
PART 1 1 1  - RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

13. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

Comments and questioiis received during tlie public coinmeiit period are summarized iii the 
first section of this responsiveness summary. The comments were grouped according to the topics they 
focused on, and were then suininarized into succinct statements in order to capture the significant issue 
discussed, or iiiformatioii requested. The purpose is to provide the following, as required by U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidelines for responsiveness summaries, as documented in 
Gude to Yrepuring SuperfimdYropoJed Plans, Records qf Deci~ion, und Other Remedy Selection 
Deci~ion Documents (EPA 1999b [EPA 540-R-98-03 1, OSWER Directive 9200.1-23P1). 

0 A clear and concise measure of which aspects or elements of the alternative the community 
supports, opposes, or has reservations about 

0 General concerns about the sites being remediated under this action, and the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) process at those sites. 

Tlie respoiisiveness summary also indicates liow the public’s coinineiits were integrated into tlie 
decision process a id  puts the Agencies’ response to comments “on record.” 

Tlie following responsiveness summary provides tlie community and Agency decision makers with 
a syiiopsis of community preferences and coiiceriis, a id  Agency responses. Although tlie summarized 
statements rephrase for brevity the comments submitted, they in no way replace them and are not 
intended to alter their focus. Bracketed numbers at tlie end of each summarized topic statement identify 
tlie origiiial coinmeiit or comments. The complete origiiial coinmeiits can be referred to in Appendix A 
for the discussions or questions from which tlie suminaries of sigiiificaiit coiiceriis were condensed. 

All comments that were received are presented in Appendix A, either as scanned written 
submissioiis or as transcripts of tlie formal coininents made at each public meeting. Each documeiit is 
annotated to indicate the comments used to prepare the Responsiveness Summary. The documents are 
nuinbered separately in two series: comments in response to tlie Proposed Plan (W1 through W6) and 
coinineiits transcribed during tlie formal comment session of the public meeting (Tl). Indexes at the 
begiiiniiig of Appendix A list tlie coinineiits by coininenter, by response number, a id  by topic. 

Tlie responsiveness summary begins with questions and coininents on the community relations 
process for tlie reinediatioii of tlie V-Tanks (see Section 3 [Part I1 of this documeiit] for the history of 
community participation in this action). Next are questions and comments concerning the treatability 
studies and the activities carried out during this process. Finally, questions and comments are presented 
that focus on tlie remedial actioiis proposed under this Record of Decision (ROD) Amendment and 
Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD). Tn this manner, topics follow an order paralleling their 
presentation in the Proposed Plan. A total of 58  topics are identified in this summary. 

Section 7.1.3 (Part 11) summarizes liow the community’s issues a id  coiiceriis were incorporated 
into the evaluation of alternatives for the V-Talks, while Section 1 1.3 (Part 11) summarizes how the 
community’s comments resulted in a significant change to tlie institutional controls for the HTRE Reactor 
Vessel Burial Site. Section 12, References, includes tlie documents referenced iii the Responsiveness 
Summary. 
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14. STAKEHOLDER CONCERNS AND AGENCY RESPONSES 

The following sections detail the topics of concern to the community, as raised during the public 
comment period, and the Agencies’ responses. 

14.1 Overall Goals of the INEEL Environmental Restoration Program 

1. Topic: A coinineiiting group asserts that there is public skepticism about the Department of 
Energy’s (DOE’S) veracity and the other Agencies’ willingness to adequately enforce their 
regulatory and oversight responsibilities. [W2-51 

Response: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), and the Idaho Department ofEnviroiimeiita1 Quality (IDEQ) are jointly responsible for 
cleanup actions at tlie INEEL. The Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (FFNCO) 
designated the State and the EPA (the “support agencies”) as parbiers to and regulators of DOE 
(the “lead agency”). Cleanup activities at the TNEEL are directed by project managers who 
represent each of tlie three Agencies. The project managers or their support staff meet or confer 
weekly on cleanup status during all phases of each remediation. Through this coordiiiated effort, 
the Agencies jointly develop the necessary work plans, technical investigations, and other 
documents, including proposed plans and records of decision (RODs) 

The State and EPA review aiid comment on all key documents for cleanup. Tn addition, State aiid 
EPA representatives are active participants in meetings, briefings, and workshops, either in person 
or by teleconference. Both the State and EPA may also hold meetings and briefings on the cleanup 
program. This ROD Amendment, like all NEEL RODs, is the result of a substantial and sustained 
process of regulatory enforcement and oversight by the support agencies. 

Questions and comments about INEEL activities, and the State-s and EPA’s oversight, can be 
addressed to the Agencies: 

Nick Ceto 
TNEEL Program Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 10 
712 Swift Boulevard, Suite 5 
Richland, WA 99352 
Phone: 509-376-9529 

Daryl Koch 
Manager of Federal Facilities Section, Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 
1410 N .  Hilton 
Boise, TD 83706 
Phone: (208) 373-0492 

Kathleen E. Hain, Director 
DOE Environmental Restoration Program 
U.S. Department of Energy Idaho Operations Office 
P.O. Box 1625 
Tdaho Falls, ID 834 15-39 I I 
Phone: (208) 526-4392 
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Tn addition to mailings and public meetings, the TNEEL provides additional avenues for public 
involvement, including tours and briefings. These are described in each proposed plan and on-line 
at 
http://cleanup.inel .,gov/publicdocuments/remediation/ explains more about these opportunities for 
comment and involvement. Community Relations Plan Coordinator Joseph Campbell can be 
reached at (208) 526-3183. 

. The INEEL Community Relations Plan (available on-line at 

The investigation and cleanup process and schedule for Test Area North (TAN) have complied 
with the FFA/CO. Every reasonable effort is made to ensure that TAN reinediation activities 
coiitribute to the ultimate goal of protecting human health and the enviroiimeiit by use of 
recognized engineering and institutional responses that meet standards for protectiveness identified 
by the Agencies. These standards (the applicable and relevant or appropriate requirements, or 
ARARs) were origiiially identified in the 1999 ROD and in this ROD Amendment a id  will be 
enforced by the Agencies. The remedies proposed for Waste Area Group (WAG) I sites are in no 
way illegal. 

The cleanup process carried out for TAN has included all required community relations activities 
to ensure that the public has been provided appropriate opportunities for involvement in a wide 
variety of site-related decisions, including site analysis and characterization, alternatives analysis, 
and remedy selection. The public meetings, the proposed plans and associated comment periods, 
and the Administrative Record all provided opportunities for the community to learn about the 
WAG 1 reinediation and to inform tlie Agencies about their concerns. The Agencies hope that tlie 
WAG 1 CERCLA process with its public comment opportunities, in coni unction with other 
regulatory hearing processes required by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 
will help build trust in the INEEL’s path forward to cleanup completion. 

2. Topic: To what extent does the TNEEL examine the interaction of different components of 
INEEL-wide cleanup, such as the ramifications of long-term disposal of V-Tanks waste at the 
INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF)? [Tl-91 

Response: The ICDF was authorized under the comprehensive remediation of WAG 3 (the Idaho 
Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center (INTEC]). Although the ICDF is located at INTEC, it 
was designed to be tlie repository for waste generated from CERCLA actions across the TNEEL. 
The TCDF was designed to accommodate the waste types and volumes expected to be generated 
under CERCLA cleanup activities at the INEEL, including CERCLA waste generated from 
Operable Unit (OU) 1-10. The waste from the V-Tanks that is disposed of at tlie ICDF will comply 
with the TCDF waste acceptance criteria (WAC). The TCDF waste acceptance criteria are, in turn, 
based on a thorough performance assessment, which evaluated the potential for impacts to the 
environment (e. g., the aquifer) assuming the entire ICDF were filled with CERCLA waste and then 
designed the TCDF facility and WAC to prevent such impacts fi-om occurring. As long as each 
waste stream disposed of at the ICDF meets these criteria, which the V-Tanks waste will, the ICDF 
will remain protective of human health and the environment. 

Although each cleanup activity is carried out separately, project managers coordinate technical 
knowledge and lessons learned from previous cleanup actions at the INEEL and elsewhere. All 
CERCLA cleanup activities at the INEEL are integrated under a structure established by the 
1991 Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (FFNCO). The FFNCO placed the INEEL 
facilities into 10 waste area groups (WAGS). WAG 1 is Test Area North (TAN). 

Each WAG is further broken down into operable units (OUs) for more efficient management. Each 
OU takes in a group of sites with similar contamination problems. Most OU numbers identify site 
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investigations or early actions. The FFA/CO established I O  OUs within TAN. The V-Tanks 
cleanup is part of OU 1 - 10, the comprehensive remediation for WAG 1, which assessed the results 
of preceding site investigations, carried out investigations of sites not previously evaluated, and 
determined the overall risk posed by this WAG. 

Similarly, tlie comprehensive investigations of WAGS 2 through 9 each examined tlie cumulative 
risk for that WAG. Under WAG 10, these documents a id  the results of analysis of areas between 
the INEEL facilities are comprehensively assessed to provide a picture of INEEL-wide risk. 

In May 2002, the Agencies formalized an agreement to pursue an accelerated cleaiiiip plan at tlie 
TNEEL that will further improve the TNEEL,’s cleanup approach, both for better risk reduction and 
for more efficient and timely cleanup. 

3 .  Topic: The V-Tanks contaminants, particularly the transuranics, will not be removed from the 
INEEL, but only moved from Test Area North (TAN) to the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility 
(ICDF). How can tlie Proposed Plan claim that this strategy offers long-term effectiveness for 
protectioii of humaii health a id  tlie eiiviroiuneiit? [W4-X] 

Response: At tlie V-Tanks location, the selected remedy does satisfy tlie CERCLA criterion of 
long-term effectiveiiess a id  perinaiieiice because it will eiisure protectioii of human health and the 
environment over time through high reliability of the technology involved, and high certainty that 
the protection achieved by this remedy will be maintained. Chemical oxidation/reduction will 
destroy the volatile and seinivolatile compounds iii the tank contents, eliiniiiatiiig thein as a risk. 
The technology will not destroy the metals and radionuclide contaminants; there are no 
commercially available technologies that can do this. Instead, grouting will reduce the mobility of 
metals and radionuclides, thereby lowering their risk to human health and tlie environment. 
Subsequent disposal of the stabilized residuals at the TCDF will isolate this remaining 
contamination from potential exposure to human and ecological receptors, completing the goals 
of tlie cleanup action. 

A lined, covered, and monitored landfill such as tlie ICDF helps meet CERCLA’s overall goal of 
long-term protection by reducing uncontrolled access to tlie waste and inhibiting mobility of 
coiitainiiiaiits. The ICDF has been designed to meet the substantive requireineiits of a landfill 
permitted under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and was approved by the 
Agencies under tlie WAG 3 Record of Decision (ROD). The ICDF is also designed to meet the 
substantive requireineiits of DOE Orders goveriiiiig radioactive waste disposal. Regardless of 
whether the immobilized waste residuals are disposed of at the TCDF or sent to a facility off the 
INEEL, tlie material will meet waste acceptance criteria (WAC) designed to ensure protection of 
huinan health and the environment. An alternative that includes dsposal off tlie INEEL would iiot 
be more protective than one that uses disposal at the ICDF with regard to the risk factors that 
would have to be considered if tlie material were transported through communities off the INEEL 

DOE will provide institutional controls for sites subject to land-use restrictions (including the 
V-Tanks site and ICDF) over at least the next 100 years unless a 5-year review concludes that 
unrestricted land use is allowable. After 100 years, DOE may no longer manage INEEL activities 
and controls will take tlie form of land-use restrictions. Though land use after 100 years is highly 
uncertain, it is likely that industrial applications will continue at WAG 1 and at the ICDF. The Hall 
Amendment of tlie National Defense Authorization Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-1 60) requires 
coiicurreiice froin EPA on the lease of m y  Natioiial Priorities List sites during the period of DOE 
control and CERCLA (42 USC 9620 Section I20[h]) requires that the state be notified of a lease 
involving contamination. When DOE no longer manages lNEEL activities and controls are needed, 
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CERCLA (42 USC 9620 Section 120[h]) requires that DOE indicate the presence of contamination 
and any restrictions in property transfer documentation. 

4. Topic: The proposed plan states 011 page 6 that tlie long-range land use plan for Test Area North 
(TAN) is nonnuclear industrial facilities. However, in 2002, the DOE announced a mission change 
for the entire lNEEL to nuclear research and development, including commercial nuclear power 
stations at the TNEEL. Why has this missioii change not been factored into the V-Tanks coiiteiits 
proposed plan? [W4- 1 1 ] 

Response: The announced inissioii change does not alter or detract from CERCLA cleanup 
activities now in progress at the TNEEL and is, in that sense, an unrelated matter. The TNEEL’s 
current mission is available on the Internet (at littp://www.inel gov/abouit/mission-vision shtml). 
Further information on tlie INEEL mission change also can be found on tlie Internet (at 
litt~://www.inel.~ov/elizabetli~sellers~inessa~e.pd~. It is iiot yet known what the details of the 
proposed new INEEL nuclear research mission will be, relative to activities at TAN However, the 
mission change will not hinder or delay cleanup of tlie V-Tanks or other sites scheduled for 
remediation. In fact, under tlie 2002 Agency agreement to pursue accelerated risk reduction and 
cleanup at the INEEL, many ongoing and projected remediation activities have been consolidated 
for more efficient management and to ensure that cleanup is completed. 

The DOE is iiot changing its commitment to clean LIP all inactive waste sites at the M E L  that 
pose a risk to human health or the environment, including the V-Tanks. This cleanup is required to 
eliminate health and environmental threats posed by hazardous waste sites to current and future 
workers and fiiture residents. The program also includes a review process that reevaluates the 
effectiveness of remedial actions at least once every five years where residual contamination 
reinaiiis at levels that do not allow for uin-estricted access. At TAN, this review process will 
provide continuing opportunities, no matter what TAN’S mission is or becomes, to ensure the 
long-term effectiveness of cleanup levels achieved by the V-Tanks remedy, should some 
contaminants remain in place. 

5 .  Topic: There has been no environmental impact statement addressing the TNEEL’s mission change 
to fiiture nuclear industrial activities, even though substantial federal resources are already being 
committed to this new mission. [W4-12, W2-231 

Response: Development of new missions at the INEEL is a separate issue from tlie remediation of 
containination resultiiig froin past activities. Cleanup activities at Test Area North (TAN), 
including the V-Tanks remediation, are required by the long-standing obligation of DOE to 
complete CERCLA cleanup at all its facilities These remedial actions are not related to the mission 
change, and must continue regardless of any future missions that may or may not be given by 
Congress to the TNEEL. The question of applicability of the National Environmental Protection Act 
(NEPA) to such future missions is therefore not relevant for the V-Tanks cleanup, or for other 
INEEL locations scheduled for cleanup under CERCLA. 

The V-Tanks remediation activities are structured so they do not limit f h r e  industrial missions at 
TAN or tlie INEEL, but instead allow for the creation of new opportunities by removing 
contamination that would preclude other uses. 

14.2 Public Participation and Community Relations 

6 .  Topic: The coininenter appreciates being on the mailing list to continue being updated on the 
progress of the INEEL’s cleanup activities. [W5-11 
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Response: The Agencies encourage citizen involvement in decision-making at the INEEL. In 
addition to the mailings and public meetings, the INEEL provides other avenues for public 
involvement including tours and briefings. Mailing addresses, telephone numbers, e-mail 
addresses, and internet addresses are provided in each proposed plan for citizens to get additional 
information, briefings, or tours from Agency and project representatives. The lNEEL Coininunity 
Relations office can be contacted by telephone toll-free at 1-800-708-2680, or by inail at 
P.O. Box 1625, Idaho Falls, Idaho 83415-3940. Joseph Campbell, the INEEL Community 
Relations representative for Test Area North, can be contacted by e-mail at 
telephone at (208) 526-3183. 

or by 

7. Topic: The commenting group notes that in order to fully support any technology for use in 
remediation, they must be involved early in the process and receive verifiable demonstration that 
the technology is both effective and low risk. [W6-61 

Response: A variety of opportunities for early public information and involvement exist, and have 
been expanded continuously over the years of INEEL’s cleanup program. The INEEL’s 
Community Relations Office began contacting individuals and community groups during the early 
stages of planning for the V-Tanks by making phone calls, providing technical briefings as desired, 
and actively soliciting early feedback. This process is described in Section 3 of this ROD 
Amendment. Opportunities for information and comment on an ongoing basis are also available, as 
noted in the response to Topic 6, above. The web page of the lNEEL Community Relations Office 
(at litt~://www.iiiel.~ov/environmeiit/) provides information about the current status of cleanup 
projects. 

The feasibility study (in this case, the 2003 Technology Evaluation Review [2003 TER]) and 
proposed plan present all applicable and relevant or appropriate requirements (ARARs) that must 
be met, and they identify and evaluate technologies that are capable of meeting those A R A R s .  
Thus, the 2003 TER and the proposed plan that is based on it present a general strategy, a 
preconceptual design rather than a detailed process. CERCLA Guidance does not require final 
development and demonstration of a proposed treatment technology prior to the proposed plan and 
record of decision (ROD), because the cost and time involved in testing multiple potential remedial 
designs would substantially delay the begiiuiing of the cleanup and add substantially to the final 
costs. 

A number of conceptual verification, treatability studies, and other required tests may be required 
to confirm the effectiveness and safety of the chosen treatment technologies before operations start 
at a cleanup site. The level of technical, safety, and cost information required to reach this point 
makes the development of the final selected remedy a lengthy process. 

The feasibility study phase of a cleanup is the beginning of the remedy development process. Its 
purpose is to identify multiple technologies laown to be able to address comparable waste, and to 
provide the information necessary for the Agencies to determine which of them could be used 
successhlly. The feasibility study, on which the proposed plan is based, is always placed in the 
Administrative Record and is available for public review. During the proposed plan comment 
period, readers may address their comments to the data developed in the feasibility plan and other 
supporting documents, as well as to the proposed plan; some of the groups who commented on the 
V-Tanks action have taken the opportunity to do this. 

Building on the proposed plan, the ROD establishes the cleanup technology to be used and the 
cleanup levels to be achieved. However, it is only after the signing of the ROD, in the Remedial 
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Design phase, that the Agencies collectively determine the engineering design (including schedule, 
cost estimates, and disposal options for wastes generated) and verify that all remediation activities 
will comply with applicable standards in state and federal laws. The technology selected to 
remediate the V-Tanks - ex situ chemical oxidationheduction with stabilization - has seen 
limited past deployments, so additional laboratory and pilot testing on both surrogate and actual 
V-Tanks waste are planned during the design phase. This testing and the detailed engineering 
design will help demonstrate that the technology is effective and low-risk. 

8. Topic: The public must be kept informed and involved in the determination ofwliat waste is 
accepted at tlie M E L  CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF), particularly when there is substantial 
public concern over what contaminants will be accepted, aiid how they will be treated aiid 
packaged for disposal. This responsibility is spelled out in the National Environmental Protection 
Act (NEPA), which requires environmental impact statements and public hearings. [ W2-231 

Response: The INEEL carefully meets or exceeds all public information opportunity requirements, 
and did so for the ICDF development process. The Operable Unit (OU) 3-13 Record of Decision 
(ROD), which was signed in 1999, selected remedies for Waste Area Group (WAG) 3 sites, 
including the creation ofthe ICDF complex. Tlie OU 3-13 RI/FS and ROD, with the associated 
public involvement process, address NEPA values, such that no separate NEPA document or 
NEPA process is required. The waste acceptance criteria (WAC) for the ICDF were developed 
during the TCDF remedial design process. This included public meetings and opportunity for public 
comment. As part of the public process for the OU 1-10 ROD Amendment, the Proposed Plan 
specifically informed the public about the poteiitial use of the ICDF for the disposal of tlie V-Tanks 
waste, debris, and contaminated soils. 

For more information about the ICDF, contact Joseph Campbell, the INEEL Coininunity Relations 
representative for the TCDF, at 208-526-3 I83 or at campil@,inel.gov. - For general information, call 
I-800-708-2680, or send mail to P.O. Box 1625, Tdaho Falls, TD 834 15-3940. 

14.3 Content and Organization of the Proposed Plan 

9. Topic: Several coinineiiters expressed their appreciation for the thoroughness and easy-to-read 
format of the proposed plan and for being given the opportunity to comment. [W5-3, W6-71 

Response: The Agencies appreciate all suggestions from the public on the types of information and 
format that help the TNEEL’s proposed plans better serve their purpose. Proposed plans are a key 
community relations activity undertaken as part of tlie CERCLA process. Tlie Agencies want the 
proposed plans to be clear and understandable to all readers, whether or not they are previously 
familiar with the CERCLA activities at the INEEL, so as to allow the fullest possible public 
participation in the decision-making process. Proposed plan language aiid organization are 
continuously evaluated and improved in response to public feedback, such as this. 

I O .  Topic: Given that the waste characterization data is incomplete, that the use of the TNEEL 
CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF) violates transuranic (TRU) waste acceptance criteria, and that 
other applicable and relevant or appropriate requirements ( A R A R s )  have not been addressed, the 
coinineiitiiig group recoinineiids that tlie Agencies develop a new, more complete proposed plan 
for cleanup of the V-Tanks before proceeding with the action. [W2-91 

Response: The Agencies believe that the waste characterization data for tlie V-Tanks have been 
fidly summarized, as required, in the 2003 Technology Evaluation Report and other documents on 
which the Proposed Plan was based. The primary source documents for the V-Tanks risk and 
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feasibility evaluation described in the Proposed Plan are listed in Section 2.5 of this ROD 
Amendment. All relevant documents are in the Administrative Record, available online at 

ROD Amendment. 
or at tlie Information Repositories listed in Section 1 of this 

Tlie Proposed Plan summarizes all required information leading to this ROD Amendment. It should 
be noted that when a remedy requires amendment, CERCLA guidance expresses a preference that 
the new proposed plan highlight the proposed changes but not repeat in detail any information 
about the cleanup that has not changed. At each stage of tlie remediation process, data are reviewed 
for continued validity. As described in Section 10.1 of this ROD Amendment, a laboratory error in 
calculating the concentration of inorganic contaminants was found and corrected in Table 2-2 of 
this document. These data changes, while different froin the 2003 Proposed Plan and previous 
documents, would not have significantly affected the technology evaluation aid do not affect the 
remedy selected in this ROD Amendment. The three Agencies believe that the Proposed Plan for 
this ROD Amendment represents a complete document and see no need to develop a more 
extensive Proposed Plan. 

The ICDF waste acceptance criteria (WAC) will be completely satisfied by the treated V-Tanks 
waste submitted for disposal. Tlie concentration of the transuranics in the tanks is currently 
4.27 nCi/g and will be reduced even fLirther through treatment. These concentrations are well 
below the ICDF waste acceptance levels. See Sections 14.5 and 14.6, below, for more discussion of 
the ICDF WAC and other A R A R s  that will be met by this cleanup. 

14.4 Operable Unit 1-10 Remediation Planning and Costs 

I 1 .  Topic: A cornrnentiiig gro~ip asks for confirmation that the proposed amended remedy will cleanup 
both the V-Tanks contents ami the surrounding contaminated soil. [W2-21 

Response: Yes. Both the V-Tanks and the surrounding soils will be remediated in an integrated 
action The 2003 Proposed Plan focused on the changes to the remedy previously selected for the 
V-Tanks in the 1999 Record of Decision (ROD). Although tlie remedy for tlie surrounding 
coiitainiiiated soil has not changed in any substantive way from tlie 1999 ROD, tlie details of how 
remediation of the surrounding soil will be carried out have been clarified (see Section 1 1.2). The 
V-Tanks contents remedy described in this ROD Amendment is part of an overall cleanup strategy 
that will eliminate risk to human health and the enviroiiineiit from both the V-Tanks contents and 
the surrounding coiitainiiiated soil. 

12. Topic: Several commenters noted that the Proposed Plan addresses only four V-Tanks, whereas 
there are at least six and perhaps more underground tanks at TAN. Why doesn’t the Proposed Plan 
address Tanks V- I3 and V- I4? [W2-3, W2- 14, TI - I  ] 

Response: There are indeed additional underground tanks at TAN that are not addressed by this 
ROD Amendment. To understand their handling, it is important to note the difference between the 
term “V-Tanks,” which identifies a kind of underground storage vessel, and the site name *‘the 
V-Tanks,” which identifies a particular location to be remediated. Tlie V-Tanks site addressed in 
this ROD Amendment received that designation in  the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent 
Order (FFNCO), and was defined as containing only four v-type tanks. Tanks V-1, V-2, V-3, and 
V-9. These are tlie four described in tlie 2003 Proposed Plan and this ROD Amendment. The 
amended remedy for the V-Tanks site properly addresses only the four tanks contained in this site, 
as established by the FFNCO. 
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Besides the four v-type tanks in the V-Tanks site, two other v-type tanks that were in use at TAN 
require remediation. These are Tanks V-13 and V-14, which were designated in the FFNCO as 
TSF-26 and are also referred to as the PM-2A tanks. The PM-2A tanks are currently being cleaned 
up under the remedy selected in the I999 ROD (see Section 7 of that ROD). Since the remedy for 
the PM-2A tanks is unchanged from the 1999 ROD, it was not addressed in the 2003 Proposed 
Plan. 

Other v-type tanks (e.g., Tank V-4) were located in TAN Building 616. The building and its 
contents, including these other v-type tanks, are being, or have already been, removed under the 
INEEL’S Deactivation, Decommissioning, and Dismantlement (D&D&D) Program. Those 
components of Building 6 I6 that managed hazardous waste as defined under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) are also being addressed under a RCRA closure plan. 
(Topic 13, below, provides more information on the closure plan). 

13. Topic: The coininenter contends that there are additional V-Tanks in Building 616 at Test Area 
North (TAN) that must be described and remedied as part of the V-Tanks cleanup. The action, as 
proposed, is incomplete. [W4-41 

Response: TAN Building 616 does contain multiple vessels with the “v” designation 
(e.g., Tank V-4). However, these tanks are not part of the V-Tanks remediation project and are not 
identified in the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (FFA/CO). TAN Building 6 16 and 
its contents, including the tanks, are being addressed under the INEEL’s Deactivation, 
Decommissioning, and Dismantlement (D&D&D) Program, because there have been no identified 
releases of contaminants to the environment; therefore, the building is not a CERCLA site. The 
components within this building are also being addressed by a Closure Plan under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The cleanup of Building 616 is currently being 
completed and is expected to be finalized by the end of 2003. Sampling will be conducted during 
D&D&D inside tlie building and underneath it, and if releases to the environment are discovered, 
these releases would be cleaned up under CERCLA pursuant to the procedures established in the 
1999 ROD. 

