PART Ill - RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
13. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Comments and questions received during the public comment period are summarized in the
first section of this responsiveness summary. The comments were grouped according to the topics they
focused on, and were then summarized into succinct statements in order to capture the significant issue
discussed, or information requested. The purpose is to provide the following, as required by U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidelines for responsiveness summaries, as documented in
Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection
Decision Documents (EPA 1999b [EPA 540-R-98-031, OSWER Directive 9200.1-23P)):

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

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

The responsiveness summary also indicates how the public’s comments were integrated into the
decision process and puts the Agencies’ response to comments “on record.”

The following responsiveness summary provides the community and Agency decision makers with
a synopsis of community preferences and concerns, and Agency responses. Although the 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 the end of each summarized topic statement identify
the original comment or comments. The complete original comments can be referred to in Appendix A
for the discussions or questions from which the summaries of significant concerns were condensed.

All comments that were received are presented in Appendix A, either as scanned written
submissions or as transcripts of the formal comments made at each public meeting. Each document is
annotated to indicate the comments used to prepare the Responsiveness Summary. The documents are
numbered separately in two series: comments in response to the Proposed Plan (W1 through W6) and
comments transcribed during the formal comment session of the public meeting (T1). Indexes at the
beginning of Appendix A list the comments by commenter, by response number, and by topic.

The responsiveness summary begins with questions and comments on the community relations
process for the remediation of the V-Tanks (see Section 3 [Part II of this document] 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 the remedial actions proposed under this Record of Decision (ROD) Amendment and
Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD). In 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 IT) summarizes how the community’s issues and concerns were incorporated
into the evaluation of alternatives for the V-Tanks, while Section 11.3 (Part II) summarizes how the
community’s comments resulted in a significant change to the institutional controls for the HTRE Reactor
Vessel Burial Site. Section 12, References, includes the documents referenced in 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 commenting 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. [W2-5]

Response: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), and the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) are jointly responsible for
cleanup actions at the INEEL. The Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (FFA/CO)
designated the State and the EPA (the “support agencies™) as partners to and regulators of DOE
(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 confer
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 proposed 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 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 INEEL 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

INEEL 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, ID 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

Idaho Falls, TD 83415-3911

Phone; (208) 526-4392
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In addition to mailings and public meetings, the INEEL 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/getinvolved/. The INEEL Community Relations Plan (available 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 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 ultimate goal of protecting human health and the environment 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
ARARSs) 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) | 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 remediation and to inform the Agencies 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 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA),
will help build trust in the INEEL’s path forward to cleanup completion.

Topic: To what extent does the INEEL 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)? [T1-9]

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 the repository for waste generated from CERCLA actions across the INEEL.
The ICDF 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 the ICDF will comply
with the ICDF waste acceptance criteria (WAC). The ICDF waste acceptance criteria are, in turn,
based on a thorough performance assessment, which evaluated the potential for impacts to the
environment (¢.g., the aquifer) assuming the entire ICDF were filled with CERCLA waste and then
designed the ICDF facility and WAC to prevent such impacts from 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 (FFA/CQO). The FFA/CO 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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nvestigations or early actions. The FFA/CO established 10 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, the comprehensive investigations of WAGs 2 through 9 each examined the cumulative
risk for that WAG. Under WAG 10, these documents and the results of analysis of arcas 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 cleanup plan at the
INEEL that will further improve the INEEL’s cleanup approach, both for better risk reduction and
for more efficient and timely cleanup.

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
(1CDF). How can the Proposed Plan claim that this strategy offers long-term effectiveness for
protection of human health and the environment? [W4-8]

Response: At the V-Tanks location, the selected remedy does satisfy the CERCLA criterion of
long-term effectiveness and permanence because 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/reduction will
destroy the volatile and semivolatile compounds in the tank contents, eliminating them 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 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 CERCLA’s overall goal of
long-term 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 Decision (ROD). The ICDF is also designed to meet the
substantive requirements of DOE Orders governing radioactive waste disposal. Regardless of
whether the immobilized waste residuals are disposed of at the ICDF or sent to a facility off the
INEEL, the material will meet waste acceptance criteria (WAC) designed to ensure protection of
human health and the environment. An alternative that includes disposal off the INEEL would not
be more protective than one that uses disposal at the ICDF with regard to the risk factors that
would have to be considered if the 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 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. The Hall
Amendment of the National Defense Authorization Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-160) requires
concurrence from EPA on the lease of any National Priorities List sites during the period of DOE
control and CERCLA (42 USC 9620 Section 120[h]) requires that the state be notified of a lease
involving contamination. When DOE no longer manages INEEL 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.

Topic: The proposed plan states on page 6 that the 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 INEEL to nuclear research and development, including commercial nuclear power
stations at the INEEL. Why has this mission change not been factored into the V-Tanks contents
proposed plan? [W4-11]

Response: The announced mission change does not alter or detract from CERCLA cleanup
activities now in progress at the INEEL and is, in that sense, an unrelated matter. The INEEL’s
current mission is available on the Internet (at http://www.inel. gov/about/mission-vision.shtml).
Further information on the INEEL mission change also can be found on the Internet (at
http://www.inel. gov/elizabeth sellers message.pdf). It is not 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 the V-Tanks or other sites scheduled for
remediation. In fact, under the 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 not changing its commitment to clean up all inactive waste sites at the INEEL that
pose arisk 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 future residents. The program also includes a review process that reevaluates the
effectiveness of remedial actions at least once every five years where residual contamination
remains at levels 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 effectiveness of cleanup levels achieved by the V-Tanks remedy, should some
contaminants remain in place.

Topic: There has been no environmental impact statement addressing the INEEL’s mission change
to future nuclear industrial activities, even though substantial federal resources are already being
committed to this new mission. [W4-12, W2-23]

Response: Development of new missions at the INEEL is a separate issue from the remediation of
contamination resulting from 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 INEEL. 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 future industrial missions at

TAN or the 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

Topic: The commenter appreciates being on the mailing list to continue being updated on the
progress of the INEEL’s cleanup activities. [W5-1]
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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 INEEL Community
Relations office can be contacted by telephone toll-free at 1-800-708-2680, or by mail 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 campjl@inel.gov or by
telephone at (208) 526-3183.

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. [W6-6]

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 INEEL Community Relations Office
(at http://www.inel.gov/environment/) 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 ARARs.
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 beginning 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 known to be able to address comparable waste, and to
provide the information necessary 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 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 oxidation/reduction 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.

Topic: The public must be kept informed and involved in the determination of what waste is
accepted at the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF), particularly when there is substantial
public concern over what contaminants will be accepted, and how they will be treated and
packaged for disposal. This responsibility is spelled out in the National Environmental Protection
Act (NEPA), which requires environmental impact statements and public hearings. [W2-23]

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 of the ICDF complex. The 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 ICDF 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 potential use of the ICDF for the disposal of the V-Tanks
waste, debris, and contaminated soils.

For more information about the ICDF, contact Joseph Campbell, the INEEL Community Relations
representative for the ICDF, at 208-526-3183 or at campjl@inel.gov. For general information, call
1-800-708-2680, or send mail to P.O. Box 1625, Idaho Falls, 1D 83415-3940.

14.3 Content and Organization of the Proposed Plan

Topic: Several commenters 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, W6-7]

Response: The Agencies appreciate all suggestions from the public on the types of information and
format that help 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
participation in the decision-making process. Proposed plan language and organization are
continuously evaluated and improved in response to public feedback, such as this.

Topic: Given that the waste characterization data is incomplete, that the use of the INEEL
CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF) violates transuranic (TRU) waste acceptance criteria, and that
other applicable and relevant or appropriate requirements (ARARs) have not been addressed, the
commenting group recommends that the Agencies develop a new, more complete proposed plan
for cleanup of the V-Tanks before proceeding with the action. [W2-9]

Response: The Agencies believe that the waste characterization data for the V-Tanks have been

fully 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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12.

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
http://www inel. gov/publicdocuments/ or at the Information Repositories listed in Section 1 of this
ROD Amendment.

The 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 the 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 from the 2003 Proposed Plan and previous
documents, would not have significantly affected the technology evaluation and 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. The concentration of the transuranics in the tanks is currently

4.27 nCi/g and will be reduced even further 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 ARARSs that will be met by this cleanup.

14.4 Operable Unit 1-10 Remediation Planning and Costs

Topic: A commenting group asks for confirmation that the proposed amended remedy will cleanup
both the V-Tanks contents and the surrounding contaminated soil. [W2-2]

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 the remedy for the surrounding
contaminated soil has not changed in any substantive way from the 1999 ROD, the details of how
remediation of the surrounding soil will be carried out have been clarified (see Section 11.2). 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 environment from both the V-Tanks contents and
the surrounding contaminated soil.

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-13 and V-14? [W2-3, W2-14, TI-1]

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. The V-Tanks site addressed in
this ROD Amendment received that designation in the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent
Order (FFA/CQ), 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 FFA/CO.
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13.

14.

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 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 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 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, below, provides more information on the closure plan).

Topic: The commenter 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, 1s incomplete. [W4-4]

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 616 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 the 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.

Topic: Several commenters 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. [T1-2, W2-4]

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 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 contaminated environmental media not identified by the Federal Facility
Agreement and Consent Order (FFA/CO) or in the 1999 ROD will be discovered in the future as a
result of routine operations, maintenance activities, or dismantlement, decommissioning, and
decontamination (D&D&D) activities at TAN. Newly discovered sites will be addressed using the
process for new site inclusion as defined in the FFA/CO and refined 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 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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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. The sites in question are the ANP Cask Storage Pad, the Area 10 HTRE Reactor
Vessel Burial Site, and the TAN pool. [W2-17, T1-5]

Response: The 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 RI/FS and the 1999 ROD.

