mercury can
below the ground surface get taken up by gurden plants with root sysiems that sarely exceed 1 of remaining contamination exceeded 1
2 Ieet below the ground surface”  The TPA rypically used 2 homegrown prod . c 7007 Z0e F6-4/
Szpi of 87 Ting caloniared sk appenrs 19 18 e result of ulTa-cotservatom used m the nsk 74, 76,27 F6-4/74, 76, 27

valculations  ifrdiy . the cesedeatial mesl Cancer sk 15 sB0WA 1o 3¢ D04 o0 Tabie 1. winch
hag rypicaity bexn ihe ugencies” woshuid risk vaiue” fur defining aceabie unacceptabie risk,

The commenters are correct that me
humans. The November proposed ¢
sion in the table presenting risks,

One assumption used in the hypothe
resident mighi excavate a basement
whichever is less, and spread the ex
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F6-4/74, 76, 27 (continued)

their home. Produce grown in the co
paihway of risk to the fuiure resident.

servafive risk assessments to engure ¢

health and the environment.

Uniform CERCLA regulations/proces
used in the comprehensive RI/FS be 1

ahla layale The altamativac cubeams
aMmo EVE:S, 1ng 2NSMAtIVES SUDSSqL

them are likewise required to relate o
able levels.
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F6-5/77
Based on low community support f
Citven the apparent comservatism ta the risk assessment and the calculated rigk st the threshold expressed about treatment of the cc
vadue, | recommend the sgencies recoasider this site &s & 00 action sitc, instead of proceeding F6-5/77 removed from this ROD. A phyton
with 8 $$10K remediation with questionsblc cont effectivensss and risk fustifieation at ihe site. Based on the results of
mination will be made as to subseq
4. Commaon serse and mesponsible environmental science should be applied to the WWRTE-13
Dieset Fusi Loak (WRRTF-13). How can the ageacics ustify the expenditure of over 51 million F6-6/79
e e savmarias’s Anlfae & | . N—
& QU IAXpayar auuu-au-lmuum qumimmmﬁulwﬂmﬂw 1 comm ﬁ
wiasi'l completed properiy?) The agencies description of this site oo page § indicate that “nisk m;e:l:su;lo);;ble whg::gr:ng(
was not caloulnied m the baseding risk assessment™, however, & subsequent sentence repots that F6-6/79 Durin £ the tank removals, &
“the: post-removal aanple results. mdwmt?ﬁmmm ‘betow the TPH risk-bosed : §oneo (aok. Th Y
comrective action concentration of 162,000 kg™ The maximum soil TPH concentration is tion of a nearby tank. The various
about one fifth of this corective action lovel* How can the agencics justify aay further action at TESUHS Can be jound m e Lrack 2
iu;u:‘? Enther there is wraccepable fituce risk or there is not  If there are chsrcierization Because diesel and petroleum prod
gaps. then go colient auditional samples for analysis. [t would be intevesting o kaow what typical risk assessment cannot be p
the average post-sample TPH concentestion was, and wiwt the agencies ~umt of concern™ is for ot ainst
this sile _in other wards, are we worried shout pne cubic fone one cubis vard, or !wm..la:shl: m;?;?oﬁmﬂw RI?F‘%“]
of contantmated the 14
yands material left in the ground at above ruk-haged levels? Risk Based Corrective Action (RBI
If this were & petroleum neleave at & commercial site outside of the INEEL, the State of [daho agreed to utilize these standards as
{risk-tyed comective action) RBCA process would be applied, and the decision would likely be F6-7/30
that the residual diesel comtaminated soi a& 5 1w 10 i iygs poses no occupational of groundwaer
threat; and therefore no further action is coquined. Even if we assume a hypothetical resident F6-7/30 The remedial action objective for t
wishes to install & basemsart 100 years from now st this location, by thax time significant naturst the revised (November 1998) prope
deygradation {(volstilization, bioczgradation, genchemical reactions) will have occurred, Farther petroleum hydrocarbon constituents
lwering the TPH concentration. dance with the State of Idabo Risk-
chan ROD to: "Pre
Girven the Himized dollars i the INEEL ER budger and congressiona! scrutiay of INEEL clesmup :ua;ausmmﬂaﬂwsg
eﬂbn;g:;%gr;gth ﬂtﬁ:mﬁi!h;u:;‘mt:&tmmmmmnw(mmm F6.8/ ance.” The 1,000 mg/ke reference |
sites -13 to the Propased if this site: is retmined for “limited sction™ the only - y y .
costs should be to maintain iastinational controls {igas &nd Entuis suil Cover is ACH),..a00 1,17 conform to the State of Idalo Risk-
cenainly should not cost the taxpayer 1 4M° Why are the INFF L, cost estimates so spparcnrty January 1, 1997. This change is de
wnfiated? In my opinion, dus site i3 & prime candidate for a truly No Action sllernative. Fo-8/1. 17
5 Further viudy of the rationale stated for the prefernsd altcrmatives for TSF-O8 and WRRTF-13 ce o) The DOE is required to clean up ina
reveal two opposing schiools o thought 1eyurding leaving contanination n place. At TSF-OS the P to human health or the environment.
peaforred alizgmalive is axcasation amd off-sire meament S mercory cortiminated soil. 2,80 which was passed by Congress in 1
amarogly at 4 cost of $8 10907, which isnnc mit's million § jawer than me ~lumied scuon” F6-10/ 1 by hazardous waste sites Th;
it whiy 15 tomited b i MR o . A N )
Altmating i why s jommibed setion s costy ranoodie prosuded 15 10 plovide a  mure 17,35 a "bias for action.” This means that