14. Topic: Several coininenters stated that there are additional buried wastes not previously included in 
remedial actions at Test Area North (TAN) that would appropriately be addressed with the 
V-Tanks. [T 1-2, W2-41 

Response: The Agencies agreed to remediate the four V-Tanks, tlie associated piping, and the 
surrounding contaminated soil as one unit because they are part of an interconnected waste 
handling system that contains a single consistent waste stream. At this time, sampling has shown 
no additional, adjacent, related past releases. As stated in the 1999 Record of Decision (ROD), tlie 
possibility exists that contaminated environmental media not identified by the Federal Facility 
Agreement and Consent Order (FFNCO) or in the 1999 ROD will be discovered in the fiitme as a 
result of routine operations, maintenance activities, or dismantlement, decommissioning, and 
decontamination (D&D&D) activities at TAN. Newly dwovered sites will be addressed using tlie 
process for new site inclusion as defined in  the FFA/CO and refined in the 1999 ROD and will be 
assessed and reinediated under CERCLA pursuant to the process agreed upon by the Agencies at 
the time of the new site identification. Where appropriate, the remedial action objectives (RAOs) 
and final remediation goals (FRGs) identified in the 1999 ROD and this ROD Amendment will be 
used to complete any necessary cleanup. 
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15. Topic: Several commenters listed release sites at Test Area North (TAN) that require cleanup but 
have not yet been fully addressed, even though the 1999 Record of Decision (ROD) was designated 
as comprehensive. Tlie sites in question are the ANP Cask Storage Pad, the Area 10 HTRE Reactor 
Vessel Burial Site, and the TAN pool. [W2- 17, T 1-51 

Response: The thee  sites listed were identified in the 1991 FFNCO as potential contamination 
sites to be investigated within WAG 1. Tlie analyses carried out 011 them were summarized in the 
1997 RIES and the 1999 ROD. 

TSF-06, Area 8, is tlie designation for tlie ANP Cask Storage Pad. Part of this site is cilrreiitly 
included within the active Radioactive Parts Service and Storage Area (RPSSA) facility, which will 
be evaluated during future dismantlement, decommissioning, and decontamination (D&D&D) 
activities at TAN. Sampling during tlie risk assessineiit indicated that tlie soil coiitainiiiation at this 
site is below the levels at which remediation is required. More information on this site is available 
in the Administrative Record for Waste Area Group (WAG) 1 in the 1997 Remedial Investigation 
and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) aiid tlie 1999 ROD. (More inforinatioii about the Adiniiiistrative 
Record is presented in Section I of this document. Section 2.5 of this document lists key 
documents used to prepare this ROD Amendment.) 

TSF-06, Area I O ,  is the designation for the HTRE Reactor Vessel Burial Site. This potential release 
site was evaluated as part ofthe WAG 1 comprehensive RI/FS and, as documented in the 1999 
ROD, it was determined to be a No Action site. Tlie irradiated empty reactor vessel is contained in 
a metal storage tank and is believed to be more than 10 feet below ground surface. No pathway to 
human or ecological receptors exists; thus, no cleanup is required However, based on the 
commenter’s questions about this site, a review was conducted of the relevant documentation. It 
was deteriniiied that although 110 pathway exists, potential residual coiitainiiiation precludes 
unrestricted land use. Thus, the site should be protected with institutional controls. The WAG I 
Institutional Control Plan (INEEL 2000b) will be modified to include appropriate institutional 
coiitrols for this site. Detailed language has been added in Section 11.3 of this ROD Ameiidinent 
directing this change to the I999 ROD. The Agencies appreciate the dedication of the commenter 
in bringing this oversight to their attention. The Agencies are pleased that this matter confirms the 
effectiveness of tlie design of tlie CERCLA public involvement process. 

The TAN Pool (which is part of the TAN 607 Hot Shop) is currently being emptied under a 
deactivation process but remains within an active facility. Potential threats to human health and the 
eiiviroiimeiit from this site will be addressed during the facility D&D&D. More iiiformatioii 011 this 
site is available in the Administrative Record for WAG 1. As part of an active facility, the TAN 
Pool is not being addressed under WAG 1 CERCLA actions. 

16. Topic: Cost is an important factor. Tn the comparison of seven alternatives presented in the 
Proposed Plan, the estimated costs are so close they cannot be used for ranking. However, the 
commenting group notes that these estimates are preliminary. [Wl-21 

Response: Even though the cost differences between the alternatives turned out to be small, cost 
was used in the CERCLA evaluation process as required. The narrowness of tlie differences 
resulted iii tlie cost criterion having a relatively iniiior impact in tlie overall evaluation of 
alternatives. 

Tlie cost estimates used to evaluate and present alternatives iii a proposed plan are based on tlie 
best available information. Changes in various elements of the cost are expected to occur as new 
information and data are collected during the engineering design of tlie selected remedy. Because 
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of this expectation that costs will be refined, CERCLA allows presentation of the cost estimates in 
the proposed plan to range from +50 to -30% ofthe actual final cost. Changes in cost beyond these 
limits prompt an explanation of significant differences or a ROD amendment. As was explained in 
the 2003 Proposed Plan, such a cost change was one factor that prompted the requirement for this 
ROD Amendment, and the preceding preparation of the 2003 Explanation of Significant 
Differences (ESD), accompanied by notice to the public of its availability. 

14.5 Risk Assessment and Characterization of Contaminants 

17. Topic: Data on the contaminant characterization has changed substantially across the relevant 
documents resulting in what one commenting group notes as major discrepancies. [W2- 11 

Response: Some of the discrepancies noted by the commenting group stem fi-om a data labeling 
error in a 1996 INEEL report, which was corrected in the 1997 Remedial Iiivestigatioifleasibility 
Study (RUFS). The values presented by the commenting group in their Table A (see page A-10 of 
Appendix A) for the liquid concentration for the metals barium, cadmium, cln-omium, and lead 
have inappropriate unit labels. These values appear to have been taken from the Work Planjor 
Waste Area Group I ,  Operable Unit 1-1 0, C'oniprehensive Remedial lnvestigation Feasibility 
Study (S. M. Lewis, et al., 1996 [DOE-ID/10527]), which mistakenly labeled tlie Toxicity 
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) values for those metals as mg/kg instead of p g L  This 
error by the INEEL makes the reported values appear 1,000 times higher than they actually were. 
Tlie error was found and the data reported correctly in all follow-up documents. As these data are 
TCLP values, which represent the quantity of each metal that can leached from a waste with an 
acidic solution, they should not be taken as representing the liquid waste in the V-Tanks. It is 
inappropriate to contrast these leachate concentrations to the total concentrations reported in the 
rest of the commenting group's Table A. 

Tlie sludge values cited by the commenting group in the same table appear to show a consistent 
drop from data referenced in tlie 1998 Proposed Plan to the values listed in tlie 2003 Proposed Plan. 
The INEEL does not make this claim. The apparent decrease in concentrations is the result of an 
inappropriate comparison of the solids in one tank to the combination of solids and liquids in a 
different tank. Because most of the contamination is in tlie sludge phase, the overall waste stream, 
which combines both the sludge and water, has a lower overall concentration. This lower overall 
waste concentration is more representative of tlie waste that is actually in the tanks and that must be 
treated to meet disposal criteria. 

Information on contaminants is refined and updated whenever new data becomes available from 
sampling, or when regulatory requirements change. The Agencies evaluate the potential impact of 
any substantial change in data regarding a cleanup site. As of the 2003 Proposed Plan, the most 
recent comprehensive presentation of data on the contaminants in the V-Tanks contents can be 
found in the Engineering Design File EDF-3868, which is available in the Administrative Record. 

Data are also reviewed for continuing validity at each stage ofthe remediation process. As 
described in Section 10.1 of this ROD Amendment, a laboratory error in calculating the 
coiiceiitratioii of inorganic contaminants was found and corrected in Table 2-2 of this document. 
These data changes, while different from the 2003 Proposed Plan and previous documents, would 
not have significantly affected tlie technology evaluation and do not affect tlie remedy selected in 
this ROD Amendment, 

18. Topic: According to a commenting group, DOE is implying in the 2003 Proposed Plan that in the 
four years since the November 1998 Proposed Plan, there has been a reduction in the waste due to 
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“decay,” which is being relied upon as part of the remedy. Is “decay” offered as the reason for the 
change in contaminant concentration numbers? [W2- 101 

Response: “Decay,” or the expectation that the actual concentration of the contaminants in tlie 
V-Tanks contents will decrease, or attenuate, is not part of the remedial strategy, either as selected 
in the 1999 Record of Decision (ROD) or as amended in this ROD Amendment. Decay of 
radoactive coiistitueiits in tlie V-Tanks contents will reduce their concentration over time. 
However, for the purposes of developing this ROD Amendment, tlie INEEL has chosen not to 
consider tlie relatively small reduction in the concentration of radioactive elements that would have 
occurred since the original data were collected. The discrepancies noted by the coininentiiig group 
stem from a data labeling error in  a I996 TNEEL report combined with an inapplicable data 
comparison by the commenting group. Given that tlie 1996 data cited are incorrectly labeled, the 
coinineiitiiig group’s conclusion that this represents “decay” is also inapplicable here. The correct 
data for the V-Tanks radioactive constituent concentrations are in tlie 1997 Remedial 
Investigatioifleasibility Study (RI/FS) and all following documents for this action. See Topic 17, 
above, for more information on contaminant characterization. 

19. Topic: The 2003 Proposed Plan, in Table 2, Contaminants for Treatment, does not present 
contaminant concentrations in the same units as the federal and state regulations use. In particular, 
tlie contaminant concentrations are listed in indkg (milligrams per kilogram) or nCi/g (nanocuries 
per gam), but not in maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), which is what tlie regulations use. The 
commenting group urges that MCLs should be presented side-by-side with tlie INEEL’S 
coiitaininaiit sampling results in all public documents to allow tlie general public to make a 
determination of whether the proposed alternatives are appropriate. This use of data units that are 
not easily comparable confuses the public and exacerbates their distrust [W2-11, W2-161 

Response: CERCLA investigations present contaminant data in unit types appropriate to the 
affected media (e.g , soils, water, or air) or related to the contaminant and tlie governing regulation 
(e.g., radionuclides are measured in Curies per grain). MCLs are standards that set tlie maximum 
permissible amount of a contaminant in water delivered to m y  user of a public system. MCLs are 
not relevant for the V-Tanks site because water is not an affected medium. For the contaminated 
media that are present in the V-Tanks contents and contaminated soil, risk reduction goals use 
other measurement standards as appropriate, which are presented in tlie 1999 Record of Decision 
(ROD), the 2003 Proposed Plan, and this ROD Amendment in sections on remediation objectives 
and goals. 

Because regulatory compliance for CERCLA remediation is generally so complex, details cannot 
be fully specified in tlie Proposed Plan. They are presented in the supporting documents, which are 
available in tlie Administrative Record. The commenting group’s suggestion for development of 
clearer explanations of contaminant concentration data, and how the treated waste will comply with 
regulatory requirements, will be forwarded to the INEEL Community Relations office for 
improved presentation in future public documents. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume 
through treatment is a CERCLA evaluation criterion, and data for tlie comparison are also available 
in the Administrative Record for those who are interested For the V-Tanks amended remedy, 
Section 5 of tlie 2003 Technology Evaluation Report (TER) compares estimated concentrations of 
the treated waste for key contaminants to the regulatory levels, in equivalent units. 

20. Topic: Why are tlie transuranics in tlie V-Tanks contents not classified as transuranic (TRU) waste 
for purposes of disposal? The liquids and sludge in the V-Tanks must be combined for remediation. 
When they are combined, the concentration will be > 100 nCi/g, which requires that the contents be 
treated and disposed of as TRU waste. The commenter questions why the transuranics in the 
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V-Tanks are not being removed fi-om Idaho as required by the I995 Settlement Agreement 
[W2- 13, W4-91 

Response: M E L  waste types are classified based not just on their chemical content but also on 
disposal requirements. The V-Tanks contents are classified as a mixed waste, which includes 
hazardous wastes (heavy metals, volatile organic contaminants [VOCs], and seinivolatile organic 
coiitaininants [SVOCs]) and low-level radioactive waste. There are transuranic elements in the 
V-Tanks, but not TRU waste. 

Transuranic eleIlr?en/\ are a group of radioactive chemical elements “beyond uranium” in the 
periodic table, having atomic numbers greater than 92 (such as plutonium, atomic number 94). 
Transuranic wmte is a legally defined category of waste, established for regulatory and 
management purposes. As a waste category, TRU waste contains more than 100 nanocuries 
(3,700 becquerels) of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes per gram of waste and half-lives greater 
than 20 years (as cited in tlie 1995 Settlement Agreement). Although low concentrations of several 
transuranic elements are present in the V-Tanks contents, the conceiitrations of the combined 
sludge and liquid (with a combined weighted average of 4.27 nCi/g) are not high enough to meet 
the TRU waste definition. It is estimated that prior to disposal at the INEEL CERCLA Disposal 
Facility (ICDF), the treated V-Tanks waste will have a transuranic concentration of approximately 
2 nCi/g, well below the 10 iiCi/g limit for the ICDF and tlie 100 nCi/g TRU waste designation. 

21. Topic: Tlie cominenter does not believe land disposal of transuranic (TRU) waste is approved, 
given that the concentration of transuranics is at a ligli level of 26.4 nCi/g within the V-Tanks 
system. [W4-51 

Response: The coinmenter is correct in noting that Table 2 of the 2003 Proposed Plan lists the 
highest single reading for transuranics as 26.4 nCi/g. This sample came from Tank V-9 (as reported 
in Table 3 of tlie 2003 Technology Evaluation Report [TER]). All readings from Tanks V-1, V-2, 
and V-3 were lower (11.0,4.02, and 2.03 nCi/g, respectively). This variability results because 
waste typically was routed first through Tank V-9 for solids removal before dstribution to Tank 
V-1, V-2, or V-3 (depending on which had tlie most available capacity). 

Tlie Agencies have agreed that because the waste in the four tanks resulted from the same 
processes, but varies in concentrations of individual contaminants due to the use history described, 
all the waste in the four V-Tanks will be managed as one waste stream, and will be combined for 
treatment. Thus, although tlie concentrations of specific hazardous constituents vary froin tank to 
tank, the average concentration of the hazardous waste constituents for all tanks is the one that will 
be used. Tlie average concentration of 4.27 nCi/g is well below the INEEL CERCLA Disposal 
Facility’s (ICDF’s) waste acceptance criterion (WAC) of 10 nCi/g. Furthermore; tlie estimated 
transuranic concentration of the treated waste to be disposed of at ICDF is 2 iiCi/g. Tt is the 
concentration of transuranics (and other contaminants) following treatment that will be used to 
show compliance with disposal requirements (WAC) at ICDF. 

Beginning several years ago, tlie INEEL’S proposed plans have included the “lowest” and 
“highest” readings in response to public comments. Some coinmenters said they would be better 
able to assess whether the expense of reinediatioii was necessary if they could see the range of 
extremes from the sampling suite. CERCLA guidance does not require that maximum readings be 
presented. 

Table 2 of the 2003 Proposed Plan (included in this ROD Amendment as Table 2-2) presents 
information on the primary contaminants in the V-Tanks that affect the selection of an effective 
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remedy. The overall average concentration values are used in evaluating the effectiveness and 
operability of various treatment alternatives. The reader is urged to use caution in comparing this 
data to other sources of information on the V-Tanks or in comparing these values to regulatory 
levels. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations and guidance require different 
statistical treatment of analytical data when it is used for risk assessment, waste characterization, 
acceptability of treatment options, or compliance with disposal facility acceptance criteria. For 
example, risk assessineiits require 95% upper coiifideiice limit ( i d )  values, while waste 
characterization requires 90% ucl values on the amount of material that will leach from the waste 
in a given timeframe, and acceptability at treatment facilities usually looks at average 
coiiceiitratioiis along with inaxiinuin and minimum values. Compliance with dsposal facility WAC 
is usually based on 90% ucl on total concentrations. Tt is generally inappropriate to compare data 
supplied for one purpose with data intended for another use. The data presented in the 2003 
Proposed Plan were supplied to show what contaminants are present, and to help the reader 
evaluate the cleanup alternatives described. Other information to support risk assessment and waste 
characterization can be found i n  the documents in the Administrative Record. 

14.6 Remedial Action Objectives and Compliance with ARARs 

22. Topic: Eiiviroivneiital regulations and laws prohibit disposal of the V-Tanks contaminants on the 
TNEEL. [W2-6, W2-81 

Response: The comment is incorrect. All of the applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements (ARARs) (which is the term used in CERCLA cleanup actions to identify the set of 
all environmental regulations and laws that apply to the action) relevant to this action were 
identified during preparation of the 2003 Technology Evaluation Report [TER], on which the 
2003 Proposed Plan was based. None of the ARARs prohibit disposal of the V-Tanks contents, or 
the surrounding contaminated soil, at an approved disposal facility on the INEEL The 2003 
Proposed Plan presented and evaluated those technologies found capable of meeting the A R A R s .  
After this ROD Amendment is signed, the selected treatment technologies will move from 
conceptual design into f d l  remedial design. As part of this remedial design phase, safety plans and 
other work documents will specify in detail how each individual ARAR will be met. These 
documents will be placed in the INEEL Information Repository as each is completed and approved. 

23. Topic: Coininenters believe that the V-Tanks contents include alpha-emitting low-level waste 
(a-LLW), which the 1995 Settlement Agreement specifically requires to be shipped to a repository 
outside Idaho. Therefore, the coininenters conclude that the V-Tanks contents must be shipped out 
of Tdaho. Tn addition, it is noted that a March 3 I ,  2003, federal court ruling requires the Department 
of Energy (DOE) to “remove all buried transuranic waste froin Idaho,” which cominenters interpret 
as llicludiiig the V-Tanks contents. [W2-7, W2-13, W4-9, T1-31 

Response: It is correct that the V-Tanks contents are classified as low-level waste (LLW) and that 
the waste contains alpha-emitting radionuclides. However, it is not correct that this makes the 
V-Tanks remediation subject to the 1995 Settlement Agreement. By definition, LLW is waste that 
does not meet the definitions for high-level waste (HLW), transuranic (TRU) waste, spent nuclear 
fiiel, or by-product materials. The 1995 Settlement Agreement requires the removal of all stored 
TRU waste from Tdaho (i.e., waste with greater than 100 nCi/g transuranic content). Tt does not 
include LLW in this requirement. See Topic 20, above, for additional information on waste-type 
categories. 
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24. Topic: Treatment that adds soil to the tank contents constitutes dilution, which is expressly 
prohibited under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (40 CFR 268.3[a]). The 
commenter believes such a dilution is planned because the concentration of transuranics, noted as 
26.4 nCi/g on page 6 of the 2003 Proposed Plan, exceeds the waste acceptance criteria (WAC) of 
10 nCi/g for disposal at the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF). [W2-121 

Response: The RCRA regulation cited does prohibit dilution ~ for instance tln-ougli the addtion 
of soil - as a substitute for treatment if that addition is not a contributing part of the treatment 
process. The alternatives developed for the V-Tanks contents were designed for treatment of the 
coiitaininaiits; 110 alternatives were considered that would not result iii reduction of toxicity and the 
mobility of the contaminants. Several of the alternatives, as described in the 2003 Proposed Plan, 
would add some of the contaminated soil surrounding the V-Tanks to enhance the treatment 
process. For example, vitrification would add soil as a source of silicon to allow the melting 
process to produce a more stable glass waste form. While this would dilute the concentration of 
contaminants, it would not be done to avoid treatment but rather to improve treatment effectiveness 
and control during the treatment process. This is allowed by the U.S. Eiivironineiital Protection 
Agency’s (EPA’s) RCRA program (as documented in the June I ,  1990, Federal Register at 
55 FR 22666). The selected remedy, using chemical oxidation/reduction, does not add any soil to 
the treatment process. As noted in the response to Topic 21, above, the average concentration of 
4.27 nCi/g i n  the V-Tanks contents is well below the TCDF’s waste acceptance criterion of 
I O  nCi/g, even prior to treatment. 

25. Topic: Under the preferred alternative, addmg grout leads to dilution for the piqoses of land 
disposal, which does not seem legal. “Dilution is not the sol~itio~i,’~ a commenting gro~ip notes. 
[W2-24, T1-41 

Response: Grouting is the process of adding appropriate stabilization agents such as portland 
cement that will chemically bind with the hazardous metals. This stabilization step reduces the 
leachability of these metals, making it harder for these contaminants to be released into the 
eiiviroiimeiit. This reduction iii leachability is required to meet both RCRA LDRs and the WAC for 
any disposal facility. The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the inherent 
dilution that takes place during stabilization treatment processes. This dilution is considered 
acceptable wheii there is a significant reduction in leachability of hazardous containinaiits and 
when appropriate volumes of stabilization materials are used. The selected remedy will deploy a 
stabilization process that meets those goals. 

The Agencies recognize that when hazardous metals are stabilized, there is not only a dilution of 
the hazardous metals as discussed above in Topic 24 but also a dilution of the other constituents, 
including the radioactive contaminants. The Agencies coiicur that this iidiereiit dilution is 
acceptable wheii this dilution occurs as a result of treatment necessary to meet either Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) land disposal restrictions (LDRs) or disposal facility 
waste acceptance criteria (WAC). 

26. Topic: The cornmenter contends that requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), which include the evaluation of alternative disposal locations through the environmental 
impact statement (EIS) process, have not been met for the disposal coinponeiit of this action. In 
addition, the proposed disposal facility, the TNEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (TCDF), was not 
permitted under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), which it should have been 
in order to be used in this cleanup. [W2-20, W2-23, T1-81 
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Response: The Agencies disagree. Under DOE’S CERCLA/NEPA Policy, DOE relies on the 
CERCLA process for the review of actions to be taken under CERCLA; that is, no separate NEPA 
document or NEPA process is ordinarily required. NEPA values were addressed, to the extent 
practicable, i n  the Operable Unit (OU) 3- 13 Remedial Tiivestigation and Feasibility Study (RTff S) 
and Record of Decision (ROD), with the associated CERCLA public involvement process The 
OU 3-13 ROD, which was signed in 1999, selected remedies for Waste Area Group (WAG) 3 sites, 
including the creation of the ICDF complex. The ICDF was not permitted under RCRA because, 
under Section 121(e) of CERCLA, it is exempted from permitting requirements as long as the 
applicable substantive requirements of RCRA are met. The ICDF is designed to meet the 
substantive requirements for a RCRA hazardous waste landfill. 

27. Topic: Is it legal to dispose ofradioactive waste on flood plains, under U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) restrictions, such as 10 CFR 61.50? [W2-221 

Response: NRC regulations prohibit the disposal of radioactive waste in 1 OO-year flood plains. 
Although these NRC regulations are not applicable to the ICDF, the ICDF complies with this 
requirement. The TNEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF) is outside the 100-year flood plain. In 
addition, the ICDF will be surrounded by an engineered berm 15 feet higher than the predicted 
100-year flood plain elevation. As part of the ICDF planning and design process, research data 
from the U.S. Geological Survey and other sources were evaluated to coiifirin the safety of the 
proposed facility relative to potential flooding. 

28. Topic: For disposal, shouldn’t waste acceptance criteria (WAC) maximum contaminant 
coiiceiitratioii levels be determined from waste sampling prior to mixture with any stabilizing 
materials? [ W2-241 

Response: No. The selected remedy includes stabilization as a treatment step. WAC inaximuin 
contaminant concentration levels apply to the waste as received at the disposal facility. See 
responses to Topics 24 and 25, above, for fLirther details that may relate to this concern. 

29. Topic: The cornmenter believes that this action fails to meet Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) requirements, which prohibit dilution through addition of soils (whether contaminated 
or not) and grout. In addition, hazardous waste constituent concentrations must be considered prior 
to dilution in order to meet RCRA land disposal requirements (LDRs). [W4-11 

Response: This CERCLA action fiilly complies with all applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements (ARARs) for CERCLA actions. Both RCRA and CERCLA prohibit dilution ~ for 
instance through the addition of soil - as a substitute for treatment. While several alternatives 
discussed in the 2003 Proposed Plan would add contaminated soil prior to the treatment process, 
this would not be done to avoid treatment but rather to improve treatment effectiveness and coiitrol 
of the operation. Several other alternatives would add grout as the last step i n  treatment, in order to 
stabilize constituents in the waste that could otherwise be mobile in the environment. Such 
additions are allowed by RCRA (as documented in the June 1, 1990, bederul Kegihter at 
55 FR 22666). The selected remedy using chemical oxidationheduction does not add any soil to the 
treatment process; however, it does add grout or other stabilizing agent to reduce leachability, in 
order to meet RCRA LDRs and the waste acceptance criteria (WAC) for disposal. The hazardous 
waste constituent conceiitrations that are measured for the RCRA LDRs are required to be 
measured at the end of treatment. Addition of stabilizing material under the selected remedy is part 
of the treatment for reduction of mobility of metals 
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30. Topic: The commenter feels that because Tank V-9 has such high concentrations of transmanics 
and other contaminants, it should be dealt with separately, especially because of its mixed waste 
classification under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). [ W4-21 

Response: The four V-Tanks form a complete system. It is the system that is being remediated. 
Thus, it is tlie concentration of the contaminants in tlie entire system that forms the basis for 
developiiig a filial remediatioii design for tlie selected remedy so that it will meet RCRA land 
disposal restrictions (LDRs) and the disposal facility waste acceptance criteria (WAC). This 
strategy produces a single homogenous waste stream that will allow tlie optimization of tlie 
treatment process; this should reduce any poteiitial difficulties that might arise in treating this 
complex waste stream. 

Tlie higher coiiceiitratioiis of hazardous and radoactive coiitainiiiation found in Tank V-9 are 
primarily due to the higher percentage of sludge (solids) in  that tank. (Most of the contaminants are 
found in the solid phase.) However, the same contaminant constituents are found in the sludge in 
all four tailks. Tank V-9 was designed to fuiictioii as a sludge removal miit prior to the waste being 
stored in the other tanks. Comparison of the sludge between the various tanks (without taking into 
consideration the liquid) reveals similar wastes in all four V-Tanks. 

3 1. Topic: Tlie coinmeiiter does iiot believe tlie TNEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF) waste 
acceptance criteria (WAC) allow for disposal of transmanics which reach a concentration high of 
26.4 nCi/g. [W4-51 

Response: This is correct. The TCDF’s WAC restrict disposal of waste to less than I O  nCi/g of 
transuranic contaminants. As discussed in the response to Topic 29, compliance with WAC limits 
is evaluated after treatment requirements are met. Whether treatment is done as one consolidated 
waste stream or for individual tanks, the remedy selected in this ROD Amendment will meet the 
required treatment levels and produce a waste stream for disposal with a transuranic concentration 
less than 10 nCi/g, which meets the ICDF WAC. 