TSF-06, Area 8, is the designation for the ANP Cask Storage Pad. Part of this site 1s currently
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 the risk assessment indicated that the soil contamination 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) and the 1999 ROD. (More information about the Administrative
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 Reactor Vessel Burial Site. This potential release
site was evaluated as part of the WAG 1 comprehensive RI/FS 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 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 determined that although no pathway exists, potential residual contamination precludes
unrestricted land use. Thus, the site should be protected with institutional controls. The WAG 1
Institutional Control Plan (INEEL 2000b) will be modified to include appropriate institutional
controls for this site. Detailed language has been added in Section 11.3 of this ROD Amendment
directing this change to the 1999 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 the design of the 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
environment from this site will be addressed during the facility D&D&D. More information on 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.

Topic: Cost is an important factor. In 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. [W1-2]

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 the differences
resulted in the cost criterion having a relatively minor impact in the overall evaluation of
alternatives.

The cost estimates used to evaluate and present alternatives in a proposed plan are based on the

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 the selected remedy. Because

14-9



18.

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% of the 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

Topic: Data on the contaminant characterization has changed substantially across the relevant
documents resulting in what one commenting group notes as major discrepancies. [W2-1]

Response: Some of the discrepancies noted by the commenting group stem from a data labeling
error in a 1996 INEEL report, which was corrected in the 1997 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (RI/FS). 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, chromium, and lead
have inappropriate unit labels. These values appear to have been taken from the Work Plan for
Waste Area Group 1, Operable Unit 1-10, Comprehensive Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (S. M. Lewis, et al., 1996 [DOE-ID/10527]), which mistakenly labeled the Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) values for those metals as mg/kg instead of pg/L. This
error by the INEEL makes the reported values appear 1,000 times higher than they actually were.
The 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.

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 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 the 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 the 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 of the remediation process. 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 from the 2003 Proposed Plan and previous documents, would
not have significantly affected the technology evaluation and do not affect the remedy selected in
this ROD Amendment.

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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20.

“decay,” which is being relied upon as part of the remedy. Is “decay” offered as the reason for the
change in contaminant concentration numbers? [W2-10]

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

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,
the contaminant concentrations are listed in mg/kg (milligrams per kilogram) or nCi/g (nanocuries
per gram), but not in maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), which is what the regulations use. The
commenting group urges that MCLs should be presented side-by-side with the INEEL’s
contaminant sampling results in all public documents to allow the 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, W2-16]

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 the governing regulation
(e.g., radionuclides are measured 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 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 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 the Proposed Plan. They are presented in the supporting documents, which are
available in the 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 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.

Topic: Why are the transuranics in the 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 from Idaho as required by the 1995 Settlement Agreement.
[W2-13, W4-9]

Response: INEEL 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 semivolatile organic
contaminants [SVOCs]) and low-level radioactive waste. There are transuranic elements in the
V-Tanks, but not TRU waste.

Transuranic elements are a group of radioactive chemical elements “beyond uranium™ in the
perioadic table, having atomic numbers greater than 92 (such as plutonium, atomic number 94).
Transuranic waste 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 the 1995 Settlement Agreement). Although low concentrations of several
transuranic elements are present 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 INEEL 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 nCi/g TRU waste designation.

Topic: The commenter does not believe land disposal of transuranic (TRU) waste is approved,
given that the concentration of transuranics is at a high level of 26.4 nCi/g within the V-Tanks
system. [W4-5]

Response: The commenter 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 the 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 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 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 the concentrations of specific hazardous 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 nCi/g is well below the INEEL CERCLA Disposal
Facility’s (ICDF’s) waste acceptance criterion (WAC) of 10 nCi/g. Furthermore; the estimated
transuranic concentration of the treated waste to be disposed of at ICDF is 2 nCi/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, the INEEL’s proposed plans have included the “lowest” and
“highest” readings in response to public comments. Some commenters said they would be better
able to assess whether the expense of remediation 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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23.

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 assessments require 95% upper confidence limit (ucl) 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
concentrations along with maximum and minimum values. Compliance with disposal facility WAC
is usually based on 90% ucl on total concentrations. It 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 in the documents in the Administrative Record.

14.6 Remedial Action Objectives and Compliance with ARARs

Topic: Environmental regulations and laws prohibit disposal of the V-Tanks contaminants on the
INEEL. [W2-6, W2-§]

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 ARARs.
After this ROD Amendment is signed, the selected treatment technologies will move from
conceptual design into full 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.

Topic: Commenters 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 commenters conclude that the V-Tanks contents must be shipped out
of Idaho. In addition, it is noted that a March 31, 2003, federal court ruling requires the Department
of Energy (DOE) to “remove all buried transuranic waste from Idaho,” which commenters interpret
as including the V-Tanks contents. [W2-7, W2-13, W4-9, T1-3]

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
fuel, or by-product materials. The 1995 Settlement Agreement requires the removal of all stored
TRU waste from Idaho (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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25.

26.

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). [W2-12]

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 alternatives developed for the V-Tanks contents were designed for treatment of the
contaminants; no alternatives were considered that would not result in 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. Environmental Protection
Agency’s (EPA’s) RCRA program (as documented in the June 1, 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 in the V-Tanks contents is well below the ICDF’s waste acceptance criterion of

10 nCi/g, even prior to treatment.

Topic: Under the preferred alternative, adding grout leads to dilution for the purposes of land
disposal, which does not seem legal. “Dilution is not the solution,” a commenting group notes.
[W2-24, T1-4]

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
environment. This reduction in 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 when there is a significant reduction in leachability of hazardous contaminants 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 concur that this inherent dilution is
acceptable when 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).

Topic: The commenter 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 component of this action. In
addition, the proposed disposal facility, the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF), 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, T1-8]
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28.

29.

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, in the Operable Unit (OU) 3-13 Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
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.

Topic: Is it legal to dispose of radioactive waste on flood plains, under U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) restrictions, such as 10 CFR 61.507 [W2-22]

Response: NRC regulations prohibit the disposal of radioactive waste in 100-year flood plains.
Although these NRC regulations are not applicable to the ICDF, the ICDF complies with this
requirement. The INEEL 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 confirm the safety of the
proposed facility relative to potential flooding.

Topic: For disposal, shouldn’t waste acceptance criteria (WAC) maximum contaminant
concentration levels be determined from waste sampling prior to mixture with any stabilizing
materials? [W2-24]

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

Topic: The commenter 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). [W4-1]

Response: This CERCLA action fully 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 control
of the operation. Several other alternatives would add grout as the last step in 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, Federal Register 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 constituent concentrations 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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31.

32.

Topic: The commenter feels that because Tank V-9 has such high concentrations of transuranics
and other contaminants, it should be dealt with separately, especially because of its mixed waste
classification under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). [W4-2]

Response: The four V-Tanks form a complete system. It is the system that is being remediated.
Thus, it is the concentration of the contaminants 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 acceptance criteria (WAC). This
strategy produces a single homogenous waste stream that will allow the optimization of the
treatment process; this should reduce any potential difficulties that might arise in treating this
complex 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 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.

Topic: The commenter does not believe the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF) waste
acceptance criteria (WAC) allow for disposal of transuranics which reach a concentration high of
26.4 nCi/g. [W4-5]

Response: 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 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.

Topic: The commenter believes that the proposal for disposal at the INEEL CERCLA Disposal
Facility (ICDF) of V-Tank wastes that include transuranics requires notice in the I'ederal Register,
under 10 CFR 1022 et seq. The commenter refers also to the applicability of 10 CFR 1022.2(a),
1022.3(3), and 1022.4(q). [W4-7]

Response: 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 remedial action.

Topic: An environmental impact statement (EIS) is required before transuranic wastes can be
stored at the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF), given the likelihood that they will
eventually contaminate the aquiter. [W4-9]

Response: 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 values. Under DOE’s policy on application of NEPA to CERCLA
cleanup actions (July 11, 2002), 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, because DOE addresses NEPA values, to the extent practicable, in the Operable Unit
(OU) 3-13 RI/FS and ROD, along with the associated CERCLA public involvement process.
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35.

14.7.1

36.

In accordance with the waste acceptance criteria (WAC) for the ICDF, 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.

The ICDF’s design incorporates a complex liner system beneath the 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.

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). The

U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is required, to the extent possible, to accommodate the
requirements of Executive Orders 11988 and 11990 through applicable DOE NEPA procedures, as
under 10 CFR 1022.2(2)(b). An environmental impact assessment should have been performed for
the ICDF even to be constructed. [W4-10]

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

Topic: An environmental impact statement (EIS) is also required because of the INEEL’s mission
change to new nuclear activities. [W4-12]

Response: The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) does 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 resulted in contamination, and is unrelated to any NEPA requirements that may arise
from the INEEL’s mission change.

14.7 Development, Implementation, and Evaluation of Alternatives

Development of Alternatives

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, the proposed plan should have made this more clear to
the public. The commenter finds this an inadequate justification for dilution. In particular, dilution
through grouting is of concern for the preferred alternative. [W4-6]

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. 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 and/or reduction of mobility,
does incidentally dilute the constituent concentrations, but this is in no way the justification.
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Topic: How can the disposal of V-Tanks waste at the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF)
be an effective long-term solution if the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) ends institutional
control of the INEEL in 100 years? [W2-21]

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, future 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 threat 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.