permancat action.” and fong term monituring and ipstitutions] control would not he reguired
Conversey al WRRTF-13 where again the cxeavanion & fund farming aliernative is chapcr
than “himited action, ' snd provides a permanets -olution. the ugencics mystenously select the
more expensive “limited acrron” aliernative, whioh leaves Cunlaminanigd 11 place aaid regnires
long rertn monitormg

laws also stress the importance of pe
thoroughly investigate and undertaki
necessary to protect human health &
mented in the Federal Facility Agree
Cleanup activities must be cost-effi
evaluating three of the five balanci
fong-term effectiveness and perma
through treatment; and short-term ¢
cost-effective if its costs are propoi
Operations and maintenance costs |
and analysis, routine maintenance,
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56—8/ 1, 17 (continued)

the review verifies that the contamin:
health or the environment. (Some co
attenuate, or decrease, over time.) Tl
relatively high for some sites when ¢
arg required and must be continued fi
measures, which provide a permanen
or removal, may cost less for some si
are needed once the remedy is compl
removal be preferred over limited act
measures and limited action response

fivanace an achiye rachnnes ramadu 1
Uuyeness, an acllve rsponse Imady »

for selection only when active measu
cost-effective. Cost estimates and ass
comprehensive REFS.

F6-9/2, 80

The EPA’s guidelines direct the reme
select remedies that are protective of
tain protection over time, and that mi
dy, therefore, the guidelines make a
treatment. Remedies that involve tre
ures for waste that 1s highly toxic, hi|
relatively low lonp-term threat or wh
contiols — such as containment — are
(such as deed restrictions) are also id
supplement engineering controls, but
measures (for insiance, reatment or ¢
evaluation of altemnatives shows that

Based on comments recetved from 1l
reevaluated. As described in the Fea:
native, In Situ Biodegradation using
information about its cost-effectiven:
the U.S. All aiternatives were then 1
Alternative 4 — Excavation and Land
effectiveness through removal and r
alternatives evaluated because it wot

F6-10/17, 35

Limited Action involves long-term u
monitoring, including 5-year review:
place, or where residual contaminati
The long-term institutional controls :
continued through the entire 100-ye:
may increase the total cost of the Lix
iminediate solution.