32. Topic: The commenter believes that the proposal for disposal at the TNEEL CERCLA Disposal 
Facility (ICDF) of V-Tank wastes that include transuranics requires notice in the Federal Register, 
under 10 CFR 1022 et seq. The coininenter refers also to tlie applicability of 10 CFR 1022.2(a), 
1022.3(3), and 1022.4(q). [W4-71 

Response: Federal regulation 10 CFR 1022 establishes the notification requirements for projects in 
wetlands and floodplains. Since the TCDF is not located within identified wetlands or floodplains, 
such notice is not required for this remedial action. 

3 3 .  Topic: An eiiviroivnental impact statement (EIS) is required before transuranic wastes can be 
stored at the TNEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (TCDF), given the likelihood that they will 
eventually contaminate the aquifer. [W4-91 

Response: An environmental impact statement is iiot required before wastes can be stored at the 
ICDF. The ICDF was selected and designed under the Waste Area Group (WAG) 3 comprehensive 
cleanup, which addressed NEPA values. Under DOE’S policy on application of NEPA to CERCLA 
cleanup actioiis (July 11,20021, DOE relies 011 the CERCLA process for the review of actions to be 
taken under CERCLA. That is, no separate NEPA document or NEPA process is ordinarily 
required, because DOE addresses NEPA values, to tlie extent practicable, in tlie Operable Unit 
(OU) 3-13 RIDS and ROD, along with tlie associated CERCLA public iiivolveinent process. 
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Tn accordance with the waste acceptance criteria (WAC) for the TCDF, no transuranic waste can be 
disposed of at the facility. No transuranic waste will be generated during the V-Tanks cleanup. 
Low-level radioactive waste (LLW) will be generated during the V-Tanks cleanup and will be sent 
to the ICDF for disposal. This LLW will contain concentrations of transuranic radionuclides that 
are well below the ICDF’s WAC. 

Tlie ICDF’s design incorporates a complex liner system beneath tlie waste to inhibit downward 
migration of wastes from the landfill, a leachate collection system, a leak-detection monitoring 
system, and groundwater monitoring wells to insure long-term effectiveness of this CERCLA 
disposal facility, especially protection of the aquifer. 

34. Topic: Requirements of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) have not been 
considered, and must be, in order to use the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF). Tlie 
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is required, to the extent possible, to accommodate the 
requirements of Executive Orders 11988 and 1 1990 through applicable DOE NEPA procedures, as 
under 10 CFR 1022.2(2)(b). An environmental impact assessment should have been performed for 
tlie ICDF even to be constructed. [W4-101 

Response: See response to Topic 33 for an explanation of why separate NEPA requirements, 
iiicluding an enviroiimeiital impact assessment, do not apply to the use of the ICDF. Tlie same 
policy applied to the development of the TCDF complex, which was authorized under the Operable 
Unit (OU) 3-13 ROD, which was signed in 1999. 

35. Topic: An eiiviroivnental impact statement (EIS) is also required because of tlie INEEL’s mission 
change to new nuclear activities. [W4-121 

Response: The National Enviroiiineiital Protection Act (NEPA) does require all federal agencies to 
assess potential eiivironrnental impacts from major proposed new actions. However, as described in 
the response to Topic 5 ,  above, tlie cleanup of the V-Tanks is a CERCLA action in response to past 
activities that resulted in coiitainiiiatioii, and is unrelated to any NEPA requirements that may arise 
from tlie WEEL’s inissioii change. 

14.7 Development, Implementation, and Evaluation of Alternatives 

14.7.1 Development of Alternatives 

36. Topic: The technologies described in the 2003 Proposed Plan combine the contents of all four 
V-Tanks, add contaminated soil, and/or add grout. Is the purpose of this to reduce the concentration 
of transuranics to permissible levels? If so, tlie proposed plan should have made this more clear to 
tlie public. Tlie coinineiiter finds this an inadequate justificatioii for dilution. In particular, dilution 
through grouting is of concern for the preferred alternative. [W4-61 

Response: The addition of contaminated soil andor grout under some of the technology 
alternatives presented in the 2003 Proposed Plan is not for the purpose of dilution, but as an 
integral and necessary part of treatment. See responses to Topics 24 and 25, above, for more details 
on the use of soil to enhance treatment effectiveness and the use of grout as a required stabilizing 
agent. The use of these materials, as part of treatment effectiveness andor reduction of mobility, 
does incidentally dilute the constituent concentrations, but this is in no way the justification. 
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37. Topic: How can the disposal of V-Tanks waste at the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (TCDF) 
be an effective long-term solution if the U. S. Department of Energy (DOE) ends institutional 
control of the INEEL in 100 years? [W2-211 

Response: The ICDF meets the CERCLA criteria for “Overall Protectiveness” and “Long-Term 
Effectiveness.’ with an engineered design that prevents both potential downward mobility of waste 
and exposure via surface pathways to current and future workers, fiiture residents, and the 
environment. DOE will manage institutional controls at the ICDF for a minimum of 100 years to 
continue its protectiveness. After 100 years, institutional controls will still be required to maintain 
protectiveness as long as hazardous substances constitute a threat or potential tln-eat to the 
underlying aquifer, the public, workers, or the environment. The owner of the property after 
100 years, whether DOE, another Federal agency, or any other entity, will be required to maintain 
institutional controls until such time as the land can be released for unrestricted and unlimited use. 

14.7.2 Disposal of Waste at the ICDF 

38. Topic: When the liquids and sludge in tlie V-Tanks are combined for remediation, their 
concentration of transmanics will be > 100 nCi/g. This requires that they be treated and disposed of 
as transuranic (TRU) waste, not at the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF). The coininenter 
believes that the transuranics in tlie V-Tanks must be removed froin Idaho under the 1995 
Settlement Agreement. [W2- I31 

Response: The V-Tanks contents do not meet the definition of TRU waste (>lo0 nCi/g, see 
response to Topic 20, above). The response to Topic 21, above, explains in inore detail how the 
concentrations are measured. The highest concentration of contaminants in the V-Tanks is that 
shown in Table 2 of tlie 2003 Proposed Plan, which is in tlie sludge. When tlie contents of all four 
tanks are combined for remediation, the overall conceiitratioii of transuranics in the V-Tanks is 
below I O  nCi/g before treatment. After treatment, the V-Tanks waste will have a TRU 
concentration of approximately 2 nCi/g, well below tlie 10 nCi/g limit for tlie ICDF and the 
100 nCi/g threshold for TRU waste designation. Since the 1995 Settleineiit Agreement applies to 
TRU waste aiid the V-Tanks contents are not TRU waste (even though they contain transmanic 
elements), the V-Tanks waste is not required to be removed from Tdaho. 

39. Topic: Waste acceptance criteria (WAC) for the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF) and 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) restrictions on radioactive waste dumps do not allow 
disposal at the lCDF of the contaminants in the V-Tanks. Rather, these must go to a geologic 
repository off the INEEL. Will the ICDF accept waste froin any INEEL cleanup activity, or will 
some types of waste, or waste fi-om some Operable Units, be refused? [W2- 151 

Response: The ICDF was designed and approved by the Agencies (EPA, IDEQ, and DOE) for the 
disposal of contaminants such as those found within the V-Tanks. The TCDF WAC were developed 
to limit the concentration and quantity of contaminants to levels that would be protective of human 
health and tlie environment, including the aquifer. Concentrations and quantities in excess of these 
levels are iiot accepted for disposal. Although NRC regulations do iiot apply to the TCDF, the 
contents of the V-Tanks would be acceptable for disposal under those regulations. 

Only TNEEL CERCLA wastes are acceptable for disposal at the ICDF. These wastes can include 
low-level radioactive waste (LLW), mixed low-level radioactive waste (MLLW), hazardous waste, 
and non-liquid waste subject to the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA). Prohibited wastes 
include not oiily non-CERCLA wastes and noii-INEEL wastes but also waste with transuranic 
constituents greater than I O  nCi/g, liquid waste, explosives and reactives, spent nuclear fLiel, aiid 
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high-level waste (HLW). The contents of the V-Tanks currently meet all of these criteria except the 
prohibition against liquid waste. The contents will be solidified to meet that criterion prior to 
disposal at the ICDF. Any lNEEL CERCLA waste that fails to meet the ICDF WAC will be 
refused for disposal at the ICDF. 

40. Topic: Cominenters continue to be concerned about tlie long-term safety of the INEEL CERCLA 
Disposal Facility (ICDF) relative to the aquifer. In particular, one coininenter asks whether the 
TCDF’s location on a flood plain makes it possible that flooding could leach contaminants buried at 
the ICDF downward into the aquifer. Contamination of the aquifer is of concern not only for 
human health and safety reasoiis but because the aquifer is iinineiisely important to Idaho’s 
agricultural economy. [W2- 19, T 1-71 

Response: As part of the lCDF planning and design process, U.S. Geological Survey and other 
research data were evaluated to assess the safety of the proposed facility relative to potential 
flooding. The ICDF location was determined to be outside the 100-year flood plain In addition, the 
ICDF will be surrounded by an engineered berm 15 ft higher than the predicted 1 OO-year flood 
plain. The ICDF’s compliance with key federal and state disposal facility design laws includes a 
cap compliant with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), monitoring, and an 
engineered multiple liner system that includes a leachate collection and removal system, and a leak 
detection and removal system to iidiibit fluid movement below the complex liner system. Tlie 
landfill will meet additional standards for protectiveness with maintenance, monitoring, and 
post-closure activities that will verify protection of human health and the environment. More 
information about the ICDF is available on-line at 
http://www .inel. gov/publicdocuinents/pdfs/cercla0 1-5067 1-04 .pdf. 

41. Topic: Tlie cominenter feels that the contents of Tank V-9 should not be disposed of in the INEEL 
CERCLA Disposal Facility, which is over tlie Snake River Plain Aquifer, because its high 
concentration of transuranics will enter the aquifer and the Snake River. [W4-31 

Response: The higher concentrations of hazardous and radioactive contamination found in 
Tank V-9 are primarily due to the higher concentration of sludge (solids) in that tank, which was 
designed to fLmction as a sludge removal unit prior to storage of the waste in the other tanks. The 
waste in tlie four tanks is similar, however, and resulted from the same generation processes; 
therefore, the Agencies have agreed that all the waste in the four V-Tanks will be treated as one 
waste stream, and combined to the extent practical for treatment. This will allow a more optimized 
and effective treatment process. The final design for the selected remedy will treat the combined 
waste stream, including Tank V-9 waste, so that all residual waste from the V-Tanks site meets the 
ICDF waste acceptance criteria (WAC). The ICDF WAC is designed to prevent the disposal of 
waste such that a future release froin the ICDF could result in concentrations of contaminants, 
including transuranics, that exceed the Idaho groundwater quality standards (drinking water 
standards) in the underlying Snake River Plain Aquifer If a waste exceeds the ICDF WAC, it 
cannot be disposed of at the ICDF. 

42. Topic: An environmental impact statement (ETS) is required before transuranic (TRU) wastes can 
be stored at the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF), where they will eventually 
contaminate the aquifer. ICDF disposal of transuranics also fails to comply with the requirements 
of tlie 1995 Settlement Agreement, which requires removal of all transuranics from the INEEL. 
[W4-91 
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Response: An ETS is not required for V-Tanks waste to be disposed of at the TCDF, as detailed in 
the response to Topic 26, above. The responses to Topics 20 and 23, above, explain why the 1995 
Settlement Agreement is not applicable to the cleanup of the V-Tanks. 

14.7.3 Overall Evaluation of Alternatives 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

Topic: All three alternatives and their variations are approved as both protective of the 
environment, aiid able to be carried out safely. [W I - I  ] 

Response: Under the CERCLA evaluation process, an alternative must fully satisfy the criterion of 
providing overall protection of human health a id  the eiiviroiuneiit in order to be selected. All of tlie 
technology alternatives considered for the V-Tanks met this threshold criterion. The criterion of 
short-term effectiveness, which evaluates an alternative’s safety to workers, the community, and 
the eiiviroiuneiit during iinpleineiitatioii, was also satisfied by all of the alternatives, but the 
preferred alternative, ex situ chemical oxidationheduction with stabilization, was one of only three 
that received a high ranking for this criterion. In addition, the preferred alternative had the highest 
combined ranking of all tlie alternatives considered, which led to its selection. 

Topic: The transuranic contaminants in the V-Tanks will not be removed from the INEEL, and 
thus long-term effectiveness is not as lligli as claimed in tlie 2003 Proposed Plan. The long-term 
protection of health a id  the eiivironinent is not achieved because tlie transuranics are not being 
removed from the TNEEL,. [W4-X] 

Response: Tlie CERCLA criteria for “Overall Protectiveness” and for “Long-Term Effectiveness’* 
require the removal of V-Tanks waste fi-om the V-Tanks site to an approved disposal facility. The 
INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF) meets these CERCLA criteria by providing an 
engineered design that inhibits both poteiitial downward migration of waste and exposure via 
surface pathways to current aiid future workers, fiitme residents, and the environment. Tnstitutional 
controls at the ICDF will be in place for a minimum of 100 years to continue its protectiveness. 
Tlie ICDF cap is a 1,000-year design. The lNEEL is currently implementing a Long-Term 
Stewardship Program, which will remain after programs and projects are completed, as long as 
institutional controls, monitoring, maintenance, or other post-closure care is required. 

Topic: Tlie coinmeiiting group prefers iiontherinal technologies. [W6-11 

Response: The preference is noted. The INEEL agrees that operating temperatures are an 
important area of consideration when selecting a technology. With all else being equal, lower 
temperature systems will generally be ranked higher on the criterion of short-term effectiveness 
because of the lower potential risk to workers; however, they may receive lower rankings on the 
criteria of long-term effectiveness and reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume because of lower 
destructive capabilities. That caveat of %ll else being equal” is always tlie difficult part of an 
evaluation such as this. The tradeoffs between the higher efficiencies obtained at higher 
temperatures versus the off-gas control issues associated with those higher temperatures will 
continue to be an important factor in future technology selections. 

Topic: The commenting group prefers those technologies that have the least amount of off-gassing 
and airborne emissions. [Wb-21 

Response: The preference is noted. 
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47. Topic: The commenting group cannot support an untested technology. [W6-31 

Response: All of the technologies retained for evaluation in the technical evaluation leading to this 
ROD Amendment were required to have a reliable use record and to be viable technologies, even if 
they have not been used on the particular mix of constituents present in the site to be remediated, 
such as the V-Tanks. More detailed testing, as necessary, to optimize the perforinance of tlie 
selected remedy may be performed during tlie remedial design phase followiiig tlie signiiig of this 
ROD Amendment. The Agencies have the option of using models, treatability studies, readiness 
reviews, and other procedures as necessary, to confirm a remedy’s feasibility and fully define its 
eiigiiieeriiig design prior to use. Tlie preferred alternative has been previously deinoiistrated to be 
viable through a treatability study conducted in  I998 (NF!EL/EXT-98-00739). This technology 
test, conducted on actual V-Tanks waste, demonstrated sufficient organic destruction efficiencies to 
meet regulatory requirements. Furthermore, similar chemical oxidatioidreduction and stabilization 
processes have been conducted, or are planned, that increase the confidence level that the process 
will be successfd. Based on the previous tests and operations on similar waste streams, plus 
additional testing planned during tlie design phase, tlie preferred alteriiative appears to be a viable 
alternative for treating V-Tanks waste. 

Citizens have raised questions about tlie quality of data used in investigations, and how the State of 
Tdaho aiid U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) ensure quality. For a remedial 
investigation, the Agencies identify data quality objectives, which specify the quality of data 
required to support decisions in tlie feasibility study and cleanup program. Tlie development of data 
quality objectives follows guidance iii CERCLA, tlie Natioiial Coiitingency Plan, and EPA 
documents. Existing data are used whenever data quality objectives are met or can be validated. 

A fundamental goal of cooperative efforts by tlie agencies iii iinpleinentiiig tlie action plan is to 
emphasize remedial action. This goal recognizes that no reasonable amount of investigation can 
resolve all uncertainty and that remedial actions must accoininodate changes from what was 
originally expected. Such ai approach encourages timely selectioii of a remedy, flexibility for 
remedial action, and tlie ability to respond to inforinatioii dwovered during investigations. 

48. Topic: Tlie commenting group cautions that in order to fully support any technology for use in 
reinediatioii, they must be iiivolved early iii tlie process and receive verifiable deinoiistratioii that 
the technology is both effective and low-risk. [Wb-61 

Response: As part of advance public inforinatioii aiid iiivolveinent opportunities for this 
amendment to the V-Tanks remedy, the WEEL’S Community Relations Office began contacting 
individuals and community groups by phone, providing technical briefings as desired, and actively 
solicitiiig early feedback. This process is described in Section 3 of this ROD Ameiidmeiit. 

Conceptual validation, treatability studies, and other tests that may be required to verify the 
effectiveness and safety of tlie selected remedy are part of a lengthy development and selection 
process. This begins well before a proposed plan is written with the feasibility study phase (in this 
case, the technology evaluation documented in the 2003 Technology Evaluation Report), and 
continues after the Agencies sign a record of decision (ROD) with the remedial design phase. 
Because of the cost and time involved in testing multiple potential remedial designs, which would 
substantially delay the start of the cleanup and add considerably to the overall cost, CERCLA 
guidance only requires a ROD to present a general strategy for satisfying cleanup requirements, 
rather than a detailed process. Thus, while a ROD establishes tlie cleanup teclmology to be used 
and the cleanup levels to be achieved, it is only in the following remedial design phase that the 
Agencies determine tlie engineering design (including schedule, cost estimates, and disposal 
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options for wastes generated) and verify that all remediation activities will comply with applicable 
standards in state and federal laws identified in this ROD Amendment. The technology selected to 
remediate tlie V-Tanks ~ ex situ chemical oxidationheduction with stabilization ~ lias seen limited 
past deployments, so additional laboratory and pilot testing on both surrogate and actual V-Tanks 
waste are planned during the design phase. This testing and the detailed engineering design will 
help demonstrate, before full-scale implementation, that the technology is both effective and 
low-risk. 

As described in the response to Topic 7, above, opportunities for additional information and 
coinineiit about the V-Tanks remediation process are available on an ongoing basis. The web page 
of the TNEEL Community Relations Office (at http://www.inel.,gov/eiivironment/) provides 
information on the current status of cleanup projects. 

14.8 Vitrification Alternatives 1 (a) and 1 (b) 

49. Topic: Coinmeiiters report that vitrification lias a record of accidents and other unplanned failures. 
Specifically, the cominenters state that in 1996, Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) was using 
in situ vitrification (ISV) and it exploded, putting workers and tlie public at extreme risk, that tlie 
M E L  tried an ISV project several years ago and also experienced an explosion, which burned up 
tlie containment tent, and that other failed vitrification projects have taken place at tlie Hanford 
Reservation. The commenters state that the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) 
and the U.S. Enviroiimeiital Protection Agency (EPA) have failed to iiiforin tlie public about these 
failures, thereby misleading members of the public into mistakenly concluding that TSV is a viable 
remedial technology for the INEEL. What is the use and safety record of ISV across the U.S 
Department of Energy’s (DOE’S) Complex? [W2-18, T1-61 

Response: The “ISV failures” referred to by the commenters resulted during testing of a previous 
version of this technology. That version was refined and improved based on analysis of these 
“failures.” The result of these improvements is tlie planar ISV method. Planar ISV is tlie 
technology evaluated in the 2003 Technology Evaluation Review (TER) and presented in the 
2003 Proposed Plan. 

Planar TSV systems were developed to prevent the “failures” experienced during tlie developmental 
stages of ISV. These early failures were not true explosions, but rather rapid releases of air and 
steam bubbles through tlie ISV melt. As the air and steam bubbles moved through the ISV melt, to 
ground surface, they caused the “air-lifting” of tlie molten glass product within the TSV melt to lift 
above tlie subsidence crater and flow across ground level. 

Details about the ORNL Melt Expulsion are documented in a I996 report.b This event was only a 
glass flow, not an expulsion into the air (as it has commonly been misidentified by some members 
of tlie public). Movement of steam and air bubbles through tlie melt did result in some splatter into 
tlie air as the bubbles broke - on the order of a few pounds of glass fragments. The radioactive 
material was not released into the air, but was contained within the matrix of the glass. The 
expelled glass fragments containing the radioactivity were easily collected and sent for appropriate 
disposal. 

Subsequent analysis of tlie ambient air collected by the ORNL project’s three air samplers did not 

b Spalding, B P , 1996, Technrcul Evuliiutzon L%niniag oj the In ,Srtii Vztr-~Jicatron Melt Expid5zon at the Oak Rr&e Natronal 
Laboratory on Apr7l21, lYY6,  ORNLiER-377, Oak h d g e  National Laboratory, July, 1996 
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reveal any airborne contamination resulting from the melt expulsion. There was no risk to human 
health or the environment, certainly not the “extreme risk’ suggested in the comment. The reasons 
for the ORNL inelt expulsion are detailed in a formal DOE report.‘ 

Other melt expulsions that the commenters refer to are as follows: 

a. A private, full-scale test, conducted by Geosafe in support of their eventual ISV 
processing of 55-gal drums of moist soil contaminated with up to 1.4 wt% PCBs, at 
the GE Spokane site. Tn this test, wet soils in the sealed drums that were being 
processed caused a sudden release of pressurized steam into the melt, that resulted in 
an “air lifting” and melt splattering similar to what happened at O W L .  The melt 
expulsion was exacerbated, however, by the fact Geosafe was using a fabric hood 
containing a flammable sealant. Contact with the molten glass splatter caused the 
sealant to ignite, and burned up the hood as well as adjacent combustible equipment 
and materials (such as the electrical cable insulation). Details of this incident are 
reported in Geosafe’s 1994 test report.d 

b. A pilot-scale test, conducted by Pacific Northwest Laboratory at the INEEL on 
siinulated waste in 1989. During this demonstration test, sealed 5-gal containers 
containing canola oil placed within the melt location resulted in numerous pressure 
build-ups and releases of vapors through the pilot-scale TSV melt that also caused 
molten glass splatter sufficient to ignite the fabric hood material. Details of this 
expulsion are recorded in Callow et al. e 

A summary of ISV melt expulsioiis to date was prepared by R. K. Faniswortli as part of the 
Operable linit 7-13) 14 In Situ ?itriication Treatability Study Work Plan.f 

Based on the lessoiis learned froin the iiiitial deinoiistratioiis of ISV technology, planar ISV was 
developed and successfdly tested in  1998. Planar TSV precludes the types of failures mentioned 
above by melting the waste material from the sides in rather than the top down. This modification 
to the process prevents the buildup of a layer of untreated waste trapped beneath a layer of molten 
glass. Safe operation of the planar TSV process on subsurface tanks containing substantial 
quantities of vaporizable material, was deinoiistrated as part of a simulated treatability study 
performed in support of the 1998 V-Tanks Proposed Plan and 1999 ROD. The results of this 
treatability study indicated that plaiiar-ISV could safely process subsurface tanks coiitaiiiiiig 
substantial quantities of vaporizable material without the potential for subsurface pressure build-up 
or melt expulsion. The results of this successful treatability study are available in the 
Adrniiiistrative Record. The Agencies have reviewed this information and consider planar ISV a 
viable and safe option for remediation of the V-Tanks. 

c DOE, 1996, In Srtir fitrrficatlon Workshop October 15-17, 1996, Oak &dge, Tennessee 

d Geosafe, 1994, Inve,tigufron into the Cairiei undApplicafron of the Melt Di,plucenienf E1 enf Diiring Geomje Operafronu1 
Acceptance 1 est e2 (OAl-2) GSC-2301, Geosafe Corporation, kchland, Washington 

e Callow, R A ,  L E Thompson, J R Weidner, C A Loehr, B P McGrail, and S 0 Bates, 1991, In Situ fitrrfication 
Applicalion lo Rirried Wut le r i n d  Repr i  (7f Intevnlediute Field Tectc ut Idaho Nalional Engineering I ahomtog, 
EGG-WTD-9807, EG&G, Inc , Idaho National Engineenng Laboratory, August 1991 

f Farnsworth, R K , et al , 1999, “Appendix E, A Preliiiiinary Assessment of Concerns Over Melt Expulsion Potential During 
1SV Processmg,” DOE/ID-10667, Rev 1, Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory, January 1999 
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The Agencies believe that an adequate review has been made of the information on the failures 
associated with the early stages of the development of ISV. The early failures mentioned by the 
commenters are no longer considered relevant or representative of the current state of development 
of planar TSV technology and would not aid the Agencies in the selection of a preferred treatment 
alternative. The Agencies selected planar ISV as a technology alternative for the V-Tanks in the 
TER because tlie test data indicate that planar ISV is no longer subject to tlie failures experienced 
during the early development of ISVg. This same issue was addressed iii the Responsiveness 
Summary section of the I999 Record of Decision (see pages 3-24 through 3-26). 

50. Topic: A coinineiiter supports Vitrification, either in situ or ex situ, because it provides tlie highest 
reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume; is the most durable and mature treatment technology 
available; can treat a greater amount of contaminated soil that would otherwise be disposed of 
without treatment; and provides tlie least risk to liiimans and the environment in storage and 
transportation of radioactive waste. [W3- I ]  

Response: Compared to the other alternatives, vitrification does provide tlie highest reduction in 
toxicity, mobility, and volume, is tlie most durable, and is tlie most mature technology, or one of 
the most mature technologies, of those evaluated for the V-Tanks cleanup The commenting group 
is also correct that a greater amount of contaminated soil would be treated with this technology, 
than under the other technologies. These are some of vitrification's strengths, and have been 
documented in the 2003 Technology Evaluation Report (DOEDD- 1 1038). However, these 
strengths were contrasted against several weaknesses of the vitrification process relative to the 
other technologies considered, such as System Complexity, Ease of Additioiial Remedial Actions, 
Monitoring Concerns, Administrative Feasibility, Increased (potential) Worker Hazards, Secondary 
Waste Volumes and Cost Based on this, it appeared that ex situ chemical oxidatiodreduction and 
stabilization had tlie highest overall ranking of tlie seven technologies considered. Furthermore, 
there has been less public support for thermal treatment technologies than for technologies 
performed at temperatures below 100" C (such as ex situ chemical oxidatiodreduction and 
stabilization). 