39.

Topic: When the liquids and sludge in the V-Tanks are combined for remediation, their
concentration of transuranics 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 commenter
believes that the transuranics in the V-Tanks must be removed from ldaho under the 1995
Settlement Agreement. [W2-13]

Response: The V-Tanks contents do not meet the definition of TRU waste (>>100 nCi/g; see
response to Topic 20, above). The response to Topic 21, above, explains in more detail how the
concentrations are measured. The highest concentration of contaminants 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 the V-Tanks is
below 10 nCi/g before treatment. After 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 the 1995 Settlement Agreement applies to
TRU waste and the V-Tanks contents are not TRU waste (even though they contain transuranic
elements), the V-Tanks waste is not required to be removed from Idaho.

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 ICDF of the contaminants in the V-Tanks. Rather, these must go to a geologic
repository off the INEEL. Will the ICDF accept waste from any INEEL cleanup activity, or will
some types of waste, or waste from some Operable Units, be refused? [W2-15]

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 ICDF WAC were developed
to limit the concentration and quantity of contaminants to levels that would be protective of human
health and the environment, including the aquifer. Concentrations and quantities in excess of these
levels are not accepted for disposal. Although NRC regulations do not apply to the ICDF, the
contents of the V-Tanks would be acceptable for disposal under those regulations.

Only INEEL 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 only non-CERCLA wastes and non-INEEL wastes but also waste with transuranic
constituents greater than 10 nCi/g, liquid waste, explosives and reactives, spent nuclear fuel, and
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40.

41.

42,

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 INEEL CERCLA waste that fails to meet the ICDF WAC will be
refused for disposal at the ICDF.

Topic: Commenters continue to be concerned about the long-term safety of the INEEL CERCLA
Digposal Facility (ICDF) relative to the aquifer. In particular, one commenter asks whether the
ICDF’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 reasons but because the aquifer is immensely important to Idaho’s
agricultural economy. [W2-19, T1-7]

Response: As part of the ICDF 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 100-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 inhibit fluid movement below the complex liner system. The
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/publicdocuments/pdfs/cercla01-50671-04 pdf.

Topic: The commenter feels that the contents of Tank V-9 should not be disposed of in the INEEL
CERCLA Disposal Facility, which is over the Snake River Plain Aquifer, because its high
concentration of transuranics will enter the aquifer and the Snake River. [W4-3]

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 function as a sludge removal unit prior to storage of the waste in the other tanks. The
waste in the 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 from 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.

Topic: An environmental impact statement (EIS) 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 the 1995 Settlement Agreement, which requires removal of all transuranics from the INEEL.,
[W4-9]
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Response: An EIS is not required for V-Tanks waste to be disposed of at the ICDF, 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, and able to be carried out safely. [W1-1]

Response: Under the CERCLA evaluation process, an alternative must fully satisfy the criterion of
providing overall protection of human health and the environment in order to be selected. All of the
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 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 criterion. In addition, the preferred alternative had the highest
combined ranking of all the 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 high as claimed in the 2003 Proposed Plan. The long-term
protection of health and the environment is not achieved because the transuranics are not being

removed from the INEEL. [W4-8§]

Response: The CERCLA criteria for “Overall Protectiveness™ and for “Long-Term Effectiveness™
require the removal of V-Tanks waste from 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 potential downward migration of waste and exposure via
surface pathways to current and future workers, future residents, and the environment. Institutional
controls at the ICDF will be in place for a minimum of 100 years to continue its protectiveness.
The ICDF cap is a 1,000-year design. The INEEL 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: The commenting group prefers nonthermal technologies. [W6-1]

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 “all else being equal” is always the 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. [W6-2]

Response: The preference is noted.

14-20



47.

48.

Topic: The commenting group cannot support an untested technology. [W6-3]

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 performance of the
selected remedy may be performed during the remedial design phase following the signing 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
engineering design prior to use. The preferred alternative has been previously demonstrated to be
viable through a treatability study conducted in 1998 (INEEL/EXT-98-00739). This technology
test, conducted on actual V-Tanks waste, demonstrated sufficient organic destruction efficiencies to
meet regulatory requirements. Furthermore, similar chemical oxidation/reduction and stabilization
processes have been conducted, 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 investigations, and how the State of
Idaho and 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 the feasibility study and cleanup program. The development of data
quality objectives follows guidance in CERCLA, the National Contingency 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 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 remedial actions must accommodate changes from what was
originally expected. Such an approach encourages timely selection of a remedy, flexibility for
remedial action, and the ability to respond to information discovered during investigations.

Topic: The commenting group cautions 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. [W6-6]

Response: As part of advance public information and involvement opportunities for this
amendment to the V-Tanks remedy, the INEEL’s Community Relations Office began contacting
individuals and community groups by phone, providing technical briefings as desired, 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 required to verify the
effectiveness and safety of the 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 the cleanup technology to be used
and the cleanup levels to be achieved, it is only in the following remedial design phase that the
Agencies determine the 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 the V-Tanks — ex situ chemical oxidation/reduction 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, 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
comment about the V-Tanks remediation process are available on an ongoing basis. The web page
of the INEEL Community Relations Office (at http://www.inel.gov/environment/) provides
information on the current status of cleanup projects.

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

49.  Topic: Commenters report that vitrification has a record of accidents and other unplanned failures.
Specifically, the commenters state that in 1996, Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) was using
in situ vitrification (ISV) and it exploded, putting workers and the public at extreme risk; that the
INEEL tried an ISV project several years ago and also experienced an explosion, which burned up
the containment tent, and that other failed vitrification projects have taken place at the Hanford
Reservation. The commenters state that the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ)
and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) have failed to inform the public about these
failures, thereby misleading members of the public into mistakenly concluding that ISV 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, T1-6]

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 the planar ISV method. Planar ISV is the
technology evaluated in the 2003 Technology Evaluation Review (TER) and presented in the
2003 Proposed Plan.

Planar ISV systems were developed to prevent the “failures” experienced during the developmental
stages of ISV. 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 report.” 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). Movement of steam and air bubbles through the melt did result in some splatter into
the 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 the ambient air collected by the ORNL project’s three air samplers did not

b. Spalding, B. P., 1996, Technical Evaluation Summary of the In Situ Vitrification Melt Expulsion af the Oak Ridge National
Laboratory on April 21, 1996, ORNL/ER-377, Qak Ridge National Laboratory, July, 1996.
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reveal any airtborne 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 melt 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. In 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 ORNL. 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 burmed 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
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 caused
molten glass splatter sufficient to ignite the fabric hood material. Details of this
expulsion are recorded in Callow et al. ©

A summary of ISV melt expulsions to date was prepared by R. K. Farnsworth as part of the
Operable Unit 7-13/14 In Situ Vitrification Treatability Study Work Plan.

Based on the lessons learned from the mitial demonstrations of ISV technology, planar ISV was
developed and successfully tested in 1998. Planar ISV 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 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 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
Administrative Record. The Agencies have reviewed this information and consider planar ISV a
viable and safe option for remediation of the V-Tanks.

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

d. Geosafe, 1994, Investigation into the Causes and Application of the Melt Displacement Event During Geosafe Operational
Acceptance Test #2 (OA1-2), GSC-2301, Geosafe Corporation, Richland, Washington.

e. Callow, R. A, L. E. Thompson, J. R. Weidner, C. A. Loehr, B. P. McGrail, and S. O. Bates, 1991, In Situ Vitrification
Application to Buried Waste: I'inal Report of Intermediate I'ield Tests al Idaho National I'ngineering Laboratory,
EGG-WTD-9807, EG&G, Inc., Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, August 1991.

f. Farnsworth, R. K, et al., 1999, “Appendix E, A Preliminary Assessment of Concerns Over Melt Expulsion Potential During

AT,

1SV Processing,” 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 ISV 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 the test data indicate that planar 1SV is no longer subject to the failures experienced
during the early development of ISV2. This same issue was addressed in the Responsiveness
Summary section of the 1999 Record of Decision (see pages 3-24 through 3-26).

50.  Topic: A commenter supports vitrification, either in situ or ex situ, because it provides the 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 the least risk to humans and the environment in storage and
transportation of radioactive waste. [W3-1]

Response: Compared to the other alternatives, vitrification does provide the highest reduction in
toxicity, mobility, and volume, 1s 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 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 (DOE/ID-11038). However, these
strengths were contrasted against several weaknesses of the vitrification process relative to the
other technologies considered, such as System Complexity, Ease of Additional Remedial Actions,
Monitoring Concerns, Administrative Feasibility, Increased (potential) Worker Hazards, Secondary
Waste Volumes and Cost. Based on this, it appeared that ex situ chemical oxidation/reduction and
stabilization had the highest overall ranking of the 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 oxidation/reduction 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,
the effect of this difference provides only a small difference in rankings, since the 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 the ICDF under most alternatives, the transportation risks
associated with vitrification would be similar to those associated with the preferred alternative.

51.  Topic: A commenter supports vitrification, but endorses the selection of the preferred alternative,
ex situ chemical oxidation/reduction, to eliminate concerns 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. [W5-2]

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 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 will stabilize radionuclides with longer half-lives (such as the transuranic

g. Michael, D. L, 1998, Treatability Study for Planar-In Situ Vitrification of INEEL Test Avea North V-Tanks,
INEEL/EXT-98-00854, Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, October 1998.
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52.

contaminants) better than grout, the limited migration potential of the transuranics from the
engineered ICDF facility is only a minimal increase to the overall ranking of vitrification, relative
to ex situ chemical oxidation/reduction with its stabilization through grouting. The Agencies also
agree regarding the complexity of the contaminants that are being treated. It is for this reason that
lab-scale treatability studies are currently underway to verify that a chemical oxidation/reduction
approach, followed by stabilization, will meet the requirements associated with remediation of the
V-Tanks wastes.