See also response to Comment F6-8,
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Fo-11/47
1t one assumes WRRTF- 13 truly poses unaccepable future risk, thea it is 2 no-brainer to see that F6-9/ Suweﬁﬂilv-t'-fank:l halve. not l;;]s'kid’
t: excavation smd land fenming is ihe alious choice, since it is 2 permanent solution ut the 2 80 not chgible for calculation of risk &
fowest cost. Risk from worker exposure to TPH contamination dunng remediation is ’ The tank contents were included in
wontrollable, and should be minmmal  Compared to potantial expasise o morowy during the Agencies. Sufficient information o
T3F-08 remediaion, WRRTF-13 poaes bess worker cxposure risk due 10 the greates comoem the potential risk and to evaluate re
with exposure to mercury vapor snd mercury contaminated soil as comparad @ petroleum Remediation of the site would be nn
contaminsad 1ol {which by the way. is soutinely handled by INEEL workers during isndtarmne release has ocewred. It is more co;
of petroleum contaminaud soils al CTA) they have leaked and at the same ti
- i - . ; . onable ; remediated at this time. Timelinest
g;‘ll’:ﬂ V-Tanks. el fsk aad dect "8 8 B © treating the tank contents now, in s
release has occurred. It is true that
First, on puge 9, the proposed plan states thag “The risk fTom these Liquuds and siwdyes was noy F6-11/47 bcmganyexposqre Pﬂﬂl_“’ﬂY Goot
calculstnd in the OU 1-10 Comprohentive RIFS because there it no avideace the tanks have leave these consntuents in place.
leuked ™ How can the agencies justity spending 510.401 for s CERCL A action af 4 site wierz
the risk has not beon defined” Secondly, if ane studies Table 5 of the Proposed Plan, oo witl F6-12/52
note that the preferred remoedial aliconative (Almanive 45 ranked the owest of all the
altznatives evaiustes for shor-wnm effcctivencss, smplementabiiny, and cost Furthermore, f F6-12/52 A treatability study of planar ISV, :
ons tailics the wual scotes for each alemative on table 5, the preferred altemnative {Alternative 4) ISV, was carried out in 1998 for th
has the lowest compusite score of all alternatve! How can the agencies justify spercting $10.4M Treatability Study for Planar In Sit
frr o CERM A arman usrh nn dafiwad rebe and e suraboread altoceiiya thuss in sumslond sl A M B 1000 TRIDET VT
ore \-u\‘m P LERrER il KFs LRrEAFINAS §ESW BT u)u'(‘g PRELTTEG GilSTRGdl v el 13 TRITRED e JURRY, UCIOUCT 1770 LINLDELIDA L
iowest of all options evaivated? Thirdiy, the only defived risk at te V-tanis is externa! Record. The results of the study ds
exposure 1o radwonuclide contaminmied soil. How wall [SV of the soi wnd wnks agmficamly F6-13/ implemented and would have high
reduce the risk fromn extermal expasure from these soils ualess they are removed” How can the 47. 53 :
ey ; \ . ; . > and surrounding the V-Tanks. The
agracies justify speading $10.4M for & remedial altersative that will not address tw oaly as shown in the November 1008 re
documented nsk at te sime? And finally, the risks meseniod oa Table 1 of the Propesed Plan are i e Y
very simitar for the V-tank site and the PM-2A tank site, the conammants are very siomifur, bat it F6-14/ ca_lly is less costl)( than the multipk
is 0ot vleas why i profvred altemative fus dic PM-2A sroe (alemanse 42, which ranked 50, 57 mixtures of organic and heavy met
highest ot the Tabee 6) iy sigrificansly chiTerent than 1he preferved altemative selecied ior the
V-aaks.
F6-13/47, 53
bt 18 wary Likety that even o gor assumed the tanks released ther contntx t the environment, imultaneo
there would be no unacceprabie future groundwater (K, and since the material would be betow Fo-15/47 m‘sv w:lld;ﬁ V-Tanlicssl.y(;
i ft id ¢ fuTure residest ASSuLs miaterial 1 : .
s atorpatte e, oo Aot T o e OB e itk A surouningth ks, The planar
spectfically e presence af PCBa amd marardvis coniposets i the tanks perfun )
prettically me presence ait omplsals i the show that planar ISV could be expe
The ARAR wssus cAn 0¢ Wdresse by treament of tha sank contenis s discussed in 5 and surrounding contaminated soil
Proposed Plan), of by tequenting an ARAR waver, [FThe risk assessment domonstrates thar thus F6-16f See also response to Comment F6-
restdual stadge haued in the tnks do not pese unaceaprable 15K 10 human nesith and the 47, 48 RO o