As to the greater durability of the vitrified waste form after disposal, however, while data does 
indicate that the durability of a vitrified waste form is over 100 times that of a grouted waste form, 
tlie effect of this dffereiice provides oiily a small difference in railkings, siiice tlie ICDF is a lined 
facility designed to last over 1,000 years. There is limited potential for contaminant migration from 
the ICDF following its 1,000-year lifetime, as well. Finally, given that nearly all waste from the 
V-Tanks would be disposed of at tlie ICDF under most alternatives, tlie transportation risks 
associated with vitrificatioii would be similar to those associated with tlie preferred alternative. 

5 1. Topic: A commenter supports vitrification, but endorses tlie selection of the preferred alternative, 
ex situ chemical oxidatioidreduction, to eliminate coiiceriis about the tanks' strength, and because 
grouting will stabilize both cesium-137 (Cs-137) and strontium-90 (Sr-90). The commenter noted 
the complex mixture of contaminants to be treated. [W5-21 

Response: The Agencies agree with these points. While vitrification provides more durability in 
the stabilization of these wastes relative to grouting, the fact that all V-Tanks wastes will be 
disposed of at the ICDF guarantees that the waste will be isolated from the enviroiimeiit for at least 
1,000 years, which is sufficient time for Cs- 137 and Sr-90 to decay to background levels. Although 
a vitrified product will stabilize radionuclides with longer half-lives (such as the transuranic 

g Michael, D L, 1998, Treutuhzlrty Stirdyjor Plunur-In Srtw Vrtr$cuOon oj INEEL Te,t Areu North V-Tanks. 
1NEELiEXT-98-00854, Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, October 1998 
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contaminants) better than grout, the limited migration potential of the transuranics from the 
engineered ICDF facility is only a minimal increase to the overall railking of vitrification, relative 
to ex situ chemical oxidatiodreduction with its stabilization through grouting. The Agencies also 
agree regarding the complexity of the contaminants that are being treated. Tt is for this reason that 
lab-scale treatability studies are currently underway to verify that a chemical oxidatioidreduction 
approach, followed by stabilization, will meet tlie requirements associated with reinediation of tlie 
V-Tanks wastes. 

52. Topic: The commenting group opposes vitrification because it is nothing more than a proxy for 
incineration. [W6-41 

Response: Not only is vitrification not a proxy for incineration, it is quite different in its means of 
operation. As a consequence, incineration and vitrification differ considerably in their potential risk 
to human health and the environment. The Agencies evaluated vitrification as a potential 
technology for cleanup of tlie V-Tailks because of its advantages. The U S .  Code of Federal 
Regulations (40 CFR 260.10) defines incineration as enclosed devices that thermally treat 
hazardous wastes using coiitrolled flame combustion. Vitrificatioii is not iiiciiieratioii because it 
does not involve primary treatment via controlled flame combustion in an enclosed device. As a 
result, the U .  S. Environmental Protection Agency considers vitrification technologies (both in situ 
and ex situ) as noli-incineration thermal treatinelit processes, iiot subject to the same regulations as 
incinerators. 

One important difference for protectioii of huinan health and the eiivironinent is that unlike 
incinerators, vitrification is carried out under a reducing environment. 111 situ vitrification is carried 
out in tlie subsurface; ex situ vitrification is carried out in a specially designed vessel located 
abovegound. The reducing conditions do not favor tlie formation of dioxins or furans, as are 
common in incineration. Furthermore, because of the presence of overburden in both in situ and 
ex situ vitrification, the off-gas hood remains cool enough that there is minimal potential for a 
reaction to form dioxins and furans in the hood, as it encounters oxygen. 

In prior operations involving the treatment of chlorinated organics, vitrification has been 
demonstrated to meet stringent regulatory limits relative to products of incomplete combustion and 
species such as dioxins and furans. Vitrification has also been shown in tests to result in greater 
than 99.9999% destruction or removal of PCBs. 

Another distinction between vitrification and iiiciiieratioii is that vitrification's dffereiit thermal 
conditions, and its much more controllable off-gas filtration system, results in far less off-gas 
particulates and more radionuclide retention in the melt ('eater than 99 9%). This means orders 
of magnitude less coiitamination in tlie off-gas from vitrification than would be encountered in 
incineration devices. Tn Australia, where high temperature incineration of hazardous waste is 
effectively banned (due to a lack of public and political support), vitrification has been publicly 
accepted and identified as an alternative to incineration. 

14.9 Thermal Desorption Alternatives 2(a), 2(b), and 2(c) 

No specific comments on this topic were identified. 
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14.1 0 Chemical Oxidation/Reduction Alternatives 3(a) and 3(b) 

14.10.1 Description of Technology 

53. Topic: Under the preferred alternative, adding gout leads to dilution for tlie purposes of land 
disposal, which does not seem legal. [Tl-41 

Response: Grouting is an integral part of the stabilization step in the waste treatment. Any dilution 
of constituent coiiceiitratioiis as a result of this occurs as a part of a necessary step in treatment, not 
solely for the purpose of land disposal. See responses to Topics 25 and 26, above, for a detailed 
discussion of this issue. 

54. Topic: A coinineiitiiig group wrote that it is coiicenied by how little data exists on using these 
technologies on waste similar to the M E L ’ s .  They believe no laboratory or small-scale work has 
been carried out locally. This leads them to ask whether down the road, after a lot of time and 
money have been invested on full-scale equipment, the U. S. Department of Energy (DOE) will 
encounter some technical “showstopper” that could have been detected by a little small-scale work 
earlier. [Wl-31 

Response: A treatability study was completed in 1998 (TNEELEXT-98-00739) on actual V-Tank 
waste that demonstrated the effectiveness of the chemical oxidatioidreduction and stabilization 
process. Furthermore, before operations start at a cleanup site, all necessary conceptual 
verification, treatability studies, and any other tests required are completed to validate the 
effectiveness and safety of the chosen treatment technologies. Because of the level of technical, 
safety, and cost information required to reach this point, tlie development of the final selected 
remedy is a lengthy process. 

Thus, while a record of decision (ROD) establishes tlie cleanup technology to be used and tlie 
cleanup levels to be achieved, it is only after tlie signing of the ROD, in the remedial design phase, 
that the Agencies collectively determine the engineering design (the technical analysis and 
procedures that result in a detailed set of plans and specifications) and verify that all activities will 
comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements in state and federal laws. It is for 
this reason, that laboratory-scale treatability studies are currently underway to verify that a 
chemical oxidatioidreduction approach, followed by stabilization, will meet the V-Tanks remedial 
action objectives. 

14.10.2 Evaluation of Alternatives 

55 .  Topic: The commenting group does not support tlie preferred alternative, chemical 
oxidatioidreduction with stabilization, because it provides tlie lowest amount of reduction of 
toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatment. [W3-21 

Response: Although tlie preferred alternative received a lower ranking than several others on this 
CERCLA criterion, it does address it acceptably. It will reduce toxicity by destroying the volatile 
organic contaminants (VOCs) and seinivolatile organic contaminants (SVOCs) through 
oxidatioidreduction, and will reduce mobility of metals and radionuclides by grouting. As noted in 
the 2003 Technology Evaluation Report (TER) and the 2003 Proposed Plan, the primary reason ex 
situ chemicaVoxidation reduction with stabilization was rated low in this category relative to 
vitrification was the increase in volume of tlie primary waste stream through the treatment process. 
This increase in volume results fi-om the addition of the oxidantheductant and the grout. Reduction 
of toxicity and mobility are achieved, which produces a stable, compliant waste form. The 
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Agencies selected this as the preferred alternative because it is the best remedy overall. The high 
railkings of this alternative for short-term effectiveness and implemeiitability were factored in, 
along with its somewhat lower cost. In particular, the preferred alternative’s high system reliability 
and manageable design complexity led to the Agencies’ selection of this teclmology. 

56. Topic: The commenting group supports chemical oxidationheduction conditionally. It is preferred 
because the temperatures generated iii tlie treatment process remaiii relatively low. The group has 
concerns, however, about the complexity of the off-gassing system. With so many filters, 
condensers, and other collection devices, the group is concerned about filter failures and 
subsequent release of toxic substances into the atmosphere. [W6-51 

Response: The off-gas system planned for the chemical oxidatioidreduction process is a relatively 
simple and standard off-gas system, considerably less complex than the other thermal treatment 
alternatives evaluated. The components of the chemical oxidatiodreduction off-gas system are 
commonly used in numerous industrial applications and have been shown to be highly reliable. 
Furthermore, it is after the signing of a record of decision (ROD), during the remedial design 
phase, that the Agencies collectively determine the eiigiiieeriiig design (the technical analysis and 
procedures that resulted in a detailed set of plans and specifications) and verify that all reinediation 
processes and activities will comply with applicable standards in state and federal laws. The 
technology selected to reinediate the V-Tanks-ex situ chemical oxidatioidreduction with 
stabilization-has seen limited past deployments, so additional laboratory and pilot testing on both 
surrogate and actual V-Tanks waste are planned during the design phase. This testing and the 
detailed eiigiiieeriiig design will help demonstrate, before full-scale implementation, that tlie 
technology is effective and low- risk. Laboratory-scale treatability studies are currently underway 
to verify that a chemical oxidatioidreduction approach, followed by stabilization, will meet the 
requirements associated with reinediation of the V-Tanks wastes. It is expected that these 
laboratory-scale studies will support the Agencies’ intention to proceed with ex situ chemical 
oxidati onheducti on/stabi 1 izati on. 

57. Topic: While a coininenter noted his support for vitrification, he endorsed the preferred alternative 
for the V-Tanks because the ex situ processing eliminates concerns about the tanks’ strength, and 
grouting will stabilize both cesium-137 (Cs-137) and strontium-90 (Sr-90). The commenter noted 
the complex mixture of containiiiaiits to be treated. [W5-21 

Response: We agree. Under this remedy, most or all of the V-Tanks wastes will be disposed of at 
the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF), isolating it froin the environment for at least 
1,000 years, which is sufficient time for Cs- 137 and Sr-90 to decay to background levels. Although 
a vitrified product stabilizes radionuclides with longer half-lives (such as the transuranic 
contaminants) better than grout, the limited potential for the transuranics to migrate froin the lined 
ICDF results in oiily a iniiiimal increase in the overall ranking of vitrificatioii relative to the 
preferred alternative. The commeiiter is also correct in his assertion that a primary reason for 
selecting an ex situ form of chemical oxidatiodreduction over an in situ form was due to concerns 
over talk strength and integrity under iii situ operatioiis. Other reasoiis iiiclude implemeiitability 
concerns over heating the tank wastes in situ, and the concerns over runaway chemical 
oxidatioidreduction reactions at tailk volume quantities, rather than in the small batches possible 
with ex situ processing. Finally, the Agencies agree with the commeiiter’s note regarding the 
Complexity of the contaminants that are being treated. Tt is for this reason that lab-scale treatability 
studies are underway to verify that the selected remedy will meet the remedial action objectives for 
the V-Tailks cleanup. 
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Appendix A 

Comment Documents and Responses 
This appendix accompanies the Responsiveness Summary, which is Part 111, Sections 13 and 14 of 

the Record of Decision Amendment (ROD Amendment) for the V-Tanks (TSF-09 and TSF-18) 
and Explanation of Significant Differences for the PM-2A Tanks (TSF-26) and TSF-06, Area 10, at Test 
Area North (TAN), Operable Unit 1-10, at the ldaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory 
(INEEL). It contains the scanncd images of all written comments received during the comment period on 
the proposed plan and transcripts of oral comments made during the formal comment session of the 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 
a W or a T, identifying it as a written comment received from the proposed plan (W) or an oral comment 
made during the formal comment period of a public meeting (T). The number following the letter W or T 
was assigned to each separately received documcnt according to the order in which it was received. The 
second number, following the hyphen, identifies comments identified within each document. The final 
number or numbcrs in parentheses denote the Section and Topic within the Responsiveness Summary that 
addresses the comment. 

Adjacent to the scanned comments are the Agencies’ 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 singlc p a p ,  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 code for the Responsiveness Summary may not have identical responses, however, 
depending on which portion of the response is gennane to a particular comment. 

This Responsivencss Summary idcntified and responded to more than 58 statements o f  preferences 
and concerns, comments, and questions received in 25 pages of written comments from six individuals and 
interested groups, and as one formal statement at one public meeting. The following indexes summarize the 
numbcrs 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. 
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Table 1. Index of public comments and responses by issue of concern. 
I I 1 

Section 
Number 

1 3 "  

13 ,2  

13.3 

Issue 

Overall Goals of the INEEL 
Environmental Restoration Program 

Public Participation and Community 
Relations 

Content and Organization of the 
Proposcd Plan 

2 

Rcsponse 
Numbers 

1 -s 

6 

6 8  

13,4 

9-10 

OU 1-10 Remediation Planning and 
costs 

11-16 

13.j  

Documents Containing 
Comments on lssue 

w2, w4, 'r I 

w2,  W4 Kisk Assessment and Characterization of' 
Contaminants 

,7-2, 

WZ, W5, W6 

13.' 

13.7 

13.8 

13,9 

U'2. W5, W6 

w2. w4 

22-35 w2, w-4, TI Remedial Actton Objectives and 
Cumpliance with ARARs 

Development, lmplemenlation, and 3&48 W I ,  w2, W4, W h , 7 1  
Evaluation of Alternatives 

Vitrification Altcmativcs ](a) and I (h)  

Thermal Desorption Altcmativcs 2(a). 
2(bb), and 2(c) 

19 52 

None None 

W2, W3, W5, W6, T1 

53-57 Chemical Oxidatioru'Reduction 
13.10 I Alternatives 3(a) and 3(b) 

W I ,  W3, W5, W6,Tl 

Organization or 
Affiliation (as City (and Numhcr of 
shown or statcd Statc, if not Pngcs 

Yame ot' Commenter in comments) Idaho) Submittcd 

Coalition 21 Idaho Falls 1 

on Issue Issue 

3 

Document Numbcr of Number of 
Number Comments Issues of 
Assigned Identified Concern 

w 1 3 3 

3 1 2  

Moscow Environmental 
Defense Institute 

I8 u72 24 30 

2 1 5  

David B. McCoy 

Robeti Wikoff 

David McCoy 

3 I 13 

Boisc I w 3  2 2 

Idaho Falls 3 w 4  12 12 

Jackson. WY I w 5  3 3 

Kcep 
Yellowstone Jackson, WY I W6 7 7 
Nuclear Free 

Idaho Falls 4 'P 1 9 9 

Snake River 
Alliancc 

5 I 4  

1 ,  Thc nuinber of comineiifcm i s  an cstirnatc of scparatc individuals or organizations submitting comments onc or morc timcs on the \'-Tanks 
Proposed Plan. 

Appendix 

Numbcrs 

A-5 to A-30 

A-31 to A-32 I 

A-44 to A-48 1 
A-49 to A-57 I 
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Commenter: Coalition 21 
Document Number: W1 
Page: 1 of 2 

We feel confident hat anyof hethree options with theirwriations muld be canid out 
safely, and in a mannerthat protects the enwronrnent 

We agree thatmslshould be an irnportantfadnrin the process selection. But hatwould 
seem notto be much of afaclorin this case,giwn h e  closeness of the estimates. and 
giwn that estimates are likelylo be ieryuncertain before prelirninarydesign has been 
done 

f \ 
It was brieflymenborled hat here Is little dab on using b chosen process. 
oidatiodredudon with waste similar to ours; and apparentlyno laborabryor othersmall 
scale work has been done locally This raises ills concern Uiat DOE will find sonie 
technical show stopperdown the wad. afkr a lot oftime and moneyhaw? been inwsted on 
full scale equipment which muld haw been detected bya lime sinall scale work earlier It 
would not be h e  first time such a thing has happened here. Ofcoursethe same applies tn 

\ h ather methods discussed 

RMIT John & M w h  Tanrer [mailb:pus@+sn.netl 
Sent: Sabtday. npil 19,2003 628 AM 
To: Haln. Kathleen E 
Subject: V Tank (hmmenb 

Comment W1-1 (Section 13.7.3, Topic 43) 

Response: Under the CERCLA evaluation process, an altcrnativc must 
fully satisfy the criterion of providing overall protection of human health 
and the environment in order to be selecled. All of the technology alter- 
natives considered for the V-Tanks met this threshold criterion. The cri- 
terion of short-term effectiveness, which evaluates an alternative's safety 
to workers, thc community, and the environment during implementation, 
was also satisfied by all of the alternatives, but the Preferred Alternative, 
ex situ chemical oxidation!reduction with stabilization, was one of only 
three that received a high ranking for this crikrion. In addition, the Pre- 
ferred Alternative had the highest combined ranking of all the alterna- 
tives considered, which led to its selection. 0 

Comment W1-2 (Section 13.4, Topic 16) 

Response: Even though the cost differences between the alternative$ 
turned out to be small, cost was used in the CERCLA evaluation pmcess 
as required. The narrowness of the differences resulted in the cost crite- 
rion having a rclativcly minor impact in the overall evaluation of alterna- 
tives. 

The cost estimates used to evaluate and present alternatives in a proposed 
plan are based on the best available information. Changes in various ele- 
mcnts of the cost are expected to occur as new information and data are 
Zollected during the engineering design of the selected remedy. Because 
of this expectation that costs will be refmed, CERCLA allows presenta- 
tion o f  the cost estimates in the proposcd plan to range from +50 to -30% 
Xthe  actual final cost. Changes in cost beyond these limits prompt an 
txplanation of significant differences or a KOD amendment. As was ex- 
Aained in the 2003 Proposed Plan, such a cost change was one factor 
.hat prompted the requirement for this ROD Amendment, and the preced- 
ing preparation of the 2003 Explanation of Significant Differences 
IESD), accompanicd by notice to the public of its availability. 8 

Comment W1-3 (Section 13.10.1, Topic 54) 

Response: A treatability study was completed in 1998 (INEELEXT-98- 
00739) on actual V - h n k  waste that demonstrated thc cffcctiveness of 

fC'onrmued on page 6) 



Commenter: Coalition 21 
Document Number: W1 
Page: 2 of 2 

(Conrmuedfr.orn page S) 
Response to Comment W1-3 (continued): 
the chemical oxidation and stabilization process. Furthermore, before 
operations start at a cleanup site, all necessary conceptual veriiication, 
treatability studies, a id  any other tests required are completed to vali- 
date the effectiveness and safety of the chosen treatment technologies. 
Because of the level of technical, safety, and cost information required 
to rcach this point, the development of the final selected remedy is a 
lengthy process. 

' Thus, while a record of decision (ROD) establishes the cleanup tech- 
nology to be used and the cleanup levels to be achieved, it is only after 
the signing of the ROD, in the remedial design phase, that the Agen- 
cies collectively determine the engineering design (the technical analy- 
sis and procedures that result in a detailed set of plans and spccifica- 
tions) and verify that all activities will comply with applicable or rele- 
vant and appropriate requirements in state and federal taws. It is for 
this reason, that laboratory-scale treatability studies are currently un- 
derway to verifii that a chemical oxidationh-eduction approach, fol- 
lowed by stabilization, will meet the V-Tanks remedial action objec- 
tives. -3 

I 
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Commenter: Environmental Defense Institute 
Document Number: W2 
Page: 1 of 26 

Environmental Defense Institute 
Imy, ldnhn 

Cornmeats 
on 

Revised Proposed Plan 
Tcst Area North 

at the 

Idaho Xational Engineering 
& 

Environmental Laboratory 

Submitted by. 
Chuck Broscioos 

Ou bcbntf u l  the Environmental Defeme lnstilatc 
April 2003 

Note: No comments were identiped on thk page. 



Comrnenter: Environmental Defense Institute 
Document Number: W2 
Page: 2 of 26 

/ 

See nex:page for remaining 
comments on this page. 

Comment W2-1 (Section 13.5, Topic 17) 

Response: Somc of the discrepancies noted by the commenting group 
slem from a data labeling error in a 1996 INEEL report, which was cor- 
rected in the 1997 Remedial 1nvestigation:Feasibility Study (RVFS). 
The values presented by the commenting group in their Table A (see 
page A-6 of Appendix A) for the liquid concentration for the metals 

(Continued on page 2s) 

Comment W2-2 (Section 13.4, Topic 11) 

Kespnnse: Yes. Both the V-Tanks and the surroiinding soils will be 
remediated in an integrated action. The 2003 Proposed Plan focused on 
the changes to the remedy previously selected for the V-Tanks in the 
1999 Record of Decision (ROD). Although the remedy for the sur- 

(Confinued on page 25) 

Comment W2-3 (Section 13.4, Topic 12) 

Response: There are indeed additional underground tanks at TAN that 
are not addressed by this ROD Amendment. To understand their han- 
dling, it is important to note the difference between the term ?-tanks," 
which identifies a kind of underground storage vessel, and the site nanie 
"thc V-Tanks," which identifies a particular location to be remediated. 
The V-Tanks site addressed in this ROD Amendment received that des 

(Contmued on page 25) 

Comment W2-4 (Section 13.4, Topic 14) 

Response: The Agencies agreed to remediate the four V-Tanks, the 
associatcd piping, and the surrounding contaminated soil as one unit 
because they are part of an interconnected waste handling system that 
contains a single consistent waste stream. At this time, sampling has 
shown no additional, adjacent, related past releases. As stated in the 
1999 Record of Decision (ROD), the possibility exists that contami 

(Continued on page 27) 



Commenter: Environmental Defense Institute 
Document Number: W2 
Page: 3 of 26 

1. Sarnmary 

.Area North (T.WI d a t d  h'oumuber :Y?S ' ~d &c N-m Pmomcd .+I 2003 nmrdialim Plan' 
{ The Ikpartaicnt of Ezcrgy's (DOE) Rcvbd Broprcd Plar. for Wasre (',rea Group : - Test \ 

CDptS 

R C p U  

1. Sarnmary 

.Area North (T.WI d a t d  h'oumuber :Y?S ' ~d &c N-m Pmomcd .+I 2003 nmrdialim Plan' 
{ The Ikpartaicnt of Ezcrgy's (DOE) Rcvbd Broprcd Plar. for Wasre (',rea Group : - Test \ 

CDptS 

R C p U  

e Pll-9 See previous page for  remaining 
comrnenfs on this page. 

\ 

Comment W2-5 (Section 13.1, Topic 1) 

Response: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), the U.S. Environ- 
mental Protection Agency (EPA), and the Idaho Department of Environ- 
mental Quality (IDEQ) are jointly responsible for cleanup actions at the 
WEEL. The Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (FFA/CO) 
designated the State and the EPA (the "support agencies") as part- 

(Continued on page 26) 

Comment W2-6 (Section 13.6, Topic 21) 

Response: The comment is incorrect. All ofthe applicable or relevanl 
and appropriate requirements (AKAKs), (which is the term used in CER- 
CLA cleanup actions to identify the set of all environmental regulations 
and laws that apply to the action) relevant to this action were identified 
during preparation of thc 2003 Technology Evaluation Report [TER], on 
which 1he 2003 Pruposed Plan was based. None of the ARARs prohibit 
disposal of the V-Tanks contents, or the surrounding contaminated soil, 
at an approved disposal facility on the INEEL. The 2003 Proposed Plan 
presented and evaluated those technologies round capable of meeting the 
ARARs. After this ROD Amendment is signed, the selected treatment 
technologies will move koni conceptual design into full remedial design. 
As part ofthis remedial design phase, safety plans and other work docu- 
ments will specify in detail how each individual ARAR will be met. 
These documents will be placed in the INEEL Information Repository as 
each is completed and approved. 9 

Comment W2-7 (Section 13.6, Topic 22) 

Response: It is correct that the V-Tanks contents are classified as low- 
level waste (LLW) and that the waste contains alpha-emitting radionu- 
clides. However, it is not correct that this makcs the V-Tanks remedia- 
tion subject to thc 1995 Scttlement Agreement. By definition, LLW is 
waste that does not meet the defmitions for high-level waste (HLW), 
transuranic (TRU) waste, spent nuclear hel ,  or by-product materials. The 
I995 Settlement Ageement requires the removal of all stored TRU 
waste from Idaho (Le., waste with greater than 100 n W g  transuranic 
content). Tt does not include LLW in this requirement. (See 'l'opic 20 for 
additional information on waste-type categories.) *3 



Commenter: Environmental Defense Institute 
Document Number: W2 
Page: 4 of 26 

Comment W2-8 (Section 13.6. Tnnic 211 
- 7  - -r-- - - I  

Response: The comment is incorrect. AH ofthe applicable or relevant 
and appropriatc rcquircments (ARARs) (which is the term used in 
CERCLA clcanup actions to identify the set of all environmental regu 

/Continuedon page 27) 

Comment W2-9 (Section 13.3, Topic 10) 

Response: The Agencies believe that the waste characterimion data 
for the V-Tanks have been fully summarized, as required, in the 2003 
Technologv Evaluation Report and other documents on which the Pro- 
posed Plan was based. The primary source documents for the V-Tanks 
risk and feasibility evaluation described in the Proposed Plan are listcd 
i n  Section 2.5 of this ROD Amendment. All rclcvant documents are in 
the Administrative Record, available online at htrp, www.itieI.gm 
publitdotuinents or at the Information Repositories listed in Section 1 
of this ROD Amendment. 

The Proposed Plan summarizes all rcquircd information leading to this 
ROD Amendment. It should be noted that when a remedy requires 
amendment, CERCLA guidance expresses a preference that the new 
proposed plan highlight the proposed changes but not repeat in detail 
any information about the cleanup that has not changed. At each stage 
of the remediation process, data are reviewed for continued validity. 

(Contmued on page 27) 

I Comment W2-10 (Section 13.5, Topic 18) 

Response: "Decay," or the expectation that the actual concentration of 
the contaminants in the V-Tanks contents will decrease, or attenuate, is 
not part of the remedial strategy, either as selectcd in the 1999 Record 
of Decision (ROD) or as amcndcd in this ROD Amendment. Decay of 
radioactive constituents in the V-Tanks contents will reduce their con- 
centration over time. However, for the puiposes of developing this 
KOD Amendment, the INEEL has chosen not lo consider h e  relatively 
smalI reduction in the concentration o f  radioactive elements that would 
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Commenter: Environmental Defense Institute I Comment W2-11 (Section 13.5, Topic 19) 

? - 

Document Number: W2 
Page: 5 of 26 Response: CERCLA investigations present contaminant data in unit types 

appropriate to the afkcled media (e.g., soils, water, or air) or related to the 
conlaminant and the governing regulation (e.g., radionuclides are measured 

(Continued on page 28) 

Comment W2-I 2 (Scction 13.6, Topic 24) 

Response: The RCRA regulation cited does prohibit dilution - for instance 
through the addition of soil - as a substitute for treatment if that addition is 
not a contributing part of the treatment process. The alternativcs dcvcloped 
for the V-Tanks contents were designed for treatrncnt of the contaminants; 
no alternatives were considered that would not result in reduction of toxicity Notes for Above Tibk A 

* It f i a  ben: a I rm~-wnd in~c r i t i u im~  ofthc rcgillntorr to alloy. 11OE 11) joint pirbtmalons 14 sffm 
cnntamimtt unib difftrtnt than t h u  In Iht replations {MCl.) and not lo prosmi sido-hyside thmc 
MCL'r with samples in DOE publication deta tables. l l i r  Qta unit issue c o c k  the publtc acd 
exacrrbaltr dirtrut 

ur ty  to p d c  pmpcclwc on how h*arcom U x  TAN wastc8 =ne. Scc 40 CFK :4 1 61, I1 I 6:. 