Topic: The commenting group opposes vitrification because it is nothing more than a proxy for
incineration. [W6-4]

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 (40 CFR 260.10) defines incineration as enclosed devices that thermally treat
hazardous wastes using controlled flame combustion. Vitrification is not incineration 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 non-incineration thermal treatment processes, not subject to the same regulations as
incinerators.

One important difference for protection of human health and the environment is that unlike
incinerators, vitrification is carried out under a reducing environment. In situ vitrification is carried
out in the subsurface; ex situ vitrification is carried out in a specially designed vessel located
aboveground. The reducing conditions do not favor the 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 incineration is that vitrification’s different 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 (greater than 99.9%). This means orders
of magnitude less contamination in the off-gas from vitrification than would be encountered in
incineration devices. In 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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14.10 Chemical Oxidation/Reduction Alternatives 3(a) and 3(b)

14.10.1 Description of Technology

53.

54.

Topic: Under the preferred alternative, adding grout leads to dilution for the purposes of land
disposal, which does not seem legal. [T1-4]

Response: Grouting is an integral part of the stabilization step in the 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. See responses to Topics 25 and 26, above, for a detailed
discussion of this issue.

Topic: A commenting group wrote that it is concerned by how little data exists on using these
technologies on waste similar to the INEEL’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. [W1-3]

Response: A treatability study was completed in 1998 (INEEL/EXT-98-00739) on actual V-Tank
waste that demonstrated the effectiveness of the chemical oxidation/reduction 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, the development of the final selected
remedy is a lengthy process.

Thus, while a record of decision (ROD) establishes the cleanup technology 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 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 oxidation/reduction 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 the preferred alternative, chemical
oxidation/reduction with stabilization, because it provides the lowest amount of reduction of
toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatment. [W3-2]

Response: Although the 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 semivolatile organic contaminants (SVOCs) through
oxidation/reduction, 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 chemical/oxidation reduction with stabilization was rated low in this category relative to
vitrification was the increase in volume of the primary waste stream through the treatment process.
This increase in volume results from the addition of the oxidant/reductant and the grout. Reduction
of toxicity and mobility are achieved, which produces a stable, compliant waste form. The
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56.

57.

Agencies selected this as the preferred alternative because it is the best remedy overall. The high
rankings of this alternative for short-term effectiveness and implementability 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.

Topic: The commenting group supports chemical oxidation/reduction conditionally. It is preferred
because the temperatures generated in the treatment process remain 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. [W6-5]

Response: The oftf-gas system planned for the chemical oxidation/reduction 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 oxidation/reduction 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 engineering design (the technical analysis and
procedures that resulted in a detailed set of plans and specifications) and verify that all remediation
processes and activities will comply with applicable standards in state and federal laws. The
technology selected to remediate the V-Tanks—ex situ chemical oxidation/reduction 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, before full-scale implementation, that the
technology is effective and low- risk. Laboratory-scale treatability studies are currently underway
to verify that a chemical oxidation/reduction approach, followed by stabilization, will meet the
requirements associated with remediation 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/reduction/stabilization.

Topic: While a commenter 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 contaminants to be treated. [W5-2]

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 from 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 from the lined
ICDF results in only a minimal increase in the overall ranking of vitrification relative to the
preferred alternative. The commenter is also correct in his assertion that a primary reason for
selecting an ex situ form of chemical oxidation/reduction over an in situ form was due to concerns
over tank strength and integrity under in situ operations. Other reasons include implementability
concerns over heating the tank wastes in situ, and the concerns over runaway chemical
oxidation/reduction reactions at tank volume quantities, rather than in the small batches possible
with ex situ processing. Finally, the Agencies agree with the commenter’s note regarding the
complexity of the contaminants that are being treated. It 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-Tanks cleanup.
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Appendix A

Comment Documents and Responses

This appendix accompanies the Responsiveness Summary, which is Part I11, 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 Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory
(INEEL). It contains the scanned tmages 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 document 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 numbers 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 single page, the responses may continue onto following pages. Responses to comments that are
identical or very similar in nature are repeated throughout the document. Comments that were grouped
under the same issue code for the Responsiveness Summary may not have identical responses, however,
depending on which portion of the response is germane to a particular comment.

This Respensiveness Summary identified and responded to more than 58 statements of 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
numbers of comments received on the various issues of concern defined in the Responsiveness Summary,
and list the individuals and groups who submitted comments in writing or presented them orally at a
public meeting.



Table 1. Index of public comments and res

onses by issue of concern.

Number of Number of
Section Respense Documents Containing Commenters' Comments on
Number Issue Numbers Comments on Issue on Issue Issue

131 Ove.rall Goals of the [N!ZEL 1-5 W2, W4, T1 3 5
Environmental Restoration Program ]

132 l-‘ubhg Participation and Community 68 W2, W5, W6 3 3
Relations

133 Content and Organization of the 910 W2, W5, W6 3 2
Proposed Plan

134 OU 1-10 Remediation Planning and 11-16 W2, W4 2 6
Costs

135 R‘Lsk As§cssmenl and Characterization of 17-21 w2, wa 2 s
Contaminants
Remedial Action Objectives and S

136 Compliance with ARARs 22-35 W2, W4, Ti 3 13

13.7 Development, Implementation, and 3648 W1, W2, W4, W6, T1 5 12
Evaluation of Alternatives

13.8 Vitrification Alternatives 1(a) and 1(h) 49--52 W2, W3, W5, W6, T1 3 4
Thermal Desorption Altematives 2(a), )

13.9 2(b), and 2(c) None None 0 0
Chemical Oxidation/Reduction

13.10 Alternatives 3(a) and 3(b) 53-57 W1, W3, W5, W6, Tl 5 4

1. The number of commenters is an estimate of scparate individuals or organizations subtuitting comments onc or more times on the V-Tanks

Proposed Plan.

Table 2. Index of

ublic comments and responses by commenter.

Qrganization or
Affiliation (as City (and Number of | Document Number of | Number of Appendix
shown or stated State, it not Pages Number Comments [ssues of Page
Name of Commenter in comments) [daho) Submitted Assigned Identified Concemn Numbers
Coalition 21 Idaho Falls 1 Wil 3 3 A-3tol-4
Environmental Moscow i8 w2 24 30 A-5 t0 A-30
Defense Institute
Snake River Boisc I W3 2 2 A-3tto A-32
Alliance
David B. McCoy Idaho Falls 3 W4 12 12 A-33 to A-41
Robert Wikoff Jackson, WY 1 W3 3 3 A-42 o A-43
Keep
Yellowstone Jackson, WY 1 we 7 7 A-d44 10 A48
Nuclear Free
David McCoy Idaho Falls 4 Tl 9 9 A-49 to A-57

A-4
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Commenter: Coalition 21
Document Number: W1
Page: 10f 2

Fronx John & Martha Tanner |mailto: pusitsrv.net]
Sent: Saturday, April 19, 2003 6:28 AM

Yo: Haln, Kathieen E

Subject: V Tank Comments

Dear bs_ Hain,

Below are the comments of Coalition 21 on the proposed plan for the Vianks I mention
that the on-line web site at emiranmentinel.govdidnt show the comment form, or anything
else.

John Tanner, Secretary. Coalition 21

Proposed Plan for V-tanks. Comments by Coalition 21

Comment W1-1 (Section 13.7.3, Topic 43)

Response: Under the CERCLA evaluation process, an alternative must
fully satisfy the criterion of providing overall protection of human health
and the environment in order to be selected. 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, the 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 onc¢ of only
three that received a high ranking for this criterion. In addition, the Pre-
ferred Alternative had the bighest combined ranking of all the alterna-
tives considered, which led to its selection. **

We feel canfident that any of the three options with their variations could be carried out
safely, and in a manner that protects the environment.

We agree thal cost should be an important factor in the process selection. But that would
seem notto be much of a factor in this case, given the closeness of the estmates, and
given that estimates are likely o be very uncertain before preliminarydesign has been
done.

Itwas briefly menlioned that there ig fittle data on using the chosen process,
oxidation/reduction. with waste similar to ours; and apparently no laberatory or other small
scale work has been done locally, This raises the conicem that DOE wilt find some
technical show stopper down the road, after a lot of ime and moneyhaw been invested on
full scale equipment, which could hawe been detecled by a litte small scale work earier. It
would notbe the first ime such a thing has happened here. Of course the same applies to

\__the other methods discussed.