cm.'m-mcn: then whs 207 Considhr roguesting an ARAR wawver for the 7CHs and RCRA

Maicrais™ This appmuh offers muly cost ctfoetive crvironmental proicciion for the public and
NEEL norkers

F6-14/50, 57

The COCs at these two sites are sit
tlln.e V,Tanke The PM-2A Tankc co

LG AAVA=LOL A QMRS

liquid, while the V-Tanks contain n
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F6-14/50, 57 (continued)

these differences, similar aliematives
in strong differences in their overall it
In situ vitrification (ISV) has now bee
to be {easible for tanks up to the size .
PM-2A Tanks are 50,000 gal and the i
Detailed descriptions of the alternatives dey
in the comprehensive RI/FS and the Feasit

Fe-15/47

See response to Comment F6-11, abor

F6-16/47, 48

The Agencics are not in favor of requesting
must meet certain specific requirements, an
obtained from the State. State concurrence
the selecied remedy for the V-Tanks sifes —
Tank Conients, and Disposal —will address
removing the source of contamination and
receptor may be exposed. Specific remedi
be specified in the remediat design.

See also response to Comment F6-11,
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[f the ygencios are degd-set against the ARAR-waiver approack (we Jun't wani o et a
precedent!), then they should focus on clearly defining what the remedianon reguirements are
for both me ad-coNanuaed $0ils ar this site, a5 well as the V-tank contents. Wos the
feasipiliny wf n:.mg., in situ bivdegmdation o dograde the PCBa and uih:r urgam..; 1 the shadge
conswdered”? it has been demonstrated that PCBs are bindegradable [Genaral Elzcwic has doas

nuztple work in us angas. Ws the feasimiiny of t’CB de-.hlonnalmn mrmods c-.a!.med asa
traaiment oo’

Clesely, 13V offers the must “robust”-appeariag weatment txhiology, however, these “robugs™
uatmens wchaologaes whea applied 1o radiologreal ens iroaments seem o veny aften be
usrafioble and ixtremely costy. [f the ayencies wish te wse the V-tank sise 25 a techrology
demonstanon g for ISV 1n ficy of athor mor cost ¢ifective aad refiable altemualivas, ihep this
should be openly presented ta the stakeholdzes. The INEEL Bas had more than 1 shase of
“proven technologies” that were in {ac suli 1 she developmeniaf stage and selected for
depioyment, oniy to have them finl miserahly (Prt 9, initial TAN groundwaer teatmem) There
aie many inponont considerations regarding application of {SV at the Vetanks. You are punag
ihé rank contnrs af 3 much ardaer risk- of being inadvertandy caleused to e anvironmeny as
comparcd to any other remediad xltemuive; erd as & profeyaional envirgnmental scientist and
mamper of the public. | ®m vary concemed abous this  What is the irkehihood and conscquences
o ag secidental airbome prsubsurtace release of CORIARAANIS $TOM the sanks it2or of Uy

et el ata LMalY T At ranle At rAanr T e o)
tncomplatz “mel” of the mak wilvoakns many!