[Continued on pugc 28) 

# T h C  above D5.4 %.XilSLUn COClalRilralC L G V ~  IEU(c1,) b i i r i g  %'ark S P d E h &  ::IC O f h f f i r !  kCP2 

\ 141 66. Comment W2-13 (Section 13.5, Topic 20; Section 13.6, Topic 23; and 
Section 13.7.2, Topic 38) I Sincr. DOH p b  to dump V-Tmk highly mniamina& mils ino &e nnk to &sorb liquid 

Response: MET2 waste types are classified bascd not just on their chemical 
content but also on disposal requirements. The V-Tanks contents are classi- 

p i t i o n  oflhe tauk wntccis. t h ~ 1  wdl ai!c to Le total mk CCIII~IIIU.& I ~ r s l ,  .4Jll111uo ofsoil tu blutc !Jm 
lrurPfCnhalion of the wasle LP rxptcsrrvcly pmbbilcd 14 R C M  (40 CFR 268 3) Thr 2W3 PLu I 

ICDF I fied as a mixed waste, which includes hazardous wastes (heavy metals, vola- 
Addit;ulnllv. a wgib i t  iBgwicr.I UJD be made lhat bu4h the a liqdd and tht sldzpe niWbey tile organic contarninants [VOCs], and semi-volatile organic contaminants 

[SVOCs]) and low-level radioactive waste. l'here are transuranic elements in 
thc V-Tanks, but not TRU waste. 

TrdIISUrdniC elements are a goup of radioactive chemical elements "beyond 
uranium" in the periodic table, having atomic numbers greater than 92 (such 
as plutonium, atomic number 94). Transuranic wuste is a legally defined 
category of waste, established for regulatory and management purposes. As a 
waste category, TRU waste contains more than 100 nanocuries 
(3,700 becquerels) of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes per gram of waste 
and half-lives grcatcr than 20 years (as cited in the 1995 Settlement Agree- 
ment). Although low concentrations of several transuranic elements are prc- 
sent in the V-Tanks contents, the concentrations of the combined sludgc and 
liquid (with a combined weighted average 01'4.27 nCi/g) are not high enough 
to meet the TRU waste definition, It is  estimated that prior to disposal at die 
INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF), the treated V-Tanks waste will 

(Continuedon page 281 I 
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Comment WZ-13 (continued) 

I Comment W2-14 (Section 13.4, Topic 12) 

Response:: There are indeed additional underground tanks at TAN that 
are not addressed by this ROD Amendment. To understand their han- 
dling, it is important to note the difference between the term "v-tanks," 

(Cvnrinued on page 29) 

Comment W2-15 (Section 13.7.2, Topic 39) 

Response: ' lhe ICDF was designed and approved by the Agencies (EPA, 
IUEQ, and DOE) for the disposal ~Tcontaminants such as those found 
within the V-Tanks. The ICDF WAC were developed to limit the con- 
centration and quantity of contaminants to levels that would be protective 

(Conrinued on page 29) 

Comment W2-16 (Section 13.4, Topic 19) 

Response: CERCLA investigations present contaminant data in unit 
types appropriate to the affected media (e.g., soils, water, or air) or re- 
lated to the contaminant and the governing regulation ( e g ,  radionuclides 
are measured in Curies per gram). MCLs are standards that set the maxi- 
mum permissible amount of a contaminant in water delivered to any user 
of a public system. MCLs are not relevant for the V-Tanks site because 
watcr is not an affected medium. For the contaminated media that are 

iConzmued on page 29) 

Comment W2-17 (Section 13.5, Topic 15) 

Response: ' h e  three sites listed were identified in the 1991 FFA/CO as 
potential contamination sites to be investigated within WAG 1. The 
analyses carried out on them were summarized in the 1997 RVFS and the 
1999 ROD. 

TSF-06, Area 8 ,  is the designation for the ANP Cask Storage Pad, Part or  
this site is currently included within the active Radioactive Parts Service 

(Conhued un puge 30) 

Table B . . 

CuuerAlr "UlU - T* N Y-T.0k su Celltrollnlts 

V-: T n k  L q u d  STP Lull Liquid n d  M L W  
1.: sr-uuilu) SI"dCE 

ioi.nno p c ~  (31 Tiblc A.G-lC i 1 CabO.&O ~ 

~ .... - .- . 1 I _____---_. 1 

S i U l r i r r r n l A ~ - i  nI !n?kdStr&zr '  B a d .  Yo CV.4:-DClr%S-ER. 

10 CfX 61 sir 



Commenter: Environmental Defense Institute 
Document Number: W2 
Page: 7 of 26 

- ............ __ .. 1 .  . - -  

. ............ I 

1... ..... ". . 

1 c i p g  IS-17 

I,*) A+!V ....... .......... l_l__ .____.I._ ... 

I Note: XO comments were iderrtified on this page. 



Commenter: Environmental Defense Institute 
Document Number: W2 
Page: 8 of 26 

i 

I 

I 

I 

(.I 59 1 

Note: No comments were identified (III this page. 
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111. Issues Helatd to Disposal of TAPi Waste at ICDF 

Comment W2-18 (Section 13.7.2, Topic 49) 

Response: The "ISV failures" referred to by the commenters resulted dur- 
ing testing ora  previous version of this technology. That version was re- 
lined and improved based on analysis of these "failures." The result of 
these improvements is the planar ISV method. Planar ISV is the technol- 
ogy evaluated in  the 2003 Technology Evaluation Review (TER) and pre- 
sented in the 2003 Proposed Plan. 

Planar ISV systems were developed to prevent thc "failures" experienced 
during the developinental stages oTISV. These early failures were not true 
explosions, but rather rapid releases of air and steam bubbles through the 
ISV melt. As the air and steam bubbles moved through the ISV melt, to 
ground surface, they caused the "air-lifting" of the molten glass product 
within the ISV melt to lift above the subsidence crater and flow across 
ground level. 

Details about the ORNL Melt Expulsion are documented in a 1996 re- 
port.' This event was only a glass flow, not an expulsion into the air (as it 
has commonly been misidentified by some members of the public). Move 

((7oniinued on page 30) 

Comment WZ-19 (Section 13.6, Topic 40) 

Response: As part of the ICDF planning and design process, U S. Geo- 
logical Survey and other research data wcrc evaluated to assess the safety 
of the proposcd facility relative to potential flooding. The ICDF location 
was determined to be outside the 100-year flood plain. In addition, the 
P D F  will be surrounded by an engineered berm 15 R higher [had the pre- 
dicted 100-year flood plain. The ICDF's compliance with key federal and 
state disposal facility design laws includes a cap compliant with the Re- 
source Conservation and Recovery Act (RCKA), monitoring, and an engi- 
neered multiple liner system that includes a leachate collection and re- 
moval system, and a leak detection and removal system to inhibit fluid 
movement below the complex liner systcm. The landfill will meet addi- 
tional standards for prolectivcncss with maintenance, monitoring, and 
post-closure activities that will verify protection of human health and the 
environment More information about the ICDF is available on-line at 
h n u  M U M  i n e l  EO\ uukticd~)c\i i i i~iits pdfs LercJd) I-5067 I -0J.pdf +:* 



? 

Commenter: Environmental Defense institute 
Document Number: W2 
Page: 12 of 26 

Comment W2-18 (contiiiued) 



? 

Commenter: Environmental Defense Institute 
Document Number: W2 
Page: 13 of 26 



? 
N 
0 

Commenter: Environmental Defense Institute 
Document Number: W2 
Page: 14 of 26 

Pagc I 3  Fiwv!mnmmrel D&!ipe" ~ ~ s ~ j d ~ ~ e  

Comment W2-18 (continued) 
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A Comment W2-18 (continued) 

3' 
Cornmelit W2-20 (Section 13.7.1, Topic 26) 

Response: The Agencies disagree. Under DOE'S CERCLAmEPA 
Policy, DOE relies on the CERCLA process for the review of actions 
to be taken under CERC1.A; that is, no separate NEPA document ur 
NEPA process is ordinarily required. NEPA values were addressed, to 
the extent practicable, in the Operable Unit [OU) 3-13 Remedial hives- 
tigation and Feasibility Study (KVFS) and Kecord of Decision (ROD), 
with thc associated CERCLA public involvement process. The OU 3- 
13 ROD, which was signed in 1999, selected remedies for Waste Area 
Group (WAG) 3 sites, including the creation ofthc ICDF complex. 
The ICDF was not permitted under RCRA because, under Section 12 1 
(e) of CERCLA, it is exempted eom permitting requirements as long 
as the applicable substantive requirements of KCKA are met. The 
ICDF is designed to meet the substantive requirements Cor a RCRA 
hazardous waste landfill. 
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Comment W2-18 (continued) 

Comment W2-21 (Section 13.6, Topic 37) 

Response: The ICDF meets the CEKCLA criteria for "Overall Protec- 
tiveness" and "Long-Term Effectiveness" with an engineered design 
that prevents both potential downward mobility of waste and exposure 
via surface pdthways to current and future workers, future residents, 
and the environment. DOE will manage institutional controls at the 

El~v/m!mlcnrxl llefevc @m!U!C taELL."'_.I. ._ - .. . ._ - I . ~, 

dkrcllivc rite analpis No cmpir*al ,hk ~ m s m w t  waq conducted in cnmparc Ihe rclatwc risk nl'a 
InCalior. over a S I C  source aquifer and in a naod #in WPPJ a$ opppoacd lo a ~ t l r  with a nliehtly hqhcr 

J 
1 

1CUF for a niinimum of 100 years to continue its prolectiveness. After 
1OU years, institutional controls will still be required to maintain pro- 

' tectiveness as long as hazardous substances constitute a threat or po- 
tential threat to the underlying aquifer, the public, workers, or the envi- 
ronmcnt. The owncr of the property after 100 years, whether DOE. 
another Federal agency, or any other entity, will be required to main- 
tain institutional controls until such time = the land can be released for 

Comment W2-22 (Section 13.2, Topic 27) 

Response: NKC rcgulations prohibit the disposal of radioactive waste 
in 100-year flood plains. Although these NRC regulations are not ap- 
plicabte to the ICDF, the ICDF complies with this requirement. The 
INEEL CEKCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF) is outside the 100-year 
flood plain. hi addition, the ICDF will be surrounded by an engineered 
berm 15 feet higher than the predicted 100-year flood plain elevation. 
As part ofthe ICDF planning and design process, research data from 
the U.S. Gcological Survey and other sources were evaluated to con- 
firm the safety of the proposed facility relative to potential flooding 

Comment W2-23 (Section 13.1, Topic 5; Section 13.2, Topic 8; and 
Section 13.6, Topic 26) 

~ Response: Development of new missions at thc INEEL is a separate 
issue from the remediation of Contamination resulting from past activi- 
ties. Cleanup activities at Test Area North (TAN), including the V- 
Tanks remediation, are required by the long-standing obligation of 

(Conhued on pogp 32) 
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Comment W2-18 (continued) 

Comment W2-24 (Section 13.6, Topics 25 and Topic 28) 

Response: Grouting is the process of adding appropriate stabilization 
agents such as portland cement that will chemically bind with the haz- 
ardous metals. This stabilization step reduces the leachability of these 
metals, making it harder for these contaminants to be released into thc 
environment. 'l'his reduction in leachability is required to meet both 
RCRA LDRs and the WAC for my disposal facility. The U.S. Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the inherent dilution 
that takes place during stabilization treatment processes. This dilution 
is considered acceptable when there is a significant reduction in leach- 
ability of hazardous contaminants and when appropriate volumes of 
stabilization materials are used. The selected remcdy wi l l  deploy a 
stabilization process that meets [hose goals. 

The Agencies recognize that when hazardous metals are stabilized, 
there is not only a dilution of the hazardous metals as discusscd above 
in Topic 24 but also a dilution of thc other constituents, including the 
radioactive contaminants. The Agencies concur that this inherent dilu- 
tion is acceptable when this dilution occurs as a result of treatment 
necessary to meet either Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) land disposal restriclions (LDRs) or disposal facility waste 
acceptance criteria (WAC). 

No. The selected remedy includes stabilization as a trcatrncnt stcp. 
WAC maximum contaminant concentration levels apply to the waste 
as received at the disposal facility. (See response to Topic 24 for fur- 
ther details that may relate to this concern.) 
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(Conrinuedpom page 8) 
Response to Comment W2-l (continued): 
barium, cadmium, chromium, and lead have inappropriate unit labels. These 
values appear to have been taken Trorn the Work Planfor Wasre Area Group 
1, Operable Unit 1-1 0, Comprehensive Remedial Inves.stigaricmn/F~u~ibili[l; 
Study (S. M. Lewis, et al., 1996 [DOE-ID/10527]), which mistakenly labeled 
the Toxicity Characteristic Lcaching Procedure (TCLP) values for those met- 
als as mg/kg instead of pgiL. This error by the NEEI, makes the reported 
values appear 1,000 times higher than they actually were. The crror was 
found and the data reported correctly in all follow-up documents. As these 
data are TCLP vatues, which represent the quantity of each metal that can 
leached from a waste with an acidic solution, they should not be taken as 
representing the liquid waste in the V-Tanks. It is inappropriate to contrast 
these leachate concentrations to the total concentrations reported in the rest 
of the commenting group’s Table A. 

The sludge values cited by the commenting group in the same table appear to 
show a consistent drop from data referenced in the 1998 Proposed Plan to the 
values listed in the 2003 Proposed Plan. The MEEL does not make this 
claim. The apparent decrease in concentrations is thc rcsult of an inappropri- 
ate comparison of the solids in one tank to the combination of solids and 
liquids in a different tank. Because most of the contamination is in the sludge 
phase, the overall waste stream, which combines both the sludgc and watcr, 
has a lower overall concentration. This lower overall waste concentration is 
more representative of the waste that is actually in the t a n k  and that must be 
treated to meet disposal criteria. 

Information on contaminants is refined and updated whcnevcr new data be- 
comes available from sampling, or when regulatory requirements change. 
The Agencies evaluate the potential impact of any substantial change in data 
regarding a cIeanup site. As of the 2003 Proposed Plan, the most recent com- 
prehensive presentation of data on thc contaminants in the V-Tanks contents 
can be found in the Engineering Design File CDF-3868, which is available in 
the Administrative Record. 

Data are also reviewed for continuing validity at each stage of the remedia- 
tion process. As describcd in Scction 10.1 of this ROD Amendment, a labo 

Response to Comment W2-1 (continued): 
ratory error in calculating the concentration of inorganic contaminants was 
found and corrected in Table 2-2 of this document. These data changes, while 
different kom the 2003 Proposed Plan and previous documents, would not 
havc significantly affected the technology evaluation and do not affect the 
remedy selected in this ROD Amendment. 4 3  

iConrmued,from page 8) 
Response to Comment W2-2 (continued): 
rounding contaminated soil ha5 not changed in any substantive way fmni the 
1999 ROD, the details of how remediation ofthe surrounding soil will be car- 
ried out have been clarified (see Scction 1 1.2). The V-Tanks contents remedy 
describcd in this ROD Amendment is part of an overall cleanup strategy that 
will eliminate risk to human health and the environment from both thc 
V-Tanks contents and the surrounding contaminated soil. *:* 

(Conlmuedfrom pag2 8) 
Response to Comment WZ-3 (continued): 
ignation in the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (FFA‘CO), and 
was defined as containing only four v-type tanks: Tanks V-1, V-2, V-3, and 
V-9. These are the four described in the 2003 Proposed Plan and this ROD 
Amendment. The amended remedy for the V-Tanks site properly addresses 
only the four tanks contained in this site, as established by the 
FFAICO. 

Resides the four v-lype tanks in the V-Tanks site, two other v-type tanks that 
were in use at TAN require remediation. These are Tanks V-13 and V-14, 
which were designated in the FFA/CO as TSF-26 and are also referred to as 
the PM-2A tanks. The PM-2A tanks are currently being cleaned up under the 
remedy selected in the 1999 ROD (see Section 7 of that ROD). Since the rem- 
edy for the PM-2A tanks is unchanged kom the 1999 ROD, it was not ad- 
dressed in the 2003 Proposcd Plan. 

Other v-type tanks (e.g., Tank V-4) were located in TAN Building 616. The 
building and its contents, including these other v-type tanks, are being, or 
have already been, removed under the MEEL’S Deactivation, Decommission- 
ing, and Dismantlement (D&D&D) Program. Those components of Building 
616 that managed hazardous waste as defmed under the Resource Conscrva- 
tion and Recovery Act (RCRA) are also being addrcsscd undcr a RCRA clo- 
sure plan. (Topic 13 provides more inTomation on the closure plan.) *:* 
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ICanrmued,fiorn p q e  9) 
Response to Comment W2-5 (continued): 
ners to and regulators ofDOE (the “lead agency”). Cleanup activities at the 
INEEL are directed by project managers who represent each of the three 
Agencies. The project managers or their support staff meet or con 
fer weekly on cleanup status during all phases of each remediation. Through 
this coordinated effort, the Agencies jointly develop the necessary work 
plans, technical investigations, and other documents, including proposcd 
plans and records of decision (RODs). 

The State and EPA review and comment on all key documents for cleanup. 
In addition, State and EPA representatives are active participants in meet- 
ings, briefings, and workshops, either in pcrson or by teleconference. Both 
the State and EPA may also hold mectings and briefings on the cleanup pro- 
gam.  This ROD Amendment, like all INEEL RODs, is the result of a suh- 
stantial and sustained process of regulatory enforcement and oversight by the 
support agencies. 

Questions and comments about INEEL activities, and the State’s and EPA’s 
oversight, can be addressed to the Agencies: 

Nick Ceto 
INEEL Program Managcr 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 10 
712 Swift Boulevard, Suite 5 
Richland, WA 99352 
Phone: (509) 376-9259 

Daryl Koch 
Manager of Federal Facilities Section, 

1410 N. Hillon 
Boise, ID 83706 
Phone: (208) 373-0492 

Idaho Department or Environmcntal Quality 

Response to Comment W2-5 {continued): 
Kathleen E. Hain, Director 
DOE Environmental Restoration Program 
U.S. Department of Energy Idaho Operations Office 
P.O. Box 1625 
Idaho Falls? ID 83415-391 1 
Phone: (208) 526-4392 

ln addition to mailings and public meetings, the INEEL provides additional 
avenues for public involvement, including tours ‘and briefings. Thcsc arc 
described in each proposed plan and on-line at http: :cli.ariup.incl.rov: 
_ ~ _ _  etti i I \olvccI ’ .  The IhZEL Community Relations Plan (available on-line at 
Iiir~~:~’~clean~ip.inel.rro\. publicdocuincnts ‘remediation ) explains more about 
these opportunities for comment and involvement. Community Relaiions 
Plan Coordinator Joseph Campbell can be reached at (208) 526-3183. 

The investigation and cleanup process and schedule for Test Area North 
(TAN) have complied with the FFA/CO. Every reasonable effort is made to 
ensure that TAN remediation activities contribute to the ullimale goal ofpro- 
tecting human health and the environment by use of recognized engineering 
and institutional responses that meet standards for protectiveness identified 
by the Agencies. These standards (thc applicable and relevant or appropriate 
requiremcnts, or ARARs) were originally identified in the 1999 ROD and in 
this ROD Amendment and will be enforced by the Agencies. The remedies 
proposed for Waste Area Group (WAG) I sites are in no way illcgal. 

Thc cleanup proccss carried out for TAN has included all required commu- 
nity relations activities to ensure that the public has been provided appropri- 
ate opportunities for involvement in a wide variety of sitcCrclatcd dccisions, 
including site analysis and charactcrization, alternatives analysis, and remedy 
selection. The public meetings, the proposed plans and associated comment 
periods, and the Administrative Kecord all provided opporhinities for the 
community to learn about the WAG 1 remediation and to inform the Agen- 
cies about their concerns. The Agencies hope that the WAG 1 CERCLA 
process with its public comment opportunities, in conjunction with other 
regulatory hearing processes required by the Rcsourcc Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA), will help build trust in thc INEEL’s path forward to 
cleanup completion. 0 
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Response io Comment W2-4 (continued): 
nated environmental media not identified by the Federal Facility Agreement 
and Consent Order (FFNCO) or in the 1999 ROD will be discovered in the 
future as a result of routine operations, maintenance activities, or dismantle- 
ment, decommissioning, and decontamination (D&D&D) activities at TAN. 
Newly discovered sites will be addressed using the process for new site in- 
clusion as defined in the FFA/CO and relined in the 1999 ROD and will be 
assessed and remediated under CERCLA pursuant to the process agreed 
upon by the Agencies at the time of the new site identification. Where appro- 
priate, the remedial action objectives (RAOs) and final remediation goals 
(FRGs) identified in the 1999 ROD and this ROD Amendment will be used 
LO complete any necessary cleanup. 03 

{Conhuedfrorn page IO) 
Response t o  Comment W2-8 (continued): 
lations and laws that apply to the action) relevant to this action were identi- 
fied during preparation ofthe 2003 Technology Evaluation Report [TER], on 
which the 2003 Proposed Plan was based. None ofthe ARARs prohibit dis- 
posal of the V-Tanks contents, or the surrounding contaminated soil, at an 
approved disposal facility on the INEEL. The 2003 Proposed PIan presented 
and evaluated those technologies found capable of meeting the AKAKs. Af- 
ter this ROD Amendment is signed, the selected treatment technologies will 
move from conceptual design into full remedial design. As part of this reme- 
dial design phase, safety plans and other work documents will specify in 
detail how each individual ARAR will be met. These documents will bc 
placed in the INEEL lnforniatioii Repository as each is completed and ap- 
proved. +:* 

I 

(ConlinuedfTOm page IO) 
Response to Comment 2-9 (continued): 
As described in Section 10.1 of this ROD Amendment, a laboratory error in 
calculating the concentration of inorganic contaminants was found and cor- 
rected in Table 2-2 ofthis document. These dah changes, while different 
kotn the 2003 Proposed Plan and previous documents, would not have sig- 
nificantly affected the technology evaluation and do not affect the remedy 
selected in this ROD Amendment. The three Agencies believe that the Pro- 
posed Plan for this ROD Amendment represents a complete document and 
see no need to develop a more extensive Proposed Plan. 

The ICDF waste acceptance criteria (WAC) will be completely satisfied by 
the treated V-Tanks waste submitted for disposal. The concentration ofthe 
transuranics in the tanks is currently 4.27 n W g  and will be reduced even 
further through treatment. These concentrations are well below thc ICDF 
waste acceptance levels. See Sections 14.5 and 14.6, below, for more discus- 
sion ofthe ICDF WAC and other ARARs that will be met by this cleanup. *:* 

(Continuedfiom page IO) 
Response to Comment 2-10 (Continued): 
have occurred since the original data were collected. The discrepancies noled 
by the commenting group stem i+om a data labeling error in a 1996 WEEL 
report combined with Comment 2- 10 (continued): an inapplicable data com- 
parison by the commenting group. Given that the 1996 data cited are incor- 
rectIy labeled, the commcnting group’s conclusion that this represents 
“decay” is also inapplicabte here. The correct data for the V-Tanks radioac- 
tive constituent concentrations are in the 1997 Remedial Investigation/ 
Feasibility Study (RUFS) and all following documents for this action. (See 
.ropic 17 for more information on contaminant characterization.) *3 



Commenter: Environmental Defense Institute 
Document Number: W2 
Page: 22 of 26 

? 
N 
00 

(Conlmuedfrorn page I I )  
Response to Comment 2-11 (continued): 
in Curies per gram). MCLs are standards that set the maximum permissible 
amount of a contaminant in water delivered to any user of a public system. 
MCLs are not relevant for the V-Tanks site because water is not an affected 
medium. For the contaminated media that are present in the V-Tanks con- 
tents and contaminated soil, risk reduction goals use other measurement stan- 
dards as appropriate, which are presented in the 1999 Record OF Decision 
(ROD), the 2003 Proposed Plan, and this ROD Amendment in sections on 
remediation objectives and goals. 

Because regulatory compliance for CERC1,A remediation is generally so 
complex; details cannot be hl ly  specified in the Proposed Plan. They are 
presented in the supporting documents, which are available in the Adminis- 
trative Record. The commenting group’s suggestion for development of 
clearer explanations of contaminant concentration data, and how the treated 
waste will comply with regulatory requirements, will be forwarded to the 
INEEL Community Relations o f h e  for improved presentation in future pub- 
lic documents. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume through treat- 
ment is a CERCLA evaluation criteriun, and data for the comparison are also 
available in the Administrative Record for those who are interested. For the 
V-Tanks amended remedy, Section 5 of the 2003 Technology Evaluation 
Report (TER) compares estimated concentrations of the treated waste for key 
contaminants to the regulatory levels, in equivalent units. 0 

K‘onlinuedfrom page 11) 
Response to Comment WZ-12 (continued): 
and the mobility of the contaminants. Several of the alternatives, as described 
in the 2003 Proposed Plan, would add some of the contaminated soil sur- 
rounding the V-Tanks to enhance the treatment process. For example, vitrifi- 
cation would add soil as a source of silicon to allow the melting prucess tu 
producc a more stable glass waste form. While this would dilute the concen- 
tration of contaminants, it would not be done to avoid treatment but rather to 
improve treatment effectiveness and control during the treatment process. 

Response to Comment W2-12 (continued): 
This is allowed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) 
RCRA program (as documented in the Junc 1, 1990, Federal Register at 5 
FR 22666). The selected rcmcdy, using chemical oxidatiodreduction, does 
not add any soil to the treatment process. As noted in the response to Topic 
21, above, the average concentration of 4.27 nCi!y in thc V-Tanks contents is 
well below the ICDF’s waste acceptance criterion of 10 nCi/g, even prior to 
treatment. 9 

(Coritintred from puge 11) 
Response to Comment W2-13 (continued): 
have a transuranic concentration of approximately 2 nCifg, well below the 
10 nCi/g limit for the ICDF and the 100 nCi/g TRU waste designation. 