Comment W1-2 (Section 13.4, Topic 16)

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 the differences resulted in the cost crite-
rion having a relatively 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-
ments of the cost are expected to occur as new information and data are
collected during the engineering design of the selected remedy. Because
of this expectation that costs will be refined, CERCLA allows presenta-
tion of the cost estimates in the proposed plan to range from +50 to —-30%
of the actual final cost. Changes in cost beyond these limits prompt an
explanation of significant differences or a ROD amendment. As was ex-
plained in the 2003 Proposed Plan, such a cost change was one factor
that prompted the requirement for this ROD Amendment, and the preced-
ing preparation of the 2003 Explanation of Significant Differences
(ESD), accompanicd by notice to the public of its availability. %

Comment W1-3 (Section 13.10.1, Topic 54)

Response: A treatability study was completed in 1998 (INEEL/EXT-98-
00739) on actual V-Tank waste that demonstrated the cffectiveness of

(Continued on page 6)
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Commenter: Coalition 21
Document Number: W1
Page: 2 of 2

(Continwed from page 5)

Response 10 Comment W1-3 (continued):

the chemical oxidation 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 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 specifica-
tions) and verify that all activities will comply with applicable or rele-
vant and appropriate requirements in state and federal laws. It is for
this reason, that laboratory-scale treatability studies are currently un-
derway to verify that a chemical oxidation/reduction approach, fol-
lowed by stabilization, will meet the V-Tanks remedial action objec-
tives. <




LV

Commenter: Environmentat Defense Institute
Document Number: W2
Page: 10of 26

Environmental Defense Institute
TFroy, ldzhe

Comments
on
Revised Proposed Plan
Test Area North

at the
Edaho Natienal Engineering

&
Environmental Laboratory

Submitted by
Chuck Broscicus

On behalf of the Environmental Defease Institute

April 2003

INEEL A Teanup:Tan Com Final

Note: No comments were identified on this page.




8-V

Commenter: Environmental Defense [nstitute
Document Number: W2
Page: 2 of 26

Environmental Defense Instine Page 2

1. Sammary

The Department of Energy's (DOE} Revised Proposed Flan for Waste Area Growp | - 1est
Area North (TAK] dated November 1998 and the New Proposed April 2003 remediation Tlan ©
cottain magar diserepancies with the Compreliensive Remedial Investigation / Feasibility lnvestipation
Report data and other inlernal ENEEL waste characterization. regert datz on TAN.? These data
discrepancics are in the sange of many orders-of-magnitude.

Fundamentatly, any meatment plan acd applied technology for remediation must be hased on
reliable waste stream data. Othenwise, DOE will face another fiasen that ocewmed at the INEEL Pit-9
wasie trealmenl propram 1hag was eveniually terminated because of (A ¢ otlet reasons) inadeouate
waste characierization. An issuc stressed in the comments below, and apparcntly igrored by DOE and

the regulators. is that bath the TAN V- Tank Liquid and the sludpe (tark heels) and costamanaiod soal
L must be include in the caleulus of determiring an appropriate diahi hrology and the

—
Addsuonally. the 2003 Plax, fails to address all the tanks and other "buried” TAN waste issaes, |
Ooly four of the V-Tanks arc addressed {30,400 pal.} when there ane ai Teasi six V-Tanks (additionx]
100,000 gal.) and other TAN waste discharpe sites with major radioactive and karardous waste

—
TRESe CrUcial B350es &0 10 the pliblic's Skepicism anout DOE s vesaciy 1o L Ihe (rith asout 15y

Theseto
Protection Agen
emitting nixed lov!
Temeciation Progrs

See next page for remaining
comments on this page.

! Propased Pim
Office.

w——
? New Proposed Plan for tha V-Tanks Contents (TSF-03 and TSF-18) at Tost Arca North, Operabie Vnit 1+

10, USDDE Idsho Operaticns Office, Apni 2053,

¥ DOE 1998 Data refers to the following reports cited here and DOE's 1298 Tan Remedaation Plan |

(a); Work Plan for Waste Area Group 1, Operabie Lintt 1210, Compreb. ve Remedial Tny !
Feanbiliry Swudy, Idsho Navonal Engincoring Laberatory, US Department of Energy Tdako Operationy Office, DOE.
ID-1052Y, March 1996 Vol [ RIFS

{b); Comprehchs:ve Remedial Inventgaton / Feasibility Study for thr Pest Arca Marth Opersbic Ungt 1218,
Wske Natwoha. Engacenag Laboratery, US Drpartnent of Encrgy Iduho Cperatons Oftice, DOE-ID-10857,
November 1997 (RIFS)

(c): Field Samping Man for Openabic Umit 1-00: Tet Area North, D. L. Michael, Lockheed Idaho
Tedmelegies Company, Idahe Natwonal Exguictiug Labuemtery, Murch {936, INEL-556304, Vol T RUVPS

(d} Federat Regreter. Muy 76, 2998, Part 11, Favironnmtal Protecoan Apency, M) CFR Tara 1R ¢t 271, Land
Dusposal Restrictions Phase IV Fanal Ruie

Setilement Agreemrat in Umited Stades v. Batl, No.CV-91-0065-5-EJL, page 6. Alphs comtting Low-icvet
waste inciudes wasle conta.pmg frankuramas, Fendrating greder than 10 nano sure per gram (MIUg)

Comment W2-1 (Section 13.5, Topic 17)

Response: Somc of the discrepancies noted by the commenting group
stem from a data labeling error in a 1996 INEEL report, which was cor-
rected in the 1997 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS).
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

(Contirued on page 25)

Comment W2-2 (Section 13.4, Topic 11)

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 the remedy for the sur-

(Continued 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 “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.
The V-Tanks site addressed in this ROD Amendment received that des

(Continued on page 25)

Comment W2-4 (Section 13.4, Topic 14)

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

Envirommental Defense Institue Page 2

I. Sammary

The Department of Ecergy s (DUE) Kevised Praposed PIAi [of Waste ARea Group & - 1est
Area North (TAN) dated November 1998 ' and the New Proposcd April 2003 remediation Plan *
sipility Investipatian
These dala

ust be based on
¢« INEEL P9
i8] inadcguate

g by DOE and

See previous page for remaining
comments on this page.

[y

Omly fvar of the
106,000 gat ) and other TAN wasic discharge sites with raajor radicactive and huzardous waste
mmnnu

I.-n.v ﬁm if approptmclv apphed would appear to prohehit dlspn;al of 1hu wasts n the NFEL site as

eretore, the [Euho By ofEnvir Tal Qualidy (IDEQ) and the Eavironmental
Protection Agency (EPAY as copulators (in kegping with the Scttlemnent Apreement that included “alpha

emitting mixed low-level waste™ be shipped to a perdopic 1 y uut of lisho),* must not alfow this
remeciation program to proceed until DOE pmwdcs cediple Justiicanon for the radically reduced waste

! Propoxed Pian for Waste Ares Group | - Test Ares Nouth INREL, December [99E, 16K 14aha (perations
Officc.

* New Proposed Plan for the V-Tanks Contents (TSF-09 and TSF-18 af Test Area Nosth, Operable Unie 1-
19, USDOE Idabw Operaticns Office, Apni 2003,

T DOE 1993 Data refors 0 the followunng reports Cited hore and DOE's 1938 Toan Remediatien Plan |

{3); Work Plan for Waste Area Group |, (perable Unit 1,40, Comprehensove Remedual Invest.gation /
Frag:bility Study, ldsho Natonal Eng:nzerong Laberstory, US Departnent of Energy Idabe Operstiona Office, DOE-
D.10527, March 1936 Vol], RUFS

b) h Remedusl L ganen / Fantulity Study for the Test Area North Opersble Unit 110,
Idahe Nationa! Eugineening Laboratory, US Deputmient of Energy ldaho Operations Ohee, DOE-TD-18557,
Naovember 1997. (RIFS)

(c); Ficid Sampiing Plan for Operskie Ut 1-i0: Tew Arca Narth, D, L. Michacl, Leckheed ldaho
Technalogics Compeay, Idaho Notona! Engneeneg Laberntory, March 1996, INEL-35/53G4, Vol L RVFS.,

i) Federa! Regurier. May 26, 1998, Fart II, Environmentsi Froection Agency, 46 CFR Parie 14810 273, Land
Dusposal Restricucns Phase IV Fanal Ryl

*$etlement Agreement in Unided Stakes v, Batt, No CV-31-0065-5-E7L, page 6. Alphs contting Low leve:
WARE 1B s WA CORTNINE HANBTADL LY, PERELTANDE fTester than (U nann curie per pram (mIvg}

Comment W2-5 (Section 13.1, Topic 1)

Response: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOF), the U.S. Envircn-
mental Protection Agency (EPA), and the Idaho Department of Environ-
mental Quality (IDEQ) are jointly responsible for cleanup actions at the
INEEL. 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 of the applicable or relevam
and appropriate requirements (ARARs), (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 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
ARARs. After this ROD Amendment is signed, the selected treatment
technologies will move from conceptual design into full remedial design,
As part of this 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. <+

Comment W2-7 (Section 13.6, Topic 22)

Response: [t 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 makes the V-Tanks remedia-
tion subject to the 1995 Scttlement Agreement. By definition, LLW is
waste that does not meet the definitions for high-level waste (HLW),
transuranic (TRU) waste, spent nuclear fue!, or by-product materials. The
1995 Settlement Agreement requires the removal of all stored TRU
waste from Idaho (i.e., waste with greater than 100 nCi/g transuranic
content). It does not include LLW in this requirement. (See Topic 20 for
additional information on waste-type categories.) %




Commenter. Environmental Defense Institute

Comment W2-8 (Section 13.6, Topic 21)
Document Number: W2

0l-v

strean characlerization data, and the regalators offer credible apalysis that (ke waste trextment and

disposal will comply with all environmertal regulationy  Muscover, the public must Hien be fully aparaised [

Page: 4 of 26 Response: The comment is incorrect. All of the applicable or relevant
and appropriate requircments (ARARs) {(which is the term used in
CERCLA clcanup actions to identify the set of all environmental regu
Enviromnental Defenge nstitute Page 3

(Continued on page 27)

v newyevised Plan, o tkaf udonned Jecizions can be uadc concerming 16¢ emedianon alternatives,

IL  TAN ¥V-Tank Contamirates of Concern

This discussion is an amalgam of previous {1 298} Environmertal Defense Instinde commenis on
TAN with current {4/03) reniediation plan Ce ts i addition 1w FDI aon the INEFL
CERCLA Disagsal Facility {K'DF) because of averlaps of Operationzl Units (OU), and DOE’s intent 1o

dump the TAN waste at the ICDF. Due to the long half-lifs of 1he radiomuclides and the no-half-tife of
hazardous chemicals of cancesn at TAN, thers is ro credible reasor. that in the intervening four years
there has been any reductton in the waste due 1o “decay.™*

The 2003 TAN plan contaics data is radicaily (orders of magnitude) inconsistent with earlier DOFE
cata. Neither DOE per the regulators offer any evidence justifying these crucial data discrepancies.
The 2603 Plan notes the maximum concentratior: for V-Tanks 1.2,3, and 9, are compared to DOE's 1998
cata on the same tanks for a few select contaminates in the Table A below.