[ fully ssappuort the TSEEL s efTons Lo test, valuate and apply innddative o developmg cmcdial
Lecipoicgies this must e Jone if the lah hopes to keep their ER staff employed in the future &,
noveVeT, DISAE: Te mans ptront with the sizkenoliers regarding the ruionale. programmaltic
rrsks, and ovarall cost Tenefit of seloctng 18% 4y the preferred witemative for the TAN Vtanks

7. Dased on the costs extimanes found in thes Proposad Plan. the ronl astimated cost b perform
final remediation activities 3t TAN 5 $24.9M. Included wn shus figure 15 $5 %M for “Limited
Actions’’ at lows sites 1 TSE-O7 WRRTE-4 1L TSF03 gaod WRRTE-131. Carctisl review of exarth
swhil sctivities are inCuded under the comed: ot alternativ e catled "Limined Action™ for thase four
sites iends to indicate thar the cost 10 chose val™ s S35 13 prossiy overestimared, and iy close
1y Traudulent representatiun ol Teahity. I7 these zost estimates for fimited ackion subseguenth
Lecomt the dasis far outyear hud.;.-.: r:quc. = tl-=:= cl"m‘h the xpaver pakebolders are bomg

s st ares
CiFrL SRR

# Limngdnl
aitermative for the RGD. [ ;:ddmam. A DGE ‘aud-gﬁ: pm:ites T 1N and aunealy support
~eaely S3TAE Lot TAN ERagusuns”

tae axrenditung ot

cyad for arading e 2 the sprodunT, 10 sQItmang

Fé-16/
47,48

\\.uuuuucu;

F6-17/49

F6-18/53

F6-20/14

F6-21/7

F6-17/49

Individual treatment of PCBs would 1
ness at this site. Biodegradation or di
compounds (“organics"), including P
metals and radionuclides would be re
tiveness and cost-effectiveness requir
this site that would treat all contamin
Pretreatment of spme contaminants (s
subsequent treatments for other conta

F6-18/53
Planar 1SV is an enhancement of con’

lems that have occurred using conven
matrix from the ground surface down
below the melt resulting in pressure b
riat from the melt pool, overheating o
upsets. Planar ISV resolves these ism
sides of the contamination area, allow
inward toward the center so the vapor
safely removed. Reliability problems
planar ISV.

Planar ISV could simultaneousty treal
ardous materials in the V-Tanks (inch
surrounding the tanks, A full-scale de
Control Act (TSCA) requirements wa
Superfund Site in Spokane, Washingt,
and an EPA TSCA permit was issued
was successfully performed on dioxin
Chemical Superfund Site in Sait Lake
cy of over 99.99% was demonsiraied.
for use on four Superfund projects io

For the V-Tanks treatability study, twc
soil from the TAN site, demonstrated |
cient scale and configuration o proces
was performed on a 4,500-gal scaled~
ed sludge and liquids, including a non
materials present in the actual V- Tank.

gtnnna i tha tanl coas fllad voish o
SPOA U UK IR Was 1ud Wildl soil.

developed symmeirically with no pres
tank was successfully treated with no -
post-test chemical sampling data indic
ment in the bottom of the tank, the ces
99.97% of the cesium was retained in
the soif were also remediated. The mi
and wood) that were processed during
process. Although organics were not
cessfully demonstrated previously that
organic contaminants while ensuring f
ments. The vitrified block was excav:
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F6-18/53 (continued)

tiveness. The concentration of cesium
were shown to be essentially umiform

Tmcsrmzme dhhn dem it g aloa 4
llUWUVGl uiv ucnl.auuu.y SLLY s ia

ed in the cost estimate prepared for th
proposed plan. As a result, the Altern
Tanks sites increased by 50%, lowerir

cost-effectiveness,

At the same time, two commercial fac
of the tank contents, increasing the im
Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment of ”

are nermitted to dispose of mixed wag

Qrc POITRILICC 10 QISPOSC O MMIXCE Wa

Tanks alternatives were reevaluated tc
cost and the off-site treatment availabi
Altemative 2 would have equally higt
ty and greater cost-cffectiveness comg
sclected as the remedy for the V-Tank:
altemmatives for the V-Tanks are in Par