It is correct that the V-Tanks contents are classified as low-level waste 
(LLW) and that the waste contains alpha-emitting radionuclidcs. However, it 
is not correct that this makes the V-Tanks remediation subject to the 1995 
Settlement Agreement. By definition, LLW is waste that does not meet tlie 
defmitions for high-level waste (HL W), transuranic (TRU) waste, spent nu- 
clear fuel, or by-product materials. The 1995 Settlement Agreement requires 
the removal of all stored TRU waste from Idaho {Le., waste with greater than 
100 nCi/g transuranic content). It does not includc LLW in this requirement. 
(See Topic 20 for additional information on waste-type categories.) 

Thc V-Tanks contents do not meet the definition of TRU waste (>IO0 nCiig; 
see response to Topic 20.) The response to Topic 21 explains in more detail 
how the concentrations are measured. The highcst concentration of contami- 
nants in the V-Tanks is that shown in Table 2 of the 2003 Proposed Plan, 
which is in the sludge. When the contents of all four tanks are combined for 
remediation, the overall concentration of transuranics in thc V-Tanks is be- 
low 10 nCiig before treatment. AAer treatment, the V-Tanks waste will have 
a TRU concentration of approximately 2 nCi’g, well below the 10 nCi/g limit 
for the ICDF and the 100 nCi/g threshold for TRU waste designation. Since 
thc 1995 Scttlement Agreement applies to TRU waste and the V-Tanks con- 
tents are not TRU waste (even though they contain transuranic elements), the 
V-Tanks waste is not required to be removed from Idaho. 9 
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(Conlinuedfrom page I21 
Response to Comment WZ-14 (continued): 
which identifies a kind of underground storage vessel, and the site name “the 
V-Tanks,” which identifies a particular location to be remediated. The V- 
Tanks site addressed in this ROD Amendment received that designation in 
the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (FFAKO), and was dc- 
fined as containing only four v-type tanks: Tanks V-1, V-2, V-3, and V-9. 
These are the four described in the 2003 Proposed Plan and this ROD 
Amendment. The amended remedy for the V-l‘anks site properly addresses 
only the four tanks contained in this site, as established by the FFAICO. 

Besides the four v-type tanks in the V-Tanks site, two other v-type tanks that 
were in use at TAN require remediation. These are Tanks V-I3 and V-14, 
which were designated in the FFAKO as ‘I‘SF-26 and are also referred to as 
the PM-2A tanks. The PM-2A tanks are currently being cleaned up under the 
rcmcdy selected in the 1999 ROD (see Section 7 of that ROD). Since the 
remedy for the PM-2A tanks is unchanged from thc 1999 ROD, it was not 
addressed in the 2003 Proposed Plan. 

Other v-type tanks (e.g., Tank V-4) were located in TAN Building 6 16. The 
building and its contents, including these other v-type tanks, are being, or 
have already been, removed under the INEEL’s Dcactivation, Decommis- 
sioning, and Dismantlement (D&D&D) Program. Those components of 
Building 616 that managed hazardous waste as defined under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) are also being addressed under a 
RCRA closure plan. (Topic 13 provides more information on the closure 
plan.) 9 

(Con!niuedJ?om page 12) 
Response to Comment W2-15 (continued): 
of human health and the environment, including the aquikr. Concentrations 
and quantities in excess of these levels are not accepted for disposal. Al- 
though NRC regulations do not apply to the ICDF, the contents of the V- 
Tanks would be acceptable for disposal under those regulations. 

Only TNEEL CERCLA wastes are acceptable for disposal at the ICDF. These 
wastes can include low-level radioactive waste (LLW), mixed low-level ra- 
dioactive waste (MLLW), hazardous waste, and non-liquid waste subject to 
the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA). Prohibited wastes include not 
only non-CERCLA wastes and non-INEEL wastes but also waste with tran- 
suranic constituents greater than 10 nCiig, liquid waste, explosives and rcac- 
tives, spent nuclear fuel, and high-level waste (HLW). The contents of the 
V-l‘anks currently meet all of these criteria except the prohibition against 
liquid waste. The contents will be sotidified to meet that criterion prior to 
disposal at the ICDF. Any MEEL CEKCLA waste that fails to meet the 
ICDF WAC will be refused for disposal at the ICDF. 9 

(Contmuedjrom page 12) 
Response to Comment W2-16 (continued): 
prcsent in the V-Tanks contents and contaminated soil, risk reduction goals 
use other measurement standards as appropriate, which are presented in the 
1999 Record of Decision (ROD). the 2003 Proposcd Plan, and this ROD 
Amendment in sections on remcdiation ubjcctives and goals. 

Because regulatory compliance for CERCLA remediation is generally so 
complex, details cannot be fully specified in the Proposed Plan. They are 
presented in the supporting documcnts, which are available in the Adminis- 
trative Record. The commenting group’s suggestion for development of 
clearer explanations of contaminant concentration data, and how the trcatcd 
waste will comply with regulatory requirements, will be forwarded to the 
INEEL Community Relations ofice for improved presentation in future pub- 
lic documents. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume through treat- 
ment is a CERCLA evaluation criterion, and data for the comparison are also 
available in the Administrative Record for those who are interested. For the 
V-Tanks amended remedy, Section 5 of the 2003 Technology Evaluation 
Report (TER) compares estimated concentrations of the treated waste for key 
contaminants to the regulatory levels, in equivalent units. *f. 
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(Conlmuedfrom page 12) 
Respoase to Comment W2-17 (continued): 
and Storagc Arca (RPSSA) facility, which will be evaluated during future 
dismantlement, decommissioning, and decontamination (D&D&D) activities 
at TAN. Sampling during the risk assessment indicatcd that the soil contami- 
nation at this site is below the levels at which remediation is required. More 
information on this site is available in the Administrative Record for Waste 
Area Group (WAG) 1 in  the 1997 Remedial Investigation and Fcasibility 
Study (RI/FS) and the 1999 ROD. (More information about the Administra- 
tive Record is presented in Section 1 of this document. Section 2.5 of this 
document lists key documents used to prepare this ROD Amendment.} 

TSF-06, Area 10, is the designation for the HTRE Rcactor Vessel Burial 
Site. This potential release site was evaluated as part ofthe WAG 1 compre- 
hensive RVFS and, as documented in the 1999 ROD, it was determined to be 
a No Action site. The irradiated empty reactor vessel is contained in a metal 
storage tank and is bclicvcd to be more than 10 feet below ground surface. 
No pathway to human or ecological receptors exists; thus, no cleanup is re- 
quired. However, based on the commenter’s questions about this sitc, a rc- 
view was conducted of the reIevant documentation. It was determined that 
although no pathway exists, potential residual contamination precludes unre- 
stricted land use. Thus, the site should be protected with institutional con- 
trols. The WAG 1 Institutional Control Plan (INEEL 2000b) will be modi- 
fied to include appropriate institutional controls for this site. Detailed lan- 
guage has been added in Section 11.3 of this ROD Amendment directing this 
change to the 1999 ROD. The Agencics appreciate the dedication of the 
commenter in bringing this oversight to their attention. The Agencies are 
pleased that this matter c o n f m s  the effectiveness of the design of the CER- 
CLA public involvement process. 

The TAN Pool (which is part of the TAN-607 IIot Shop) is currently being 
cmpticd undcr a dcactivation process but remains within an active facility. 
Potential threats to human health and the environment from this sitc will bc 
addressed during the facility D&D&D. More information on this site is avail- 
able in the Administrative Record for WAG 1. As part of an active facility, 
the TAN Pool is not being addressed under WAG 1 CERC1.A actions. *3 

‘nonlinuad from page I i) 
Response to Comment W2-18 (continued): 
nent of steam and air bubbles through the melt did result in some splatter 
nto the air as the bubbles brokc - on the order of a few pounds of glass 
kagments. The radioactive material was not released into the air, but was 
:ordained within the matrix ofthe glass. The expelled glass hgments  con- 
aining the radioactivity were easily collected and sent for appropriate dis- 
Josal. 

Subsequent analysis of the ambient air collected by the ORNL project’s three 
iir samplers did not reveal any airborne contamination rcsulting fi-om the 
nelt expulsion, There was no risk to human health or the environment, cer- 
ainly not the “extreme risk” suggested in the comment. The reasons for the 
3RNL melt expulsion are detailed in a formal DOE report.’ 

Dther melt expulsions that the commenters refer to arc as follows: 

a. A private, full-scale test, conducted by Geosafe in support of their 
eventual ISV processing of 55-gal drums of moist soil contaminated 
with up to 1.4 wt% PCBs, at the GE Spokane site. In this test, wet 
soils in the sealed drums that were being proccsscd causcd a sudden 
release or pressurized steam into the melt, that resulted in an “air 
lifting” and melt splattering similar to what happened at ORNI. .  The 
melt expulsion was exacerbated, however, by the fact Geosafe was 
using a fabric hood containing a flammable sealant. Contact with 
the molten glass splatter caused the sealant to ignite, and burned up 
the hood as well as adjacent combustible equipment and materials 
(such as thc clcctrical cable insulation). Details of this incident are 
reported in Geosafe’s 1994 test report3 

A pilot-scale test, conducted by Pacific Northwest Laboratory at the 
INEEL on simulated waste in 1989. During this demonstration test, 
sealed 5-gal containers containing canola oil placed within the melt 
location resulted in numerous pressure build-ups and releases of 
vapors through the pilot-scale ISV melt that also causcd molten 
glass splatter sufficient to ignite the fabric hood material. Details of 
this expulsion are recorded in Callow et 

(C‘onrinued onpuge 31) 

b. 
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(Cunimuedfrom page 30) 
Response to Comment Wt-18 (continued): 
A summary of TSV melt expulsions to date was prepared by R. K. F m s -  
worth as part of the Operuhle Unit 7-13/14 In Situ Vitrification Treatabiliy 
Stu& Work Plun ’ 
Based on the lessons lcarncd fiom the initial demonstrations of ISV technol- 
ugy, planar ISV was developed and successfilly tested in 1998. Planar ISV 
precludes the types of failures mentioned abovc by melting the waste mate- 
rial from the sides in rather than the top down. This modification to the proc- 
ess prevents the buildup of a layer of untreated waste trapped beneath a layer 
of molten glass. Safe operation of the planar ISV process on subsurface tanks 
containing substantial quantities of vaporizable material, was demonstrated 
as part of a simulated treatability study performed in support of the 1998 V- 
Tanks Proposed Plan and 1999 ROD. The results of this treatability study 
indicated that planar-ISV could safely process subsurface tanks containing 
substantial quantities o f  vaporizabIe material without the potential for sub- 
surface pressure build-up or melt expulsion. The results ofthis succcssfi~l 
treatability study are available in the Administrative Record. The Agencies 
havc rcvicwed this information and consider planar ISV a viable and safe 
option for remediation of the V-Tanks. 

The Agencies believe that an adequate review has been made of the informa- 
tion on the failures associated with the early stages of the development of 
ISV. Thc early failures mentioned by the commenters are no longer consid- 
ered relevant or representative of the current state of development of planar 
ISV technology and would not aid thc Agencies in the selection of a pre- 
ferred treatment altcrnativc. The Agencies selected planar TSV as a technol- 
ogy alternative for the V-Tanks in the TER because the test data indicate that 
planar ISV is no longer subject to the failurcs cxperienced during the early 
development of ISV. This satne issue was addressed in the Responsiveness 
Summary section ofthe 1999 Record of Decision (see pages 3-24 through 
3-26). 

Response to Comment W2-18 (continued): 

Notes: 

1 .  

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Spalding, R.P., July, 1996. Technical Evaluation Sumniavy of the In Situ 
Vilrificution Melt Expulsion at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory on 
April 21, 1996, ORNLER-377, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak 
Ridge, Tennessee. 

DOE, 1996. In Situ I’itrifcation Workshop, Ocrober 15-17, 1996, Oak 
Ridge, Tennessee. 

Geosafe, 1994. Investigation into the Causes and Application of [he Melr 
Dkplacement Event During Geosrtfe Operational Acceptance Test #Z 
(OAT-2), GSC-2301, Geosafe Corporation, Richland, Washington. 

Callow, R. A., L E .  Thompson, J.R. Weidner, C.A. Loehr, B.P. McGrail, 
and S.O. Bates. August, 199 I. In Situ Vitrijkation Application to Buried 
Waste: Final Report qflntermediate Field Tests at idaho National Engi- 
neering Laboratory, EGG-WTD-9807, EG&G, Inc., Idaho National 
Engineering Laboratory, Idaho Falls, TD. 

Farnsworth, R.K., et al. January, 1999. UOE/Lu-10667, Rev. 1, Idaho 
National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory, Idaho Falls, ID. 
“Appcndix E: A Preliminary Assessment of Concerns Over Melt Expul- 
sion Potential During ISV Processing.” *3 
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(Cannnuedfrom page 22) 
Response to Comment W2-23 (continued): 
DOE to complete CERCLA cleanup at all its facilities. These remedial ac- 
tions are not related to the mission change, and must continue regardless of 
any future missions that may or may not be given by Congress to the TNEEL. 
The question of applicability of the National Environmcntal Protection Act 
(NEPA) to such future missions is therefore not relevant for the V-Tanks 
cleanup, or fur other MEEL locations scheduled for cleanup under CER- 
CLA. 

The V-Tanks remediation activities are structured so they do not limit future 
industrial missions at TAN or thc INEEL, but instead allow for the creation 
of new opportunities by removing contamination that would preclude other 
uses. 

The TNEEL carefully mccts or exceeds all public information opportunity 
requirements, and did so for the ICDF development process. The Operable 
Unit (OU) 3-13 Record of Decision (ROD), which was signed in 1999, se- 
lected remedies for Waste Area Group (WAG) 3 sites, including the creation 
of the ICDF complex. The OU 3-13 RIiFS and ROD, with the associated 
public involvement process, address NEPA values, such that no separate 
NEPA document or NEPA process is required The waste acceptance criteria 
(WAC) for thc lCDF were developed during the ICDF remedial design proc- 
css. This included public meetings and opportunity for public comment. As 
part of the public process for the OU 1 -10 ROD Amendrncnt, the Proposed 

Commenter: Environmental Defense Institute 
Document Number: W2 
Page: 26 of 26 

Response to Comment W2-23 (continued): 
Plan specifically informed the public about the potential use of the ICDF for 
the disposal of the VTTanks waste, debris, and contaminated soils. 

For more information about the ICDF, contact Joseph Campbell, the WEFT. 
Community Relations representative for the ICDF, at 208-526-31 83 or at 
caniojl 'G,iiie&. For general information, call 1-800-708-2680, or send 
mail to P.O. Box 1625, Idaho Falls, ID 834153940. 

The Agencies disagree. Under DOE'S CERCLAmPA Policy, DOE relies 
on the CERCLA process for the review of actions to be taken under CER- 
CLA; that is, no separate NEPA document or NEPA process is ordinarily 
required. NEPA values were addressed, to the extent practicable, in the Op- 
erable Unit (OU) 3-13 Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RUFS) 
and Rccord of Dccision (ROD), with the associated CERCLA public in- 
volvement process. The OU 3-13 ROD, which was signed in 1999, selected 
remedies for Waste Area Group (WAG) 3 sites, including the creation of thc 
ICDF complex. The ICDF was not permitted under RCRA because, under 
Section 121(e) ol'CERCLA, it is exempted 60m permitting requirements as 
long as the applicable substantive requirements of KCKA are met. The ICDF 
is designed to meet the substantive requirements for a RCRA hazardous 
waste landfill. *3 
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May 14,2003 

K a t h h  E I l m  
Em uoninenml Restoration Program 
DOC Idaho Operations OtXw blS391 I 
yo Rox 1625 
Idaho Falls. I h h o  83403-9987 

k a r  Kathleen Ilain. 

f The Allianec sapports either In Situ I'itrifirution or k%.Sirn Vinificuhn orthe I U . O o 0 ~  
gallons of liquid waste, 1,ooO palloiis o f  sludge. Cesium137 contminatcd 5011 slid thc 
V-Tanks I ~ I R ~ ~ ~ Y C S .  This ~x,siitioii is h w d  on the s ~ l c c i ~ ~ n  crtrcna as outlintvi in the 
1999 Rcnrd of h i e i o n  and vitrificnliuii's p m e n  liistnry as a stahlc and rcliahle 
treatment method. 

P l c w  *wept die following public comments from the Snake Rivcr Alliancc regarding 
what actions to take for IIY V-TanksContents (ISF-09 and 'ISF-18) at TCSI Area Nonh. 
Orsnhle linii 1-10, 

Vnnlicatinn techtrolngy 15 rhv nimt dumblo and niamrt treatrncnl tcchnology awilnhlc 
Vilrilicarrcn provides the highest reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume and will treat 
a grcatcr amounl of cunraminated soil that wnuM othcnvisc he d ispwd of wilhout 
lridlnlcnt. 

Vitnlication prn\,i&.i the lcast risk to humans and Ihc mvimnrnent in stwagu and 

We do not support the preferred alternative. In Situ Ckniical OxidztiowRcduction with 
Slabilrmtim hecaris d Icaat misties tha reduction of loxicity. mobility, mid volume 
through treatment. 

'lhank y w  lor p u r  conuderation 

Stnccrely. 

J 

";*.a""- Ciry E. icharrirun 

Comment W3-1 (Section 13.8, Topic 50) 

Response: Compared to the other attematives, vitrification does pro- 
vide the highest reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume, is the 
most durable, and is the most mature technology, or one of the most 
mature technologies, of those evaluated for the V-Tanks cleanup. The 
commenting group is also correct that a grcater amount of contami- 
nated soil would be treated with this tcchnology, than under the other 
technologies. These are some of vitrification's strengths, and have 
been documented in the 2003 Technology Evaluation Report (DOE/ 
1D- 1 1  038). However, these strengths were contrasted against several 
weaknesses of the vitrification process relative to the other technolo- 
gies considered, such as System Complexity, Ease of Additional Ke- 
medial Actions, Monitoring Conccrns, Administrative Feasibility, In- 
crcascd (potcntial) Worker Hazards, Secondary Waste Volumes and 

(Continued on puge 31) 

Comment W3-2 (Section 13.10.2, Topic 55) 

Response: Although the preferred alternative received a lower ranking 
than several others on this CERCLA criterion, it does address it ac- 
ceptably. It will reduce toxicity by destroying the volatile organic con- 
taminants (VOCs) and semi-volatilc organic contaminants (SVOCs) 
through oxidation or reduction, and will reduce mobility of metals and 
radionuclides by grouting. As noted in the 2003 Technology Evalua- 
tion Report (I'EK) and the 2003 Proposed Plan. the primary reason ex 
situ chemicaVoxidation reduction with stabilization was rated low in 
this category relative to vitrification was the increase in volume of the 
primary wastc stream through the treatment process. This increase in 
volume results fkom the addition ofthe oxidant (or reductant) and the 
grout. Reduction of toxicity and mobility are achieved, which produces 
a stable, compliant waste form. The Agcncics selected this as the Pre- 
ferred Alternative because it is the best remedy overall. The high rank- 
ings of this alternative for short-term effectiveness and implementabi I- 
ity were factored in, along with its somewhat lower cost. In particular, 
the Preferred Alternative's high system reliability and manageable 
design complexity led to the Agencies' selection of this technology. 0 
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Commenter: David B. McCoy 
Document Number: W4 
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Comment W4-1 (Section 13.6, Topic 29) 

Response: This CERCLA action hlly complies with all applicable or 
relevant and appropriate requiremeiits (ARARs) Iior CERCLA actions. 
Both RCRA and CERCLA prohibit dilution - for instance through 
the addition of soil -as a substitute for treatment. While several alter- 
natives discussed in the 2003 Proposed Plan would add contaminated 
soil prior to the trcatmcnt process, this would not be done to avoid 
treatment but rather to improve treatment effectiveness and control of 
the operation. Several other alternatives would add grout as the last A (Contmued on page 39) 

I C  

Comment W4-2 (Section 13.6, Topic 3U) / I  
Response: The four V-Tanks form a complete system. It is the system 
that is being remediated. Thus, it is the concentration of the contami- 
nants in the entire system that forms the basis for developing a final 
remediation design for the selected remedy so that it will meet RCRA 
land disposal restrictions (LDRs) and the disposal facility waste accep- 
tance criteria (WAC). This strategy produces a single homogenous 

(Confmued nn page 3 9j 

Comment W4-3 (Section 13.7.2, Topic 41) 

Response: The higher concentrations o f  hazardous and radioactivc 
contamination found in Tank V-9 are primarify due to the higher con- 
centration of sludge (solids) in that tank, which was designed to func- 
tion as a sludge removal unit prior to storage of the waste in the other 

(Contmued on poge 39) 

/ I  

Comment Wd-4 (Section 13.4, Topic 13) 

Response: TAN Building 61 6 does contain multiple vcssels with the 
"v" designation (e.g., Tank V-4). However, these tanks are not part or 
thc V-Tanks remediation project and are not identified in the Federal 

(Conlimed on page 39) 1 



? w 
o\ 

Comrnenter: David B. McCoy 
Document Number: W4 
Page: 2 of 9 

Comment W4-5 (Section 13.5, Topic 21, and Section 13.6, Topic 31) 

Response: The comrnenter is correct in noting that Table 2 of the 2003 
Proposed Plan lists the highest single reading for transuranics as 26.4 
nCiig. This sample came fiom Tank V-9 (as reported in Table 3 ofthe 
2003 Technology Evaluation Report [TER]). All readings f?om Tanks 

lConiimed on uage 40/ 

Comment W-4-6 (Section 13.7.1, Topic 36) 

Response: The addition of contaminated soil and/or grout under some 
of the technology alternatives presented in the 2003 Proposed Plan is 
not for the purpose of dilution, but as an integral and necessary part of 
treatment. Scc rcsponses to Topics 24 and 25,  above, for more details on 
the use of soil to enhance treatment effectiveness and the use of grout as 
a required stabilizing agent. The use of thesc materials, as part of treat- 
ment effectiveness and/or reduction of mobility, does incidentally dilute 
the constituent concentrations, but this is in no way the justification. *:* 

Comment W4-7 (Section 13.6, Topic 32) 

Hesponse: Federal regulation 10 CFR 1022 establishes the notification 
requirements for projects in wetlands and floodplains. Since the ICDF is 
not located within identified wetlands or floodplains, such notice is not 
required for this rcmedial action. 9 

taCTBCnt ra6 bnlll 

See nextpage for remaining li'i f o l  Ci?.U,U7J I \ I Comment W4-8 (Section 13.1, Topic 3, and Section 13.7.3, Topic 44) &w rna c:ernup. 

Response: At the V-Tanks location, the selected remedy does satisfy 
the CERCLA criterion of long-term effectiveness and permanence be- 
cause it will ensure protection of human health and the environment 
over time through high reliability of the technology involved, and high 
certainty that the protection achieved by this remedy will be maintained. 
Chemical oxidation or reduction will destroy the volatile and semi- 
volatile compounds in the tank contents, eliminating them as a risk. The 
technology will not destroy the metals and radionuclide contaminants; 

(Conlinued on page 4I)  Y 
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Comment W4-9 (Section 13.6, Topics 20,23, and 33; and Section 
13.7.2, Topic 42) 

Response: INEEL waste types are classified based not just on their 
chemical content but also on disposal requirements. The V-Tanks con- 
tents are classified as a mixed waste, which includes hazxdous wastes 
(heavy metals, volatile organic contaminants [VOCs], and semi-volatile 

Comment W4-10 (Section 13.6, Topic 34) 

Response: See response to Topic 33 for an explanation of why separate 
NEPA requirements, including an environmental impact assessment, do 

Comment W4-11 (Section 13.1, Topic 4) 

Response: The announced mission change does not alter or detract 
from CERCLA cleanup activities now in progress at the TNEEL and is, 
in that sense, an unrelated matter. 'l'he INEEL's current mission is avail- 
able on the Internet (at ttflp: ':\+in+ .iliel.Flt)~.aboui..lnission- 
~- vision.shrml). Further information on the INEEL mission change also 
can be found on the Internet (at htip: 'wviw.inzl.~ov. 
cliriibctli scllct~s rncssazc.pdf). It is not yet known what the details of 
the proposed new MEEL nuclear research mission will be, relative to 

trilnmLa:ucs ~ O I X S L I C I ~ C C ~  L L ~  1 l r c ~ r e r a l b L c  &?.a ~ L T ~ C ~ I C Y ~ ~ I C  c ~ m ~ ~ ~ c r n c a c  o t  
rc-sirurcco w h l i h  r n w C  cIc.Ir1y Pc oec Zorch 111 a Envircixwnrs? impact ~ L . i t ? r n ~ : i ? C  
~ n 3  In tb: duclriun to gr.ult a 1lCC:lL'E Ql pctmit aur1ls:'irla.j 5.xh c~m.mirmcilt 
Csf L C D S U ~ C E S .  Wo ci lvi~o~mcntal  i r n p c C  StatCmant to>- IREES c c c z  f c r c h  Chi3 

Comment W4-12 (Section 13.1, Topic 5, and Section 13.6, Topic 35) 

Response: Development of new missions at the INEEL is a separate 
issue from the remediation o f  contamination resulting from past activi- 
ties. Cleanup activities at Test Area North (TAN), inctuding the V- 
Tanks remediation, are required by the long-standing obligation of DOE 
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Response to Comment W4-1 (continued): 
step in treatment, in order to stabilize constituents in the waste that could 
otherwise be mobile in the environment. Such additiuns arc allowed by 
RCRA (as documented in Ihe June 1, 1990, Federal Regf.ster at 
55 FR 22666). The selected remedy using chemical oxidation/reduction does 
not add any soil to the treatment process; however, it does add grout or other 
stabilizing agent to reduce leachability, in order to meet RCRA LDRs and 
the waste acceptance criteria (WAC) for disposal. The hazardous waste con- 
stituent concentrations that are mcasurcd for the RCRA LDRs are required to 
be measured at the cnd of trcatment. Addition of stabilizing material under 
the selected remedy is part of the treatment for reduction of mobility of 
metals. *3 

(CunlmuedJrurn puge 35) 
Response to Comment W4-2 [continued): 
waste stream that will allow the optimization of the treatment process; this 
should reduce any potential difficulties that might arise in treating this com- 
plex waste stream. 