Table A (sec footmote# 1)

Mazimum EPA DOE Data 1998 DOE Data DOE Data 2003

Indjvidual Tagk | Standard # | Liquid 1998 Shudge

Contlzminate -

Artimony 0.006 mgrkg | - | J08 makg 1.5 mekg

Arsenic 0.0: mgkg |- 134 mpky 345 mglkg

Barium 2.0mgkg 2,320 mg'kg 600 mgkg 299 mgikg

Cadmium 0005 mg/kg | 330mpkp 1.7 mpfkg 2.7 make

Chromium 0.1 mgkg 28€ mp'kg 3,770 mg/kg 1,880 mgkg

Lead 250 mp/kg | 817 mpig 3,190 mg/kg 454 mgtky

Cesiwun-137 200 pC/L £2,500,000 pCi'L 6,370,000 pCi/g 4,480 aCifg
o 6.370 nCi’g

Strontiem 8 pCiL 250,000,000 pCVL 7,070,680 pCilg 3.1%0nCisg

7,079 nCizp

® Mot of the major volanle crganic compounds [VOC) are alte denic acn-aqueovs phese Lignd EDNAPL)
whach settie (o the bettom pfthe tank quids se few would be expeited ko vaporizs out e task veniz over a short
period of ime

Comment W2-9 (Section 13.3, Topic 10)

Response: The Agencies believe that the waste characterization data
for the V-Tanks have been fully summarized, as required, in the 2003
Technology 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 listed
in Section 2.5 of this ROD Amendment. All relevant documents are in
the Administrative Record, available online at http://www,inel.gov/
publicdociments’ or at the Information Repositories listed in Section 1
of this ROD Amendment.

The 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 the remediation process, data are reviewed for continued validity.
(Continued on page 27)

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 selected in the 1999 Record
of Decision {ROD) or as amended in this ROD Amendment. Decay of
radioactive constituents in the V-Tanks contents will reduce their con-
centration over time. However, for the purposes of developing this
ROD Amendment, the INEEL has chosen not to consider the relatively
small reduction in the concentration of radioactive elements that would

(Continued on page 27)
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Commenter; Environmental Defense Institute
Document Number; W2
Page: 5 of 26

Environmemal Defense Institoie Payc4

Toka} transuranics
VoTanks 1,2,3,&9
including
plutoniym,
aruericium, curiam | 100 nCi/g
ard nephinium {for TRU
disposat}

15 pCL
(for drinking i

75406 pCiL
E
water); * E

7.6 pCig
331 alig

; 42, 26.4 Civg
2.

4
4

Notes for Above Table A

* 1t bas been a long-standing criticism of the regulators to alfow DOE ie joint publications 1o offer
contaminate units different than those in the regulations {MCL} and not 1o present side-hy-side those
MCL's with sampies in DOE publicatton dats tables. This data unit issue confuses the public and
exacrrbates digtrust.

# The above FPA Maxiium Cootamivate Level (MCL) Drinking Waste Standards are offered kere
orly to provide perspeclive on how hagardous the TAN wasies xre. Scc 40 CFR 141,64, 141.62,
141.66. <

.

Comment W2-11 (Section 13.5, Topic 19)

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 the governing regulation (e.g., radionuclides are measured

(Continued on page 28)

Comment W2-12 (Section 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 alternatives developed
for the V-Tanks contents were designed for treatment of the contaminants;
no alternatives were considered that would not result in reduction of toxicity

(Continued on puage 28)

Since DOE plans to dump V-Tank highly contaminated soils into the tank 10 absorb the liquid
portion of the tank cozterts, this will add 1o the tetal tark contaminate lovels. Additive of soil to dilute the
vopcentration of the wasle iz expressively prohibited in RCRA (40 CFR 268.31. The 2063 Plan
acknowledges transuranic waste in the V-Tanks at 26.4 nCi/g (page 6) which is 2 ¥ times higher than the

! ygw icth H DES

Additinnally, a credible mgwnen | can be made thal botk the tank Hiquid and the sludge st be N
combined 10 determine if the waste clovales 1o the category of transuranic waste. The regulatiny
definition af transuranic radioactive waste is 100 nato cunek per gram (rCi/g) of ciements with an atamic
number greater than 92 (i.c. above uranium] that also have a half-life greates than 20 years.” ‘The above
table shows major discreparcies in the sampling data and also suggests that this waste is af the very least
“alphs law-level” or = ic waste” irg inchasion af hath linuid ard shidge (tark heals) and
therefore, cannot be disposed of 8t INEEL as DOE plans at the ICDF. See discussion below on TAN
waste disposal.

Federal Coust Justice Edward Lodge issued a ruling on March 31, 2003 that found in favor of the
S1ate of Kézho's contention thai a {995 Settlement Agreemen/Consent Oréer stipulates the removal of all
buried ttansuranic waste from INEEL. This ruling ends a long-starding legal batile between the State and
the Depariment of Euergy over what waste was included m the Agrecment. Judge Lodge's ruling states:

“"The express language of the [Settloment| agreement, whet taken as 2 whole, expressly requires

—

\_ that all transuranic waste be removed froms INEEL. The parties specifically define tranguranic /

¥
Their xec (wis

of waste,
¥
concentralione prexter than 0 Bav fes3 than 1980 w'g 8 called alpha iow-level waste Priorto , 434 DOE called th
material transuranic wasee, bt then niiateeally snd srburady changed o to aiphs LLW, 2.} currently, weste
contaning raERrancs i Concentralicns greater than 100 nCuyg iv clasxified tannwranic (TRU) waste.

1) waste contaming trassamonc ¢l ements

7 Alsg zer 10 CFR A1 50237} sum of the frachons rule for mixtares of radinsarades, and ()8
Deternunation of concerdrations in wastes.

Comment W2-13 (Section 13.5, Topic 20; Section 13.6, Topic 23; and
Section 13.7.2, Topic 38)

Response: INEEL waste types are classified bascd not just on their chemical
content but also on disposal requirements, The V-Tanks contents are classi-
fied as a mixed waste, which includes hazardous wastes (heavy metals, vola-
tile organic contaminants [VOCs], and semi-volatile organic contaminants
[SVOCs]) and low-level radioactive waste. There are transuranic elements in
the V-Tanks, but not TRU waste.

Transuranic elements 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
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-cmitting transuranic isotopes per gram of waste
and half-lives greater than 20 years (as 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
INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF), the treated V-Tanks waste will
{Continued on page 28]
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[ waste without any limitation ag 1o its Jocatian within INEEL nor any limifstion 1o amaunt. Thus the
Conrt is able 0 unequivocally state that in viewing the document in the light most lavarable 1o the
United States, the plamn langaage of Pamgraph B.| {of the Settlement Agreement] clearly
represents {he parties intent at the time the apreement was drafied that the United States remave

\__ all tmusuranic waste located a1 INEEL “*

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,”

(Continued on page 29)

Additienally, the 2003 TAN Plac: fails to address 2l the V tuuks anid other “buried” TAN wasic
issues. Only four of the V-Tanks are addressed in the 2003 Plan when there are at least six V-Tacks
with major radioactive and hazardous waste conmminates. V-Tanks 1,2,3,9,13,and 14 vohimes are

- YAY /, Q- ow

Unfartunately, the TAN plan still fails to provide remecsal soluhions that meet Applicable or
Relevast and Appropriale Requireinents (ARAR). Transuranic {TRU} or Greater than Class C LLW (as
defined by stutule) can rot be dumped af the INFEL UCERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF) undey currenl
waste acceplance criteria (WAC) restrictions or Nuclear Regulatory Commisgian regulations on
radioactive waste dumps becanse they must go o = geologic repository. * The ICDF itself is questionably
in compliance with current regulations. See section HI below. The Plans offers nio substantive infonmation
about discrepancy of the maximum eortamination levels relatad in individual Operational Units (OU).
LCf.msc.-,qs,\mlly, the general publie is effectively denied cssential infonnation upon which to make their von
N A . :

Comment W2-15 (Section 13.7.2, Topic 39)

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 ICDF WAC were developed to limit the con-
centration and quantity of contaminants to levels that would be protective

(Continued on page 29)

e

Liesher thae AT

Tke Plar clairns to be ke comprehensive™ CFR{CLA investigaiion into TAN. This is nof a
“comprehensive” Plan because the ANF Cack Storage Pad, the Area 10 HTRE Reactor Vessel Rurial
Site. and the TAN Pool have been excluded.

r example o s myopic anaroach 15 the Test Area ) ) Comprebensive
Plan's altemative of insita vit Goation (ISV} of the mixsé hacardous/radicactive wasle tanks. [n 1996,
the Oak Ridpe Nanonal Laboratory (ORNL) tried the same insita ramediation approach despite public
challenges to environmental law violations. The ORNL insitu project exploded puting workers and the
public at extreme risk. The TAN tank waste characlerization is similar 1o the buyied waste in ORNL's
imsitu project.