F4-10/17
Lokt o b B

See the response to Comment F6-8, a

F6-20/14

The federal government has an obliga
trols (i.e., limit access) to arcas that p
the public and workers until that risk
intended purpose. Achievement of th
Congressional appropriation of suffic
entity charged to maintain the institut
long as the federal government of the

F6-21/7

The Agencies encourage citizen invol
The WAG 1 proposed plan was revise
response io public commenis. The ca
extended in response to public reques
decision-making process.
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5
M5 Kathlesn Hain, MS 1112
U. S Department of Encrgy
785 DOE Place
Iduhn Falls, D 83401
M Wayne Piemre
Region {0
L] S Environmental Brotection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, HW-112
Seamie, WA 98101
Mr. Desn Nyward
Division of Emaroamental Quality
1411 North Hilton Strees
Bgisc, 10 83706
Deor Remedial Project Managers F7-1/8, 10
lam Eéﬁﬂﬁl’:ﬂg fuyrmnmis o0 tha !?‘EJEL WAG ! ?m Plan Iris !mm’ T‘ﬁe ﬁm‘i piaﬁ was m“wi ﬂﬂd
i e, poosty ressarched, and should be withdrwn untl these deficiencies can be F7-1/ the public. Once the decision was:
corrected. Once again the FFA/CO agencies have chasen o pursus schedule and budget issues 8,10 became available to reevaluate all {
rather than meet mininum standards of Guality, professional pride, regulatary complianct and Agencies factored in newly availab
mmmm%mmhmwmmmm‘ ped weil aiwead of the by the public For several release sit
P L4 ' e - . . L .
FFAICO deadiines when time existed w conduct proper investigations and treatsbility studios F7-2/19 remedial aliematives became‘ gvmlz
prior 1o fimishisg the RUPS aad this Proposcd Plan. Also disturbing is the Gailure of all three and considered. Two treatability st
.Fmgnmyinfmmdgmmefﬂzmmamef&emmm investigations of contamination we:
M@mwmmmmmmemwnwﬁm F7-3/ tives were developed for several sit
quantities of PCBs and RCRA bazardous. waste will be left in de-acto landfills above the Snake 8 1 changed. A Feasibility Study Supp
River Plain Aguifer. . _ tional alternatives and reevaluate th
1 do ok keaw bow carcully sach of you has reviewed these sires and the Prposnd Pian posed plan issued in November 195
o > what exteat you relied on subordindte WAG maragers. Bul thi Proposer Plan s geosrl, ing, but aiso preseoted an amplified
an} neveral prefered Alternatives in particular, are unadeipiume. i JroREY WIET &4 U1 yoU ST for the best final selection of remed
a berter job.
, - F7-2/19
Simcerelv, - - ‘wE k . . .
imcuwse |} i This publication followed the FFA/
i 'Fi . R uymagwcscsmpﬂmuasccona
L L Any additional investigations cattic
. wiatachment - be to support the design of the sele
Ms. Linda Coballeso, IDIIW ey F7-3/8, 10

Mr. Charies Clarke, EPA
Nr. John Wileynskt, DOE-ID

See response to Comment F7-1, abx
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Comments on the 'WAS | Proposed Plan

This docament is more remarkable for what it daes cot s2y tar whet it does. Tt Gils w
fully inform the reader of many impertant fsess which are necessary w a tlly infermad
decision. In swnmary, DOFE 2nd the agencies ase prevaricara? through omissioz

“Page § - Summary of Retained Sites - “Past releases thah have not bien disCoversd have

the potenval for produting unacceptable risk and were evaluated in the REFS " How
can relzases whuch have not been discovered be eveluses? Bounding cxicufations might
be possible, but undiscovered refeases, as discrei2 uniss, canot be evaluated Suggest
changing the wording.