The higher concentrations of hazardous and radioactive contamination found 
in Tank V-9 are primarily due to the higher percentage of sludge (solids) in 
that tank. (Most of the contaminants are found in the solid phase.) However, 
the same contaminant constituents are found in the sludge in all four tanks. 
Tank V-9 was designed to function as a sludge removal unit prior to the 
waste being stored i n  the other tanks. Comparison of the sludge between the 
various tanks (without taking inlo consideration the liquid) reveals similar 
wastes in all Four V-Tanks. *:+ 

I 

(Conlmuedfrom page 35) 
Response to Comment W4-3 (continued): 
tanks. The waste in the four tanks is similar. however, and resulted fi-om ihc 
same generation processes; therefore, the Agencies have agreed that all the 
waste in the four V-Tanks will be treated as one waste stream, and combined 
to the extent practical for treatment. This will allow a more optimized and 
effective treatment proccss. The final design for the selected remedy will 
treat the combined waste stream, including Tank V-9 waste, so that all resid- 
ual waste fi-om the V-Tanks site meets the TCDF waste acceptance criteria 
(WAC). 'I'he ICDF WAC: is designed to prevent the disposal of wastc such 
that a hture release from the ICDF could result in concentrations of contami- 
nants, including transuranics, that exceed the Idaho groundwater quality stan- 
dards (drinking water standards) in the underlying Snake Kiver Plain 
Aquifer. If a waste exceeds the ICDF WAC, it cannot be disposed of at the 
ICDF. *:* 

(Continuedfrom page 35) 
Response to Comment W4-4 (continued): 
Facility Agreement and Consent Order (FFNCO). TAN Building 616 and its 
contents, including the tanks, are being addressed under the INEEL's Dcacti- 
vation, Uecomniissioning, and Dismantlement (D&D&D) Program, because 
there have been no identified releases of contaminants to the environment; 
therefore, the building is not a CERCLA site. The components within this 
building are also being addrcsscd by a Closure Plan under the Resource Con- 
scrvation and Rccovery Act (RCRA). The cleanup of Building 6 16 is cur- 
rently being completed and is expected to be finalized by the end of 2003. 
Sampling will be conducted during D&D&D inside the buiIding and undcr- 
neath it, and ifreleases to the environment are discovered, these releases 
would be cleaned up under CERCLA pursuant to the procedures established 
in the 1999 ROD. +:* 
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(Contmuedfiom p a p  36) 
Response tu Cumment W4-5 (continued): 
V-1, V-2, and V-3 were lower (1 1.0,4.02, and 2.03 nCiig, respectively). This 
variability results because waste typically was routed fmt through Tank V-9 
for solids removal before distribution to Tank V-1, V-2, or V-3 (depending 
on which had the most available capacity). 

The Agencies have agreed that because the waste in the four tanks resulted 
from the same processes, but varies in concentrations of individual contami- 
nants due to the use history described, all thc waste in the four V-Tanks will 
be managed as one waste stream, and will be combined for treatment. Thus, 
although the concentrations of specific hamrdous constituents vary from tank 
to tank, the average concentration of the hazardous waste constituents for all 
tanks is the one that will be used. The average concentration of 4.27 nCVg is 
well below the INEEL CERCLA DisposaI Facility’s (ICDF’s) waste accep- 
tance criterion (WAC) of I O  nCi/g. Furthermore, the estimated transuranic 
concentration of the trcatcd waste to be disposed of at ICDF is 2 nCiig. It is 
thc conccntration of transuranics (and other contaminants) following treat- 
ment that will be used to show compliance with disposal requirements 
(WAC) at ICDF, 

Beginning scvcral years ago, the INEEL’s proposed plans have included the 
“lowest” and “highest” readings in response to public comments. Some com- 
menters said they would be better able to assess whether thc cxpcnse of 
remediation was nrcessap ifthey could see the range of extremes from the 
sampling suile. CERCLA guidance does not require that maximum readings 
be presented. 

Table 2 of the 2003 Proposed Plan (included in this ROD Amendment as 
Table 2-2) presents information on the primary contaminants in the V-Tanks 
that affect the selection of an effective remedy. The overall average concen- 
tration values are used in evaluating the effectiveness and operability of vari- 

Response to Comment W4-5 (continued): 
ous treatment alternatives. The reader is urged to use caution in comparing 
this data to other sources of information on the V-tanks or in comparing 
these values to regulatory levels. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) regulations and guidance require different statistical treatment of ana- 
lytical data when it is used for risk assessment, waste characteri7,ation, ac- 
ceptability of treatment options, or compliance with disposal facility accep 
tance criteria. For example, risk assessments require 95% upper confidence 
limit (ucl) values! while waste characterization requires 90% ucl values on 
the amount of material that will leach 6om the wastc in a given timeframe, 
and acceptability at trcatmcnt facilities usually looks at average concentra- 
tions along with maximum and minimum values. Compliance with disposal 
facility WAC is usually based on 90% ucl on total concentrations. It is gener- 
ally inappropriate to compare data supplied for one purpose with data in- 
tended for another use. The data presented in the 2003 Proposed Plan were 
supplied to show what contaminants are present, and to help the reader 
evaluate the cleanup altcrnativcs described. Other information to support risk 
asscssrncnt and waste characterization can be found in the documents in the 
Administrative Record. 

This is correct. The ICDF‘s WAC restrict disposal of waste to less than 10 
nCi/g of transuranic contaminants. As discussed in the response to Topic 29, 
compliance with WAC limits is evaluated after treatment requirements are 
met. Whether treatment is done as one consolidated waste stream or for indi- 
vidual tanks, the remedy selected in this ROD Amendment will meet the 
required treatment levels and produce a waste stream for disposal with a 
transuranic concentration less than 10 nCi!& which meets the 
ICDF WAC. 0 
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(Confinuedfrom page 36) 
Response to Comment W4-8 (continued): 
there are no commercially available technologies that can do this. Instcad, 
grouting will reduce the mobility o r  metals and radionuclides, thereby lower- 
ing their risk to human health and the environment. Subsequent disposal of 
the stabilized residuals at the ICDF will isolate this remaining contamination 
from potential exposure to human and ecological receptors, completing the 
goals of the cleanup action. 

A lined, covered, and monitored landfill such as the ICDF helps meet CFR- 
CLA’s overall goal of long-temi protection by reducing uncontrolled access 
to the waste and inhibiting mobility of contaminants. The ICDF has been 
designed to meet the substantive requirements of a landfill permitted under 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and was approved by 
the Agencies under the WAG 3 Record of Dccision (ROD). The ICDF is also 
designed to meet the substantive requirements of DOE Orders governing 
radioactive waste disposal. Regardless of whether the immobilized wastc 
residuals are disposed of at the ICDF or sent to a facility off the lNEEL, the 
material will meet waste acceptance criteria (WAC) designed to ensure pro- 
tection of human health and the environment. An alternative that includes 
disposal off the INEEL would not be more protective than one that uses dis- 
posal at the ICDF with rcgard to the risk factors that would have to be con- 
sidered if the material were transported through communities off the MEEL. 

DOE will provide institutional controls for sites subject to land-use restric- 
tions (including the V-Tanks sitc and ICDF) over at least the next 100 years 
unless a 5-year rcvicw concludes that unrestricted land use is allowable. 

Response to Comment W4-8 (continued): 
After 100 years, DOE may no longer manage NEEL activities and controls 
will take the form of land use restrictions. Though land use after 100 years is 
highly uncertain, it is likely that industrial applications will continue at WAG 
1 and at the ICDF. ’Ihe Hall Amendment of the National Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-160) requires concurrence fkom EPA on 
the lease of any National Priorities List sites during the period of DOE con- 
trol and CERCLA (42 USC 9620 Section 120(h) requires that the state be 
notified of a lcasc involving contarnination. When DOG no longer manages 
INEEL activities and controls are needed, CERCLA (42 USC 9620 Scction 
12002) requires that DOE indicate the presence of conlamifiation and any 
restrictions in property transfer documenlatiun. 

The CERCLA criteria for ”Overall Protectiveness” and for “Long-Term Ef- 
fectiveness” require the removal of V-Tanks waste from the V-Tanks sitc to 
an approved disposal facility. The INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility 
(ICDF} meets these CERCLA criteria by providing an engineered design that 
inhibits both potential downward migration of waste and exposure via sur- 
face pathways to current and future workers, future miden&, and the envi- 
ronment. Institutional controls at the ICDI: will be in place for a minimum of 
100 years to continue its protectiveness. The ICDF cap is a 1,000-year de- 
sign. The PNEEL is currently implcmcnting a Long-Term Stewardship Pro- 
gram, which will remain after programs and projects are completed, as long 
as institutional controls, monitoring, maintenance, or other post-closure care 
is required. 0 
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(Confinuedfrorn page 37) 
Response to Comment W4-9 (Continued): 
organic contaminants [SVOCs]) and low-level radioactive waste. There are 
transuranic elemenls in thc V-Tanks, but not TRU waste. 

Transuranic elemenfs are a group of radioactive chemical elements “beyond 
uranium” in the periodic table, having atomic numbers greater than 92 (such 
as plutonium, atomic number 94). Transuranic waste is a legally defined 
catcgory of waste, established for regulatory and management purposes. As a 
waste category, TRU waste contains more than 100 nanocuries 
(3,700 becquerels) of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes per gram of waste 
and half-lives greater than 20 years (a cited in the 1995 Settlement Agree- 
ment). Although low concentrations of several transuranic elements are pre- 
sent in the V-Tanks contents, the concentrations of the combined sludge and 
liquid (with a combined weighted average of 4.27 nCi!g) are not high enough 
to meet the TRU waste definition. It is estimated that prior to disposal at the 
MEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF), the treated V-Tanks waste will 
have a transuranic concentration of approximately 2 nCi:g, well below the 10 
nCi/g limit for the ICDF and the 100 nCiig TRIJ waste designation. 

It is correct that the V-Tanks contents are classified as low-level waste 
(LLW) and that the waste contains alpha-cmitting radionuclides. However, it 
is not correct that this makes the V-Tanks remediation subject to the 1995 
settlement Agreement. By definition, LLW is waste that does not meet the 
definitions for high-level waste (HLW), transuranic (TRU) waste, spent nu- 
clear fuel, or by-product materials. The 1995 Settlement Agreement requires 
the removal of all stored TRU waste from Idaho (Le., waste with greater than 
100 nCug transuranic content). It does not include LLW in this requirement. 
See Topic 20, above, for additional information on waste-type categories. 

An environmental impact statement is not required before wastes can be 
stored at the ICDF. The ICDF was selected and designed under the Waste 
Area Group (WAG) 3 comprehensive cleanup, which addressed NEPA val- 
ues. Under DOE’S policy on application of NEPA to CERCLA cleanup ac- 
tions (July 11, 2002), DOE relies on the CERCLA process for the revicw of 
actions to be taken under CERCLA. That is, no separate NEPA document or 
NEPA process is ordinarily required, because DOE addresses NEPA values, 

Response to Comment W4-9 (continued): 
to the extent practicable, in the Operable Unit (OU) 3-13 W F S  and ROD, 
along with the associated CERCLA public involvement process. 

In accordance with the waste acceptancc criteria (WAC) for the ICDF, no 
transuranic w a l e  can be disposed of at the facility. No transuranic waste will 
be generated during the V-Tanks cleanup. I .owlevel radioactive waste 
(LLW) will be generated during the V-Tanks cleanup and will be sent lo the 
ICDF for disposal. This LLW will contain concentrations of transuranic ra- 
dionuclides that are well helow the ICDF’s WAC. 

The ICDF’s design incorporates a complex liner system beneath the waslc !o 
inhibit downward migration of wastes from the landfill, a leachate collection 
system, a leak-detection monitoring system, and groundwater monitoring 
wells to insure long-term effectiveness of this CERCLA disposal facility, 
especially protection of thc aquifer. 

An EIS is not required for V-Tanks waste to be disposed of at the ICDF, as 
detailed in the response to Topic 26. 0 

(Confmuedfrorn page 37) 
Response to Comment W4-11 (continued): 
activities at TAN. However, the mission change will not hinder or delay 
cleanup of the V-Tanks or other sites scheduled for rcmcdiation. In fact, un- 
der the 2002 Agency agreement to pursue accelerated risk reduction and 
cleanup at the TNEEL, many ongoing and projected remediation activities 
have been consolidated for more efficient management and to ensure that 
cleanup is completed. 

The DOE is no1 changing i t s  commitment to clean up all inactive waste sites 
at the RiEEL that pose a risk to human health or the environment, including 
the V-Tanks. This cleanup is required to eliminate health and envirunmental 
threats posed by hazardous waste sites to current and future workers and fh- 
ture residents. The program also includes a review process that reevaluates 
the effectiveness of remedial actions at least oncc cvcry five years where 
residual contamination rcmains at lcvels that do not allow for unrestricted 
access. At TAN, this review process will provide continuing opportunities, 
no matter what TAN’S mission is or becomes, to ensure the long-term CKCC- 
tiveness of cleanup levels achieved by the V-Tanks remedy, should some 
contaminants remain in place. Q 
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(Contmuedfrorn page 3 7) 
Response to Comment W4-12 (continued): 
to complete CERC1.A cleanup at all its facilitics. Thcse remedial actions are 
not related to the mission changc, and must continue regardless of any future 
missions that may or may not be given by Congress to the W-EEL. The ques- 
tion of applicability of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) io 
such future missions is therefore not relevan1 [or the V-Tanks cleanup, or far 
other INEEL locations scheduled for cleanup under CERCLA. 
The V-Tanks remediation activities are structured so they do not limit future 
industrial missions at TAN or the lNEEL, but instead allow for the creation 
of new opportunities by removing contamination that would preclude other 
uses. 

The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) docs require all federal 
agencies to assess potential environmental impacts from major proposed new 
actions. However, as described in the response to Topic 5, above, the cleanup 
of the V-Tanks is a CERCLA action in response to past activities that re- 
sulted in contamination, and is unrelated to any NEPA requirements that may 
arise ffom the INEEL’s mission change. 03 
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Comment W5-1 (Section 13.2, Topic 6)  

Response: The Agencies encourage citizen involvement in decision- 
making at the INEEL. In addition to the mailings and public mcctings, 
the INEEL provides other avenues for public involvement including 
tours and briefings. Mailing addresses, telephone numbers. e-rnail ad- 
dresses, and internet addresses are provided in each proposed plan for 
citizens to get additional information, briefuigs, or tours fkom Agency 
and project representatives. The INEEL Community Relations office 
can be contacted by telephone toll-ftee at 1-800-708-2680, or by mail 
at P.O. Box 1625, ldaho Falls, Idaho 83415-3940. Joseph Campbell, 
the INEEI. Community Relations represcntativc for Test Area North, 
can be contacted by e-mail at writpil’iiinr.l.~:o\ or by telephone at 
(208) 526-3183. 9 

Comment W5-2 (Section 13.8, Topics 51 and Topic 57) 

Response: The Agencies agree with thcsc points. While vitrification 
provides more durability in the stabilization of these wastes relative to 
grouting, the fact that all V-Tanks wastes will be disposed of at the 
ICDF guarantees that the waste will be isolated fiom the environment 
for at lcast 1,000 years, which is sufficient time for cesium-137 
(Cs-137) and strontium-90 (Sr-90) to decay to background levels. Al- 
though a vitrified product will stabilize radionuclidcs with longer half- 

(Conlinucd on page 4s) 

Comment W5-3 (Section 13.3, Topic 9) 

Response: The Agencies appreciate all suggcstions from the public on 
the types of information and format that hclp the INEEL’s proposed 
plans better serve their purpose. Proposed plans are a key community 
relations activity undertaken as part of the CERCLA process. The 
Agencies want the proposed plans to be clear and understandable to all 
readers, whether or not they are previously familiar with the CERCLA 
activities at the INEEL, so as to allow the fullest possible public par- 
ticipation in the decision-making process. Proposcd plan language and 
organiration are continuously evaluatcd and improved in response to 
public feedback, such as this. -3 
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Comrnenter: Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free I Comment W6-1 (Section 13.7.3, Topic 45) 
Document Number: W6 
Page: 1 of 5 Response: The preference is noted. The INEEL agrees that operating 

temperatures are an important area of consideration when selecting a 
technology. With all else being equal, lower temperature systems will 
generally be ranked higher on the criterion of short-term effectiveness 
because of the lower potential risk to workers; however, they may re / "Tom Pabicelr' To carnpll@inel gov 

~ i ~ W ~ M c o m '  cc i d m y m i n g  am 
06/2412003 05 36 PM 

Subled dank m m e n l s  

(Continued on puge 48) 

Joe: This message got: Sounced back to me a ccuple weeks ago. Trying 
again. / 

Comment W6-2 (Section 13.7.3, Topic 46) 

Response: The preference is noted. 4:4 

We support, conditionally, chemical oxidation because i t  uses far 
lower tern o have serious 
concerns, 
many f i l t  er collection 
systems, w 4  s ~ s e q u e n t  release I \  

technologies for 
See nex! page fur remaining o f  toxic s 

comments on this page. 
use In wast 
involved ea 
effective an 

Comment W6-3 (Section 13.7.3, Topic 47) 

Response: All of the technologies retained for evaluation in the technical 
evaluation leading to this ROD Amendment were required to have a reli- 
able use record and to be viable technologies, even if they have not been 
used on the particular mix of constituents present in the site to be remedi- 
ated, such as the V-Tanks. More detailed testing, as necessary, to opti 

(Continued on page 48) 

Comment W6-4 (Section 13.8, Topic 52) 

Response: Not only is vitrification not a proxy for incineration, it is quite 
different in its means of operation. As a consequence, incineration and 
vitrification differ considerably in their potential risk to human health 
and the environment. The Agencies evaluated vitrification as a potential 
technology for cleanup of the V-Tanks because of its advantages. The 
U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (CFR 263.515, Subpart 0) defrnes 
incineration as enclosed devices that thermally treat hazardous wastes 
using controlled flame combustion. Vitrification is not incineration be- 
cause it does not involve primary treatment via controlled flame combus- 
tion in an enclosed device. As a resuIt, the U.S. Environmental Protection 

(Continued on puge 49) 
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roe Th1s message got bounced bdrk  t u  me a couple weeks agc. Trying 

See previous page for remaining 
cointnents on thispnge. 
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W e  s ipport ,  conditionally, chemical clxidaT1on because :t uses far  \ 

lower temperatures in the t r e a t m e n t  precess. We do have serious 
concerns, however. about the complicated of€-g;ss:ng system. Wich so 
~ n a r i y  IilLers (carbon and HEFA) ,  condensers, and other collection 
systems, we are concernea about €ilter failures and suhsP;Iient re1easP 
Of tGx1c substances irto the atmosohere. 

\ J 
( Generally speaking, KYNF would like to f u l l y  x p p o r r  techncloqies for I 

I - _ _  I use ln wasre treatment, however, in GrdPr tn do so ,  %e mus: be n involved early in the process and the teclrrwlom, can be ver:fie:C t c  he 
effective arid low-risk. I We than:< GSE for the OFpOrt-mity :o conment. I I 

Comment W6-5 (Section 13.10.2, Topic 56) 

Response: The off-gas system planned for the chemical oxidation proc- 
ess is a relatively simple and standard off-gas system, considerably less 
complex than the other thermal treatment alternatives evaluated. The 
components of the chemical oxidation off-gas system are commonly used 
in numerous industrial applications and have been shown to be highly 
reliable. Furthermore, it is after the signing of a record of decisiun 
(ROD), during the remedial design phase, that the Agencies collectively 
determine the engineering design (the technical analysis and procedures 
that resulted in a detailed set of plans and specifications) and verify that 

(Continued on page 49) 

Comment W6-6 (Section 13.2, Topic 7, and Section 13.7.3, Topic 48) 

Response: A variety of opportunities for early public information and 
involvement exist, and have been expanded continuously over the years 
of WEEL’s cleanup program. The INEEL’s Community Relations Office 
began contacting individuals and community groups during the early 
stages of  planning for the V-Tanks by making phone calls, providing 
technical briefings as desired, and actively soliciting early feedback. This 
process is described in Section 3 of this ROD Amendment. Opportunities 
For information and comment on an ongoing basis are also available (as 
noted in the response to Topic 6 . )  Thc wFeb page of the JNEEL Commu- 
nity Rclations Office (at http:: ~nnu. insl .poy .‘en\ irotime.nI,:J provides 
information about the current status of cleanup projects. 

The feasibility study (in this case, the 2003 ‘Iechnology Evaluation Re 
vicw [2003 TER]) and proposed plan present all applicable and relevant 
sr appropriate requirements (ARARs) that must be met, and they identify 

(Conlrnrrrd on page SO) 

Comment W6-7 (Scction 13.3, Topic 9) 

Response: The Agencies appreciate all suggestions from the public on 
thc types of information and format that help the TNEEL’s proposed 
plans better serve their purpose. Proposed pIans arc a key community 
relations activity undertaken as part oi‘the CERCLA process. The Agen- 

{Coniirwdun p u p  49) 
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(Conrmuedfrom page 46) 
Response to Comment W6-1 (continued): 
ceive lower rankings on the criteria of long-tcrm cffcctivcness and reduc 
tion of toxicity, mobility, and volume because of lower destructive capabili- 
ties. That caveat of “all else being equal” i s  always the difficult part of an 
evaluation such as this. The tradeoffs between the higher eficiencies ob- 
tained at highcr tcmpcratures versus the off-gas control issues associated 
with thosc highcr temperatures will continue to be an important factor in 
future technology selections. 03 
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(Conlrnuedfrom page 46) 
Response to Comment W6-3 (continued): 
mize the performance of the selected remedy may be performed during the 
remedial design phase following the signing of this ROD Amendment. Thc 
Agencies have the option of using models, treatability studies, readiness re- 
views, and other procedures as necessary, to c o n f m  a remedy’s feasibility 
and hl ly  define its engineering design prior to use. The Preferred Alternative 
has been previously demonstrated to be viable through a treatability study 
conducted in 1998 (INEELiEXT-98-00739). This technology test, conducted 
on actual V-Tanks waste, demonstrated sufficient organic destruction e f i -  
ciencies to meet regulatory requirements. Furthermore, similar chcrnical oxi- 
dation and stabili7ation processes have been conductcd, or are planned, that 
increase the confidence level that the process will be successful. Based on 
the previous tests and operations on similar waste streams, plus additional 
testing planned during the design phase, the preferred alternative appears to 
be a viable alternative for treating V-Tanks waste. 

Citizens have raised questions about the quality of data used in investiga- 
tions, and how the State of Idaho and U S .  Environmental Prolectiun Agency 
(EPA) ensure quality. For a remedial investigation, the Agencies identify 
data quality objectives, which specify the quality of data required to support 
decisions in the feasibility study and cleanup program. The development of 
data quality objectives follows guidance in CERCLA, the National Contin- 
gency Plan, and EPA documents. Existing data are used whenqver data qual- 
ity objectives are met or can be validated. 

A fundamental goal of cooperative efforts by the agencies in implementing 
the action plan is to emphasize remedial action. This goal recognizes that no 
reasonable amount of investigation can resolve all uncertainty and that reme- 
dial actions must accommodate changes from what was originally cxpected. 
Such an approach encourages timely selection of a remedy, flexibility for 
remedial action. and the ability to respond to information discovered during 
investigations. 9 
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(Conlmuedfrorn page 46) 
Response to Comment WG-4 (continued): 
Agency considers vitrification technologies (both in sitti and cx situ) as non- 
incineration thennal treatment processcs. not subjcct to the same regulations 
as incinerators. 
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(Continued from pagz 47) 
Response tu Cumment W6-5 (continued): 
all rcmcdiation processes and activities will comply with applicable stan- 
dards in state and federal laws. The technology selected to remediate the 
V-Tanks - ex situ chemical oxidationireduction with stabilization - has 

I Another distinction between vitrification and incineration is that vitrifica- 
tion's different thermal conditions, and its much more controllable oK-gas 
filtration system, results in far less off-gas particulates and more radionuclide 
retention in the melt (greater than 99.9%). This means orders of magnitude 
less contamination in the off-gas from vitrification than would be encoun- 
tered in incineration devices. In Australia, where high temperature incinera- 
tion of hazardous waste is effectivefy banned (due to a lack of public and 
political support), vitrification has been publicly accepted and identified as 
an alternative to incineration. 8 

One important difference for protection of human health and the environ- 
ment is that unlike incinerators, vitrification is carried out undcr a rcducing 
environment. In situ vitritkation is Carried out in the subsurface; ex situ vitri- 
fication is carried out in a specially desiped vessel located ahnvegmund. 
The reducing conditions do not favor the formation of dioxins or furans, as 
are common in incineration. Furthermore, because oT the presence o f  Over- 
burden in both in situ and ex situ vitrification, the off-gas hood remains cool 
enough that there is minimal potential for a reaction to form dioxins and h- 
rans in the hood, as it encounters oxygen. 

seen limited past deployments, so additional bdbordtUTy and pilot testing on 
both surrogate and actual V-Tanks waste are planned during the design 
phase. This testing and the detailed engineering design will help demon- 
strate, before full-scale implementation, that the technology is efl'ective and 
low-risk. Laboratory-scale treatability studies are currently underway to ver- 
i f j  that a chemical oxidationh-eduction approach, followed by stabilization, 
will meet the requirements associated with rcmcdiation of the V-Tanks 
wastes. It is expected that these laboratory-scale studies will support the 
Agencies' intention to proceed with ex situ chemical oxidation/ 
stabilization. 0 

hi prior operations involving the treatment of chlorinated organics, vitrifica- 
tion has been demonstrated to meet stringent regulatory limits relative to 
products of incomplete combustion and species such as dioxins and furans. 
Vitrification has also bccn shown in tests to result in greater than 99.9999% 
destruction or removal of PCBs. 

(Continued from page 47) 
Response to Comment W6-7 (continued): 
cies want the proposed plans to be clear and understandable to all readers, 
whether or not they are previously familiar with the CERCLA activities at 
the INEEL, so as to allow the fullest possible public participation in the 
dccision-making proccss. Proposed plan language and organization are con- 
tinuously evaluated and improved in response to public feedback, such as 
this. *:* 
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(Continuedfrom page 47) 
Response to Comment W6-6 (continued): 
and evaluate technologies that arc capable of meeting those A M & .  Thus, 
the 2003 TER and the proposcd plan that is based on it present a general 
strategy, a pre-conceptual design rather than a detailed process. CERCLA 
Guidance does not require final development and demonstration of a pro- 
posed treatment technology prior to the proposed plan and record of decision 
(ROD), because the cost and time involved in testing multiple potential re- 
medial designs would substantially delay the beginning of the cleanup and 
add substantially to the final costs. 

A number of conceptual verification, treatabilily studies, and other required 
tests may be required to confirm the effectiveness and safety of the chosen 
treatment technologies before operations start at a cleanup site. 'l'he level of 
technical, safety, and cost information required to reach this point makes the 
developrncnt of the final sclccted remedy a lengthy process. 

The feasibility study phase of a cleanup is the beginning of the remedy de- 
velopment process. Its purpose is to identify multiple technologies knomn to 
be able to address comparablc waste, and to provide the information neces- 
sary for the Agencies to determine which of them could be used successfully. 
The feasibility study, on which the proposed plan is based, is always placed 
in the Administrative Record and is available for public review. During the 
proposed plan comment period, readers may address their comments to the 
data developed in the feasibility plan and other supporting docutnents, as 
well as to the proposed plan; some of the groups who commented on the 
V-Tanks action have taken the opportunity to do this. 