Actually, the lessons leirned are as much site related as they are complex wide related.  INEEL
tricd a ISV projest 3 few years ago and il exploded as well, and the comtammen tent got fried (pugned
up}. Similar failed 18V projects car also be found at DOE s Hapfd site, Tragivuily, the IDEQ and FPA,
as regulators fail 10 infom the public abnut these failed ISV projects, and 2 member of the pubtic may

(based on inadequate information) conclude that ISV is a viable remedial technology for INEIL. Y,
Table B
TAN ¥-Tank Site Cogtaminate Coycest stive Refereace
¥-! Tank Liquid STP Lusts Liquid and. MLLW ETP @63
[TSPOVIEY Sludge
Lo Cabalv-£0 lv?} 400 pCad 1 W(\a) Table A-G-JC o

Scttlemeol Agreoment ‘n Enved States v. Bat, N CV 910065 S-EJ1,

10 CFR 61.56

/

/

Comment W2-16 (Section 13.4, Topic 19)

Response: CERCLA investigations present contaminant data in unit
types appropriate to the affected media (e.g., s0ils, 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
water is not an affected medium. For the contaminated media that are

{Continued on page 29)

Comment W2-17 (Section 13.8, Topic 15)

Response: The 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 RI/FS and the
1996 ROD.

TSF-06, Area 8, is the designation for the ANP Cask Storage Pad. Part of
this site is currently included within the active Radioactive Parts Service
(Continued on page 30)
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Ci-134 16,900 pCi/}
Cs-137 12.500,000 pivl
Buropum. 147 3500

Europmmelsd

| 23400 peut

(a) Table A-6-10

(a} Table A-6-18&

Pluionmm-238 (hquid) 74835 pCrl (c) page 15-17
(sediment} D it plvg
7
Plutomum-2 39 (Liquid) ! 1400 pCyt (e pape 1517
{sedument) 9% 3 pilig
| Amercium-241{hquid) 9,210 pCarl 12) page 1517
B (reduneot) 230pCily
Gross Beta 16,108,060 pCui {:1 59
Gross Gamuna 24300200 pCv1 ()59
Grots Alpha 19,860 pCul (<) 59
Tritwam 11,809,000 pCwI
Total Steonlam 1845,00¢ pCinl

Total Activaty

Chlerobenzcns

Liquid 4C,400,000 pCVL

Sedunent 15,000,000 pCvg
Mercury B.842 mp Edely Exceeds UTS
Barium 2320 mgkg mercury @ .15 mgdi
Coadmium 330 mp/ky baoen @ 7.6 mgl
Chromium 285 mpkp Cadnuum G 19
Lead 31.7 mgikg Lead @ 37
Suver 18 wgk Suwver @ .30

E {a) Table A-6-10 & 11

Tewrachloreethene 1,800 mg'kp Excecd LDRUTS
Trihlvructhene 21 mg:’kg {a) Tuble A-G-11
Vinyl Chlor.de Al Eacecd LDR UT
1,! Dichloroethene
Chiorofom 1<) § twough 12
1,2 dichlorocthene
Cwrteatcrackloride
Beazzne

RTP @ 61

Tark V-2 STP L Ligewed and
TSF-09/13 Sludge
balt-60 {16,508 pCyl 18] A--10

Note: No comments were identified on this page.
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i
: Cescum-137 20,900,000 pCvl (u} A6 10
—
[ Strontium- 40 1,450,000 eyl (2} A-8-10
Gruss Bela 23,400,600 pCyi (6] A6 10
{irnen Giammia 18A00,000 piy] (e}59

Plutonusn-238 (liguid) 539 pCilL {c) page 15-17
fycduncat} 1030 pCug
Amencom- 2 (iguid) 136 pihd. (cYpage 1517
(Sedimem’s 840 pCuidl
Grosz Alphs 849 pCui {cisy
Tetal Activity {59
Ligund 1,090,030 pCoT.

Sedument

Trichioroethene
Tetrachiorcelhome
Ladanum

Vinyl (Thlonde

11,600,380 pU

All fur chemioals/metals
Exceed TCLP

(Y8 dwongh 12

1,2-Dichiorcthane
Carton tcirachieride
Benzenc

Al three chemnwials ol the
TCLP level

)3 thwough 12

18 Hazwrdous Chemecats

Exveed Univenal
‘Ircamcnt Standards

(b} 104
44 CFR ZeBdk

V-3 Taak {T5F-09/18)

STP Lsts

ML1IW

STP @63

Note: No comments were identified on this page.

Plutomume-238 {hquid) 338 pCulL {c)page :3-17
(Sedoment) IEA0 plVE

Flutoniwm-239(sedunenty | 313 pCifg () page 15-17

Amensmma241{liqud) : wme e (¢} page 1517
(Sedment] ¢ 2660 pCyg

Uranium-233/234 " 13,300 pCil U} A-81

Slnmlu.lm-‘iﬁ : 12,108,000 pCut " e

Cobalt-60 14 866 pCul

(chlm}\k-{_‘Tl . '? w,uape g

Ruthenium- 183 13,600 pCyt -

Tritwm 6,090,600 Pl "

Wickel:61 204,000 pliA -

Gross Bely ZE]OOB-’.‘O pr{} (1 59
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Page 8

Giross Gamma

7,230,908 poul

Tesl Acuwty
Liquid
Sedumem

18,500,000 pitid
23,000,000 piti/g

€399

w)se

Truzhizeethens
Trirahlorecthene
Vunyl Chionde

1.2-Brichleroethane
Carbon tetrschloride
Beazenc

All three chemicais/metsis
Exceed TCLP

Al three chemnzals at the
TCLP level

(7 § ttrough 12

() & trough 12

18 Hazardous Chemicaln

Eaceed EDR Universal
“Trestment Standardy

b} 1034
EL A

V-9 Tack (TSF.09/18) STP Luate Liquud sud MLLW STP R &3
Siudge
Amencmm-24 Hquid) 40250 pCul {3 A2
(Sedimem? 5,766 pCug o) pruge 15.17

Plutonium-2 38(L1quid)

170.000 pCuit

Fr a9

Note: No comments were identified on this page.

chemicalyine

PM-2A TSF-26
V13 Task

40404 galioh

tank

STP st Laguids and
Sludge as MLLW

CFR 268.48

STP & aeg

Sedment) | 28600pCvg  f éehpage 15T .
Plutonmen-232/240(L19 3 | 44,300 pCwi ) AL
[Sedment) 7180 pOvE i) page 14-1T
Uranwm-231 17400 pCy ) A-91
Uranm-234 211.05¢ piA ) A-81
Urnnium-215 6,300 pTil by ASL
Urapum. 218 3.260 pCvi i) ASL
(Ummemas  lempen o Lwas
- | Codumt 3% A0000pCry L | 1AL
Tritmm 153,600,000 piiyi 1hy A-91
Tota! Strannum 250.500,008 pCvi 1 A-91
Ceri-244 5,210 pCyt B} A-3]
Tokalt-60 1,160,400 pCi o} A-94
Totsl Astivity b1 A-91
Liqud 603,318,570 pCVL
Sedment 14024, 590 plvfg
26 hazsrdous Esceed UTS Treatment M1 10-34
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Coball-60 45200080 pCul NG R
Ewropuan-} 54 91,000,606 pOu1 (e3 3t
Cesium-137 2,900,960,00¢ pCul Rk
Strvatim-90 2.850.000,400 pid RGE Note: No comments were identified on this page.
Cesium- 134 1R,109.000 3Ty i h3E
Total Activity 41 385,000 240,000 @3
Cunrs Puwo curel
4138 curics
31 Hazmdcus Exceed UTS Trestment 35 10-2810 31
Chemicslymetaly Standardt 45 CFR 26848
PMA.IM TSF.26 50600 Gallen Tank ! TSP Listx Exguud and STP gt 63
V-14 Tank Shidge as MLLW
Cobalt-60 191,000,006 pTut i 3L
Cesium-134 2.000.000 pTu1 {e1 31
Cesum-117 9.420,600.009 pCi [GRE
Enropom-: 54 7 26R000 pOyt ()31
Strotium-9¢ 2,260.6U0,U000 5T () 3L
Total Activity 25.960,000,000 wi
Cunes P00 curies
2598 cwries
33 bz dous Excccd UTS Tremtmznt (k) 1028 to 33
chemicals/metals Srandwds 40 CFR 26348
V- Tank seit STP hists as MELW S4020 pitvg RLE-P-BU-090 &b
Sources

DOE 1998 Datarefers to the following reports ested heee and DOE's 1995 Tan Remediation Plan

(a}; Work Plan for Watte Arss Grenp 1, Operabie Unit 1-10, £

Remeda:

Fravibilty Study. 1ahe Wattonal Engine ering Laborasery, US Departuent of Energy [daho Operations Office, DOE-
HX-10527, Marck 1994, Vol L RLFS

(b}, © b ve

Novembes 1997, (RUFS)

diat Inve / Feawtility Swdy for the Test Arza North Opersbis Unit 1-16,
Idaho Mat:onal Eng:ncenng Laboratory, US Department of Energy ldshe Operstions (ffice, DOE.-ID.TE55T,

(£}, Freld Ssmpling Plan for Operabiz Uni 1-10: Test Area North, 12. L. Mazhael, Lockbeed kizsha
Technulogies Compamy, Idzha Natonal Engmeering Labordury, March 1996, INEL-95/0304, Vol HIRIFS.