Pages 3 and & « Swnumxy of Recamned Sites - This section s1i2s that severat “co-located”
facilities are st} in use aad will be evaluated aber aperations czase  These facilites
include TAN 618, TaN 666, the LOFT pund, and the RP55A. The first twee wreautof
service now. The RP'SSA soil contaminarion arsa {zast of the railroad gacks) 15 out of
service and can be evaluaied for adiological contarnination and the nsed for
remediation. Do so. The gther pary of the RPSSA (TAN 647, 648, and thz storage pad)
are st in us?. Part of TAN 647 and adjacent storage pad hava interim stanus undér
RCRA {mentioned on pagzes  and 35). Any risk or remedintion wili be addresaed dunng
RCRA closure and should not be duplicated in CERCLA.  The other three fucilities are
closed now. TAN 616 has been put of servics since the 1%60s or early [9705. The LOFT
pand was faken out of service in the early 1990s TAN 666 wit an interim starus RCRA
unit which was closed under RCRA. [1 need pot be included in the Proposed Plan. Sop
prevaricaling 1o the public.

Pages 5 and § - Suramary of Remined Sites - The concep: of “co-located” facilites hus
o basis in CERCLA or the FFAZCO 2nd should be removed fom this Proposed Plan.
This Proposad Plan ard the ROD shouid sddeess only those Foilitissreléases identified
in the FFA/CO. All ather units or facilities should be addressed under other applicable
tesulatocy svstems such a5 RCRA and TSCA - which are both applicable to TAN 816

Page 6 - T$£-07 - The site description a=d history fails 10 mennion the dlegal remova
action, called 3 "best mansgement practizs” conducied in The early 1390s. The acnon
removed znd grouted sediments from the pond inler  This pond was sampled sevizal
vears 5g0. 'Was the risk estimate besed on the contaminazts found 3% the time of
sampling? How did the risk sssessment account for the continued dischange sioce
sampling was conducied? Are mewl concantrazions in pand sadiments STILL below
risk levels? The pond caznot be bot: 2 “co-locsted” fcilisy 2ad a CERCLA site m the
TFACO. Which s i?

Pages 6 and 7 - TSF07 - Mercury is fourd ali ainng the tracks witiin the TAN area, fom
the siic of the semovel action ever 1o TAN 648, yet 2o mention 15 made of this in 7he site
deseription. Was the r3st o the Track contarinanion comsidered during the investganon?

F7-4/10

F7-5/13

F7-6/
21,22

F7-7/21

F7-8/
63, 64

F1-9/75

F7-4/10

See response to Comment F7-1, abow
F7-5/13

The possibility exists that contaminat
INEEL FFA/CO or in this comprehen:
future as a result of routine operations
tion and dismantlement (D&D) activit
the process for new site inclusion defi
pursuani to the RAOs and final remed
The comprehensive RI/FS process at
potential release sites. Active operatic
ered under various company manuals
control procedures.

F7-6/21, 22

Co-located facilities is a term developk
tures near or adjacent to sites included
process and that are still in use or in st
tion, an analysis of 89 such facilities a
extent to which they could contribute (
potential future releases. These sites ¢
First, there could be contamination pre
tions of the structure (such as in piping
until the structure is dismantled. Seco
the potential for a future release to the
analysis evaluated the possibility for t
past activities at these and similar facil
potential to contribute to future risk at
asphalt pads outside the Radioactive P
buildings (TAN-647 and -648), and tix
and Transfer/Storage buildings (TAN-i
nent threat of release; their retention is
105 or documented past releases at the:
tions at TAN, these sites arc covered u
dures. The poiential for these retained
very remote. The analysis of co-local
cedures that apply to them arc in Appe

TAN-616 15 a liquid waste treatinent |
evaluation because of potential for rel
and pipes.

TAN-666 is a radioactive liquid waste
use. it is authorized for operation unc
Contingency Plan.

LOFT-02 is a disposal pond construct
and now used only for sanitary wastes
operations. The comprehensive RI/FS
als in soil at the LOFT-02 pond is bek