Building on the proposed plan, the ROD establishes the cleanup technology 
to be used and the cleanup levels to be achieved. However, it is only aIler the 
signing of the ROD, in the Remedial Design phase, that the Agencies collec- 
tively determine the engineering design (including schedule. cost estimates, 
and disposal options for wastes generated) and verify that all remediation 
activities will comply with applicablc standards in state and federal laws. 
The technology selected to remediate the V-Tanks - ex situ chemical oxida- 
tionheduction with stabilization -- has seen limited past deployments, so 
additional laboratory and pilot testing on both surrogate and actual V-Tanks 

Response to Comment W64 (continued): 
waste are planned during the design phase. This testing and the detailed engi- 
neering design will help demonstrate that the technology is effcctivc and 
low-risk. 

As part of advance public information and involvement opportunities for this 
amendment to the V-Tanks remedy, the INEEL's Community Relations Of- 
fice began contacting individuals and community groups by phonc, provid- 
ing technical briefings as dcsircd, and actively soliciting early feedback. This 
process is described in Section 3 of this ROD Amendment. 

Conceptual validation, treatability studies, and other tests that may be re- 
quired to verifp the effectiveness and safety of the selected remedy are part 
o f a  lengthy developmcnt and sclcction process. This begins well before a 
proposed plan is written with the feasibility study phase (in this case, the 
technology evaluation documented in the 2003 'Iechnolngy Evaluation Re- 
port), and continues after the Agencies' sign a record of decision (ROD) with 
the remedial design phase. Because of the cost and time involved in testing 
multiple potential remedial designs, which would substantially delay the start 
of the cleanup and add considerably to the overall cost, CERCLA guidance 
only requircs a ROD to prcscnt a general strategy for satisfying cleanup re- 
quirements, rather than a detailed process. Thus, while a ROD establishes the 
cleanup technology to be used and the cleanup levels to be achieved, it is 
only in the following remedial design phase that rhe Agencies determine the 
engineering design (including schedule, cost estimates, and disposal options 
for wastes generated) and verify that all remediation activities will comply 
with applicable standards in state and federal laws identified in this ROD 
Amendment. The technology selected to remediate the V-Tanks -ex situ 
chemical oxidatiodreduction with stabilization -has scen limitcd past dc- 
ployments, so additional laboratory and pilot tcsting on both surrogate and 
actual V-Tanks waste are planned during the design phase. This testing and 
the detailed engineering design will help demonstrate, before full-scale irn- 
plementation, that the technology is both effective and low-risk. 

As described in thc rcspwnsc to Twpic 7 ,  above, opportunities for additional 
information and comment about the V-Tanks remediation process are avail- 
able on an ongoing basis. The web page of the INEEL Community Relations 
Office (at Iittl?:.-~~\.\'\.\,.ii iel..ov eii~iroiiineiit ) provides information on the 
current status of cleanup projects. 03 
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37 Ttlnri, w.der the 1935 Settlement Aggree-nent, 

24 the aly;.na-emittixg mixed Icw-level wnstc &IS to be 

25 sh:pped to a repcslrory o m s i d e  Idaho. 'Il?,en. yeu've 

? 
VI 

2 8  

1 will g o  ahead and start on tke pub?ic comments. 

1 Okay. All righr. Let's yeC g;ing on that. I woulc 

3 like t c  invite anyone. I w i l l  c m e  around w l r h  ihe 

4 misrophone. I t  seems t o  be workin? somewhat. V m  

5 CLT speak ycur m:r.d. Thc igcncics aren't going to  

I Comment TI-1 (Section 13.4, Topic 12) 

Response:There are indeed additional underground tanks at TAN that 
are not addressed hy this ROD Amendment. To understand thcir han- 
dling, it is important to note the diffcrencc between the term "v-tanks," 
which identifies a kind of underground storage vessel, and the site 
name "the V-Tanks," which identifies a particular location to be reme- 
diated. The V-Tanks site addressed in this ROD Amendment received 
that designation in the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order 
(FFMCO), and was defined as containing only four v-type tanks: 
Tanks V-1, V-2, V-3, and V-9. Thcsc arc the four described in the 

[Continued on page SS) 

8 

6 respond hers. but a s  we talked absLt earlier, tncy 

7 will respond in the final XGD. 

9 k r e  coo rocdy 05 a crowd tor.ight, but w i t h  respect Comment TI-2 (Section 13.4, Topic 14) 
A couplc ground riles. 'de dor.*t seem to 

10 tc whcever has the floor. when yc'Yre comrenting, 

1: please give yniir f i l l 1  time. your addrees sc w e  can 

12 send you a copy of  that  ROD when 11's rssued. If 

Response: The Agencies agreed to remediate the four V-Tanks, the 
associated piping, and the surrounding contaminated soil as one unit 
because they are part of an interconnected waste handling system that 

lj anyone would like to w a k e  a comment. please raise (Continued on pug< 55) 

14 your hand. 

1 5  ACIDIEYCE MEYEER: I hnvc s3me comrner-cs. I 
r 

16 think the plan frils to address all the tanks that I Comment T1-3 (Section 13.6, Topic 23) 

Response: It is correct that the V-Tanks contents are classified as low- 
]eve[ waste (LLW) and that the waste contains alpha-emitting radionu- 
clides. However, it is not correct that this makes thc V-Tanks remedia- 
tion subject to the 1995 Settlement Ageement. By definition, LLW is 
wale  that does not meet the definitions for high-level waste (HLW), 
transuranic (TRU) waste, spent nuclear fuel, or by-product materials. 
The 1995 Settlement Agreement requires the removal of'all siored 
TRU waste  om Idaho (Le., waste with greater than 100 nCVg tran- 
suranic content). It does not include LLW in this requirement. See 
Topic 20 for additional information on wastc-type categories. 9 
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%!c i ; ~ 1 1 W I ~ . 3 ~ ~ c t l o p l ~ ” ~ ~ ~ ~ t  k- 

18 it’s m y  ImdPra-.xdlny t h :  Oak Ridge National 

19 Lahoratory had ar. ~n s1’u pro~]ect, a r d  t.hrir U A S  

2 0  some kind *f exp1osir;n tha: threatened workers ar.d 

21 the public. I f  thzt‘s the case. ther T t h i n k  t h d t  

2 2  t,har s l ~ , u l d  >>e addressed in your docuneiltatlon here 

23 s a  that the publii I S  awdze s>f I l w ’ . ,  l h a L  -ray be R 

2 4  p?ss:ble rlsk. li i t  i s  in fact. There may have 

\ 2 5  been sinllal- exveririices at :he INZEL with 

29 

c 1 g o t  a March 31, 2 3 0 3 .  federal cuurt n : i n g  tha: 

I 
4 

2 says. “Remove a l l  buried trjllsurjllic wasses from 

3 Ickho,”  m d  “all” neans all. 

So, I h a v e  a little Frsblcr. s t i l l  a i t h  tie 

5 Ii 6 altarnative. It woule seem the addition of the 

Comment TI-3 (continued) 

Comment T1-4 (Section 13.4, Topic 25, and Section 13.10.1, 
Topic 53) 

Response: Grouting is the process of adding appropriate stabilization 
agents such as portland cement that will chemically bind with the haz- 
ardous metals. This stabilization step reduces the leachability of these 
metals, making it harder for these contaminants to be released into the 

(Continued on Raze 56) 

6 grmting and everythin3 usuld, in fact lcad to a 

7 dilution, which then 1 3  for the p u p o a e s  of 1ar.d I I Comment Tl-5 (Section 13.4, Topic 15) 

Response: The three sites listed were identified in the 1991 FFAKO 
as potential contamination sites to be investigated within WAG 1 .  The 
analyses carried out on them were summarLed in the 1997 RVFS and 
the 1999 ROD. 

TSF-06, Area 8, is the designation for the ANF’ Cask Storage Pad. Part 
of this site is currently included within the activc Radioactive Parts 
Service and Storage Area (RPSSA) hcility, which will be evaluated 

(Conlimed on p g e  Sli) 

Comment T1-6 (Section 13.7.2, Topic 49) 

Response: The “ISV failures” referred to by the commenters resulted 
during testing of a previous version of this technology. ‘That version 
was refmed and improved based on analysis of these “failures.” The 
result of these improvements is the planar 1SV method. Planar TSV is 
the technology evaluated in the 2003 Technology Evaluation Review 
(‘I‘ER) and presented in the 2003 Proposed Plan. 

Planar 1SV systems were developed to prevent the “failures” experi- 
enced during the developmental stages of ISV. These early failures 

(Continued an page 57) 
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3 b Corn m ent T 1-6 (Continued) 

Comment T1-7 (Section 13.7.2, Topic 40) 

planning and design process, lJ.S. Geological Survey and othcr rc- 
search data were evaluated to assess Lhe safety of the proposed facility 

I Response: As part of the TNEFL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF) 1 problemtic  in s i t u  prolects  

A3 far a3 t b e  ICDF goes.  I r e a l l y  abject zo 

3 thc siting of t h t .  i t ' ?  In the E l o d  Flair. ana 

I it's zver the apuifer. 'Ihei-e h ~ s  :,pen a f a i l i l i e  l u  

5 do an environmental-inpact stateneit. N ~ w .  you c in  

6 say that where there's dlrecr removal In  renedjatlon 

7 CE3CLA pco?ect can waive the N E F 2  requiremeits, but 

a 

9 prolect  beir-g Froposet and constructed. and I think 

hare what  you've got ~ o i i q  15 an $65 rnilliox dump 

19 that that does t a l l  =,der the FEPL requrements. 
I - .  . 

11 I think that th? c r e d l b l a  slling I 
1' 

~ 13 

14 

1 5  

15 

1 7  

16 

19 

20 

? I  

22 

alrernatlves are not considered for the INEZL 

location. There's at%er s:ms which sholl-d be 

corisiderec a t  the INEEL which xould r.ot ~ o s e  a r i s k  

to  the apLiifer from the 1o:ation near t ke  I C P P .  

You've gct chs ICDF - -  sorry about a l l  these 

acror.yms - -  being b u i l t  on or  cver or near tha 

fol-Irsr Ull >:led pPtc - i i l aL  ,Gn ronds. 

I th:r,k there's s ~ i i i e  r - a l  p:;tent:al hazards 

t h r e  w i t h  respect to the aquifer "nere'a plenty 

0 1  geologizal InfcrmatLw, that :r.r?lcates ttx: ysur 

max:mum potential flood in rha t  area would p r e t t y  

outside the 100-year flood plain. In addition, the ICDF will be sur- 
rounded by an engineered berm 15 ft higher than the predicted 100- 
year flood plain. The ICDF's compliance with key federal and state 

Comment TI-8 (Section 13.6, Topic 26) 

Response: The Agencies disagree. Under DOE'S CERCLAiNEPA 
Policy, DOE relies on thc CERCLA process for the review of actions 
to be taken under CERCLA; that is, no separate NEPA document or 
NEPA process is ordinarily required. NEPA values were addressed, to 
the extent practicable, in the Operable Unit (OU) 3-13 Remedial Inves- 

(Conlinued on puge SS) 

Comment T1-9 (Section 13.1, Topic 2) 

Response: The ICDF was authorized under the comprehensive reme- 
diation of WAG 3 (the Idaho Nuclear Tcchnology and Engineering 
Center (KTEC]). Althou$ the ICDF is located at TNTEC, it was de- 
signed tu be the repository for waste generated from CERC1,A actions 
across the INEEL. The ICDF was designed to accommodate the waste 

23 well cover half of tte ~ C P ? .  

2 4  I dcn't thirk t:%: tqetier these t w o  

25 praiects are, yo11 k m w ,  adaqrialeiy address2r.g th;se 

types and volumes expected to be generated under CERCLA cleanup 

(Continued on page 59) 
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(Cunlinuedfiom pugs 51) 

Response to Comment TI-1 (continued): 
2003 Proposed Plan and this ROD Amendment. The amended remedy for the 
V-Tanks site properly addresses only the four tanks contained in this site, as 
established by the FFAKO. 

Besides the four v-type tanks in the V-Tanks site, two other v-type tanks that 
wcre in use at TAN require remcdiation. These arc Tanks V-13 and V-14, 
which were designated in the FFNCO as TSF-26 and are also referred to as 
the PM-2A tanks. The PM-2.A tanks are currently being cleaned up under the 
remedy selected in the 1994 ROD (see Section 7 of that ROD). Since the 
remedy for the PM-2A tanks is unchanged from the 1999 ROD, it was not 
addressed in the 2003 Proposed Plan. 

Other v-type tanks (e.g., Tank V-4) were located in TAN Building616. The 
building and its contents, including these other v-type tanks, arc. being, or 
have already been, removed under the INEEL’S Deactivation, Decommis- 
sioning, and Dismantlement (D&D&D) Program. ’l’hose components of 
Building 616 that managed hazardous waste as defined under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) are also being addressed under a 
RCRA closure plan. (Topic I3 provides more information on the closure 
plan). 9 

(Cunlinued from puge 51) 
Response to Comment T1-2 (continued): 
contains a sin& consistcnt wastc stream. At this timc, sampling has shown 
no additional, adjacent, related past releases. As stated in the 1999 Record of 
Decision (ROD), the possibility exists that contaminated environmental me- 
dia not identified by the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order 
(FFA/CO) or in the 1999 ROD will be discovered in the hture as a result of 
routine operations, maintenance activities, or dismantlement, decornmission- 
ing, and decontamination (D&D&D) activities at TAN. Newly discovered 
sitcs will be addrcssed using the process for new site inclusion as defined in 
the FFAlCO and refined in the 1999 ROD and will be assessed and remedi- 
ated under CERC1,A pursuant to the process agreed upon by the Agencies at 
the time of the new site identification. Where appropriate, the remedial ac- 
tion objectives (RAOs) and final remediation goals (FRGs) identified in the 
1999 ROD and this ROD Amendment will be used to complete any neces- 
sary cleanup. *:* 
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(Conhnuedfrom page 52) 
Response to Comment T1-4 (continued): 
environment. This reduction in leachabilit). is required to meet both RCRA 

~ LDRs and the WAC for any disposal facility. The U.S. Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the inherent dilution that takes place 
during stabilization treatment processes. This dilution is considered accept- 
able when there is a significant reduction in leachability of hazardous con- 
taminants and when appropriatc volumes of stabilization materials are used. 
The selected remedy wilt deploy a stabilization process that meets those 
goals. 

~ The Agencies recognize that when hazardous metals are stabilized, there is 
' not only a dilution of the hazardous metals as discussed above in Topic 24 
but alsu a dilution of the other constituents, including the radioactive con- 
taminants. The Agencies concur that this inherent dilution is acccptablc when 
this dilution occurs as a result of treatment necessary to meet either Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) [and disposal restrictions (LDKs) or 
disposal facility waste acceptance criteria (WAC). 

Grouting is an integral part of the stabilization stcp in thc waste treatment. 
Any dilution of constituent concentrations as a result of this occurs as a part 
of a necessary step in treatment, not solely for the purpose of land disposal. 
(Also see response to Topic 26 for more details on this issue.) 9 

(Coririnuedfrorn puge 52) 
Response to Comment TI-5 (continued): 
during future disrnantlcmcnt, decommissioning, and decontamination 
(D&D&D) activities at TAN. Sampling during the risk assessment indicatcd 
that the soil contamination at this site is below the levels at which remedia- 
tion is required. More information on this site is available in the Administra- 
tive Record for Waste Area Group (WAG) L in the 1997 Remedial Investiga- 
tion and Feasibility Study (RL'FS) and the 1999 ROD. (More information 
about the Administrative Record is prcscntcd in Section 1 of this document. 
Section 2.5 ofthis documcnt lists key documents used to prepare this ROD 
Amendment.) 

TSF-06, Area 10, is the designation for the HTRE Reactor Vessel Burial 
Site. This potential release sitc was cvaluatcd as part of the WAG 1 compre- 
hcnsive RVFS and, as documented in the 1999 ROD, it was determined to be 
a No Action site. The irradiated empty reactor vessel is contained in a metal 
storage tank and i s  believed to be more than 10 keel bclow pound surface. 
No pathway to human or ecological receptors exists; thus, no cleanup is re- 
quired. However, based on the cornenter's questions about this site, a re- 
view was conducted of the relevant documentation. It was determined that 
although no pathway exists, potential residual contamination precludes unre- 
stricted land use. Thus, the site should be protected with institutional con- 
trols. The WAG 1 Institutional Control Plan (INEEL 2000b) will be modi- 
tied to include appropriate instihitional controls for this site. Detailed lan- 
guage has been added in Section 11.3 of this ROD Amendment directing this 
change to the 1999 ROD. The Agencies appreciate the dedication ofthe 
coininenter in bringing this oversight to their attenlion. Tfie Agencies are 
pleased that this matter confirms the effectiveness of the design of the CER- 
CLA public involvement process. 

The TAN Pool (w-hich is part ofthe TAN-607 Hol Shop) is currently being 
emptied under a deactivation process but remains within an active facility. 
Potential threats to human health and the environment from this site will be 
addressed during the facility D&D&D. More infonilation on this site is avail- 
able in thc Adrninistrativc Record for WAG 1. As part of an active facility, 
the TAN Pool is not being addressed under WAG 1 CERCLA actions. 6 
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(Continutdfrom page S2) 
Response to Comment TI-6 (continued): 
were not true explosions, but rather rapid releases of air and steam bubbles 
through the ISV melt. As the air and steam bubbles moved through the ISV 
melt, to ground surface, they caused the “air-lifting” of the molten glass 
product within the ISV melt to lift above the subsidence crater and flow 
across ground level. 

Details about the ORNL Melt Expulsion are documented in a 1996 report.’ 
This event was only a glass flow, not an expulsion into the air (as it has com- 
monly been misidentified by some members of thc public). Movement of 
steam and air bubbles through the mclt did resiilt in some splatter into the air 
as the bubbles broke - on the order of a few pounds o f  glass fragments. The 
radioactive material was not released into the air, but was contained within 
the matrix of the glass. The expelled glass kagments containing the radioac- 
tivity were easily collected and sent for appropriate disposal. 

Subsequenl analysis of the ambient air collected by the ORNL project’s three 
air samplers did not reveal any airborne contamination resulting fiom the 
melt expulsion. There was no risk to human health or the environment, cer- 
tainly not the “extreme r i s k  suggested in the comment. The reasons for the 
ORNL melt expulsion are detaifed in a formal DOE report.‘ 

Other melt expulsions that the commenters refer to arc as follows: 

a. A private, full-scale tcst, conducted by Geosafe in support of their 
eventual ISV processing of 55-gal drums of moist soil contaminated 
with up to 1.4 wt% PCRs, at the GE Spokane site. In this tcst: wct 
soils in the sealed drums that wcre being processed caused a sudden 
release oi‘pressurized steam into the melt, that resulted in an “air 
lifting” and melt splattering similar to what happened at ORNL. The 
melt expulsion was exacerbated, however, by the [act Geusafe was 
using a fabric hood containing a flammable sealant. Contact with 
the molten glass splatter caused the sealant to ignite, and burned up 
the hood as well as adjacent combustible equipment and materials 
(such as the electrical cablc insulation). Details of this incident are 
reported in Geosafe’s 1994 test report.3 

Response to Comment T I 4  (continued): 

b. A pilot-scale test, conducted by Pacific Northwest Laboratory at the 
INEEL on simulated waste in 1989. During this demonstration tcst, 
sealed 5-gal containers containing canola oil placed within the melt 
location resulted in numerous pressure build-ups and releases of 
vapors through the pilot-scale ISV melt that also caused molten 
glass splatter sufficient to ignite the fabric hood material. Details of 
this cxpulsion are recorded in Callow et a1.4 

A summary of ISV melt expulsions to date was prepared by K. K. Farns- 
worth as part of the Operable Unit 7-13/14 In Sifu Vilr$cuiion Treaiubili~y 
Ytudy Work 

Based on the lessons learned from the initial demonstrations of ISV technol- 
agy, planar ISV was developed and successfully tested in 1998. Planar ISV 
precludes the types of failures mentioned above by melting the waste mate- 
rial fiom the sides in rather than the top down. This modification to the proc- 
JSS prevents the buildup of a layer of untreated waste trapped beneath a layer 
3f molten glass. Safe operation of the planar ISV process on subsurface tanks 
Zontaining substantial quantities of vaporizable material, was demonstrated 
u part of a simulated treatability study performed in support of the 1998 V- 
Tanks Proposed Plan and 1999 ROD. The results ofthis treatability study 
indicated that planar-1SV could safely process subsurface tanks containing 
substantial quantities of vaporizable material without the potential for sub- 
surface pressure build-up or melt expulsion. The results of this successful 
Teatability study are availablc in the Administrative Record. The Agencies 
iavc rcviewed this information and consider planar ISV a viable and safe 
lption for remediation of  the V-Tanks. 

The Agencies believe that an adequate review has been made of the informa- 
-ion on the failures associated with the early stages of the development of 
[SV. The early failures mentioned by the commenters are no longer consid- 
:red relevant or representative of the current state of dcvclopmcnt of planar 
ISV technology and would not aid thc Agencies in the selection of a pre- 
Prred treatment alternative. The Agencies selected planar ISV as a technol- 
)gy alternative for the V-Tanks in the ‘I’EK because the test data indicate that 
danar ISV is no longer subject to the failures experienced during the early 

(Continued on page SSj 
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(Conlinurdj ani page 57) 
Response to Comment T1-6 (continued): 
development of ISV. This same issue was addresscd in the Responsiveness 
Summary section of the 1999 Record of Decision (see pagcs 3-24 through 
3-26), 

Notes: 

1. 

2 .  

3 .  

4. 

5. 

Spalding, B.P., July, 1996. Technical Evaluation Summary of the In Situ 
Vitrification Melt Expulsion at the Oak Ridge National Labordory (in 
April 21, 1996, ORNL/ER-377, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak 
Ridge, Tennessee. 

DOE, 1996. In Situ Vitrification Workshop, October 15-17, 1996, Oak 
Ridge, Tennessee. 

Geosafe, 1994. Investigution into the Causes and Application o f fhe  Melt 
Displacemen! Event During Geosufe Operulionul Acceptance Test #2 
(OAT-21, GSC-2301, Geosafe Corporation, Richland, Washington. 

Callow, R. A,, L.E. Thompson, J.R. Weidner, C.A. Loehr, B.P. McGrail, 
and S.O. Bates. August, 1991. In Sdu Ki‘ilrification Application to Buried 
Waste: Final Report of Intermediate Field Tests at Idaho Xational Engi- 
neering Laboralory, EGG-WTD-9807, EG&C, Inc., Idaho National 
Engineering Laboratory, Idaho Falls, ID. 

Famsworth, R.K., et al. January, 1999. DOE/ID-10667, Rev. I ,  Idaho 
National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory, Idaho Falls, ID. 
“Appendix E: A Preliminary Assessment of Concerns Over Melt Expul- 
sion Potential During ISV Processing.” 9 

(Conhued from page 53) 
Response to Comment T1-7 (continued): 
disposal facility design laws includes a cap compliant with the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), monitoring, and an engineered 
multiple liner system that includes a leachate collection and removal system, 
and a leak detection and removal system to inhibit fluid movement below the 
complex liner systcm. The landfill will meet additional standards for protec- 
tiveness with maintenance, monitoring, and post-closure activities that will 
verify protection of human health and the environment. More information 
about the ICDF is available on-line at http:.. w i \ w . i n ~ ! ~ r o ~ . ~ ? ~ i b ~ i c d o c u i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~  
pJf:..carIaOl-j067 1 -0.l.Dilt: 0 

Kontrnuedfrom page 53) 
Response to Comment T1-S (continued): 
tigation and Feasibility Study (RL’FS) and Record of Decision (ROD), with 
the associated CERCLA public involvement process. The OU 3-13 ROD, 
mThich was signed in 1999, selected remedies for Waste Area Group (WAG) 
3 sites, including the crcation of the TCDF complex. The ICDF was not per- 
mitted under RCRA because, under Section 121(e) of CERCLA, it is ex- 
empted from pcrmitting requirements a5 long as the applicable substantive 
requirements of RCRA are met. ‘Ihe ICDF is designed to meet the substan- 
tive requirements for a RCRA hazardous wastc landfill. 43 
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(ContinuedfTom p g e  53) 
Response to Comment ’11-9 (continued): 
activities at the INEEL, including CERCLA wastc gcncrated from Opera- 
tional Unit (OU) 17 10. The waste fi-om the V-Tanks that is disposed of at 
the ICDF will comply with the ICDF waste acceptance criteria (WAC). The 
ICDF waste acceptance criteria are, in turn, based on a thorough perfiormance 
assessment, which evaluated the potential h r  impacts to the environment 
( e g ,  the aquifer) assuming the entire ICDF were filled with CERCLA waste 
and then designed the ICDF facility and WAC to prevent such iiiipacts fiom 
occurring. As long as each wastc stream disposed of at the ICDF meets these 
critcria, which the V-Tanks waste will, the ICDF will remain protective of 
human health and the environment. 

Although each cleanup activity is carried out separately, project managers 
coordinate technical knowlcdgc and lessons learned fiom previous cleanup 
actions at thc INEEL and elsewhere. All CERCLA cleanup activities at the 
INEEL are integrated under a structure established by the 199 1 Federal Fa- 
cility Agreement and Consent Order (FFMCO). The FFAKO placed the 
LNEEL facilities into 10 W a S k  area groups (WAGS). WAG 1 is Test Area 
North (TAN). 

Response to Comment T1-9 (continued): 
Each WAG is further broken down into operable units (OUs) for more effi- 
cient management. Each OU takes ia a gruup of sites with similar contamina- 
tion problems. Most OU numbers identify site investigations or early actions. 
The FFAKO established 10 OUs within TAN. The V-’lanks cleanup is part 
of OU 1-10, the comprehensive reniediation for WAG 1, which assessed the 
results of preceding site investigations, carried out investigations of sites not 
previously evaluated, and determined the overall risk posed by this WAG. 

Similarly, the comprehensive investigations of WAGS 2 through 9 each ex- 
amined the cumulative risk for that WAG. Under WAG 10, these documents 
and the results of analysis of areas between the INEEL facilities are compre- 
hensively assessed to provide a picture of INEEL-wide risk. 

In May 2002, the Agencies formalized an agreement to pursue an accelerated 
cleanup plan at the INEEL that will furlher improve the INEEL’s cleanup 
approach, both for better risk reduction and for more efficient and timely 
cleanup. 0 
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