(d) Federa: Regaster. May 25, 1998, Part I], Eavuonmeatal Protection Agercy, 40 CFR Parts 148 to 271, Land
Digposa: Kesmictions Phaze IV Final Rule

Acrougms:

LDR = Land Dhspoial Resthcnons (40 CFR 148 through 2713
TCLP = Tonicity Charactenstic Lewchate Pracedure {40 CFR 148 threugh 271)
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UTS = Univernal Trestmem Standarde (40 CFR §43 shrough 273
PRG ~ Prelmusry Remeduten Goals (EFA closnup goals bascd oo ruk valoey 12/18796)
STP : INEFL Sue Treatment Plan yenerated by srarute rglinement of the Federal Facility Complunce Ast

For more mformation ses Environmental Defense Institule’s Comments on Proposed Test Area North
Cleanup Pian, December 1998, available om FIIT's Website, publicarions link.

111. Issues Related to Disposal of TAN Waste at ICDF

/ The Department of Energy (DOE) Idaho National Engineering and En virc | l.abomlury\
(INEEL) issued a Record of Decision in October 1999 1o, among other things, construct an op-sitc mixec
hazardous and radioactive waste dump."* This decision was made within the Superfund (CERCLA}
process with the concumence of the State of Idaho and the U'S. Envirurmental Protection Agency

(EPA). Iritially, this was welcome mews since the Envir Detens | hay for years
criticized 1XOE’s illegal waste "Sisposal™ practices in dumps that would rat even meet municipal garhage
landfill regulations let alope radioactive and kazardous chemical waste. Afler detailed analysis of the
Record of Decision, it is clear that DOE plans 1o repeat the mistakes of the past by siting the pew dump.
(called the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Fucility) (JCDT) aot oely in 2 {lood zone, but ever top of Rabo's
sole sourae Szake River Agoifer which sustaiss more 1kan 200,000 famsilics.  In short, the issuc is not ke
constuctian of the rew dump, bt the issue is where it is to be built on the INERL site. ED's positior. is
that thore are oredible sliamative sites on the INEEL that are not over ik sguifer or in a floed zone.

Comment W2-18 (Section 13.7.2, Topic 49)

Response: The “ISV failures” referred to by the commenters resulted dur-
ing testing ol a previous version of this technology. That version was re-
fined 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 the “failures” experienced
during the developmental stages of ISV. 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

(CContinued on page 30)

Additionally, DV is violating ather environmental laws by clsiming that the CERCLA process
waves the requi ts of the National Envir | Policy Act (NEPA) among other laws, Atomeys
conversan! in the regulations say CERCLA only waive the permitting and NEPA reguirements in the
direct removal and diation of a ' sile. CERCLA does not in this case waive the RCRA
T itting ur NEPA requi ts on a maor 385 million KCDF dump project. Specifically, the equivatent
requirements under NEPA would require NOE to evaluate, in an Environmental Impact Statement, the
credible alternative siting locations for the ICDF. This was never done. Yes, DOF evaluated alternatives

for on-site vers off-site disposal.......but not altermative on-aife locations. Orce again, the legal

requiremsnts are obfuscated not onty by DOE but by the State of Idaho and the Environmental Protection
Agency, Since this appears to be a “done deal” between DOE urd the svgulalors, it appears the pubiicy

' Final Revord of Decision, [dsho Noxlesr Technology sud Eng:ncerng Conter, Operatic Unite 3-13, Liabo
Matinns! Engangorng anid Bnvizonmental Labagstory, Octbes 1999

Comment W2-19 (Section 13.6, Topic 40)

Response: As part of the ICDF planning and design process, U.S. Geo-
logical Survey and other research data 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
IGDF will be surrounded by an engineered berm 15 ft higher than 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 (RCRA), monitoring, and an engi-
neered multiple liner system that includes a leachate collection and re-
moval system, and a leak deteciion and removal system to inhibit fluid
movement below the complex liner system. The landfill will meet addi-
tional standards for prolectiveness 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
huepSwww ineb sovipublicdocumentsspdis/cercta01-3067 1 -04 pdf. %
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only recourse is litigating. Once again the public's rights have been trampled
A review of the available US Geological Survey (I7SGS) repints related to INEEL flooding
scenarios and flood cortrol infragtrictures, it is clear that DXOE and the repulators ignored this

information. Mareaver, DOE ignared USGS recol lation tkat additional analyses are condicied prior
to any final siting decisions are made for new waste inkernment and dizposition of existing buried waste.
Speeifically. USGS ded a rwo di ional mode} to expand the 1998 USGS one dimension

madel 10 inchude the upper 95% corfidence flow estimales of 11,600 cubic feet per secord for the Big
Lost River [00-vear flood, and include modeling for the upper 1ange 1undt of the 500 -year estimated flow
rate in the Big Lost River flood plain on the INEEL.

DOE is constructing the ICDF as a slep Wwand mwshing repulalury requirements in the Resouee
Cuonservation Recovery Aot (RCRA)Y Subtitle<C hazardous wasie disposal eriteris. Atler 25 years of
thumbing its nese at RCRA, DOE finatly is making a pesture towasd compliance afies five decades of
roismanagement of s waste streams that cavse massive envi | cont: tion. Esti d
cleanup costs of this INFEL debacle are in the range of $19 billion that will ciime out ef emr pockets as
taxpayers. DOES" decision 1o firally camply with RCRA is mamed by the wiongheaded ckoice of
lecation, when other on-sile locations would not pose the same nisks to the aguifer that is alrcady
severely contaniinated from INEEL waste.

DOE is ing the ICDF i diately soath of the ldalio Chemical Provesving Plant {ICPP)
also now called INTEC mainly for economic reasons. I is close to the ICPP where much of the waste
will be generated and it is near/over existing waste waier percolation ponds which are on the Superfund
cleanup list, and it is over extersive 10il contamination caused from ICFF stack releases. In other words,
“kill three washed hirds witk one stone. "

The US Geological Survey released a 1998 report that modeled the median 100-year flow rafes
ir: the Rig Lost River (that flows by the ICPP) down stream of the INEEL Diversion Dam (6,220 ¢f5).
‘The 1SS report cross section number 22 at the ICPP puts the median flond elevation af 4,912 fee >
Agaii, this is oerly the mean flow rate {as opposed 1o the maximom rate of 11,600 cf/s) of just a 100-year
fload, and nat including any additional cascading events like the failure of Mackey Dam. The USGS flood
miap shows the narthern jalf of the ICPP under water. There are only five-foot diffesences between the
K'1OF (south exd of ICPP) elevation of 4,91 7 feet and the USGS predicted elevation of 4,912 feel thinuph
the middle of the [CPF. The L7SGS study also employed current modeling technics and plotted 37
separate cross sections on the INEEL site. The JCPF as a whole 1s about as flat as a table top with orly
a couple feef change in elevation north to sauth.’* The crucial point kere is that cven the slightest
variation ir a Dig Lost River floo€ would put the ICDF underwater assuming the dump was on the
swiwe. Proportiveally kess varation in floods would inundate the dunsp the degpes the ICDF is buricd
below the surrounding tomin.

An carlier USGYS study in 2996 ulso estimated the flow range lor the Big Lost River al the
INEEL; “The upper and lower 95-percen:t confidence limits for the estimated 10U-year peak flow were

! Preluminary Water-Sur fase Blevohiens and Boundary of the 100 Year Peak Flow in the Big Lout Kaver at
the Idahe Natisas Engaietring and Eavoonmental Labonatory, 1dahc, US Gealegical Survey, Water-Resources
Investigatons Repur 984065, DOETD-2214d

2 ropngraphic Map of Block 21, Nahonal Reactor Trstng $tanon (now called INEEL) showmg works and
shucturzs, U.S. Atom:c Energy Commission, Idaho Opeorstoas Office, shows three fret change m eltvationbetween
the acrth and south end of the TCPP.

Comment W2-18 (continued)
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mand 3,150 cubic fect per second {cFs). respectively.” * \
Since 1956, INEEL has expericnced significant Nlooding events (localized and sito-wide) inl %62, Comment W2-18 (contin ued)

1963, 1969, 1982, and 1984, In an effort to mitigate the flooding prablem, I3OF built a diversion dam an

the Hig Lost River that is dexipned ta shunt flaod waters 1o the south and away from INEEL facilities.
US(GS's 1998 report that modeled the mean (inidrange) L00-year flow rate of 7260 cffs wpstream of the
TNEFL diversion daim, USGS estimated that the Big Lost mediar: flow rate downstream of the diversion
dam a1 6,220 cf7s with a thausand ¢f/s going down the diverston: channe! for 2 total medan fow rate of
1,260 cfis upseam of the TNEEL diversion dam. ** “This peak Nlow was ronted down stream {of Die Big
Lost Kivee] as if the INEEL diversion dam did not exizt. On the basis of 8 structural analysis of the

INEEL diversion dam (U.S. Army Corps of Ergineess) i the dam incapable of refaining high
flaws. The Corps indicated that the diversion dam could fail if flows were la exceed 6,000 caivic feet per
second. "

This USGS study acknowledged that the northern half of ike ICPP would be flooded with four
feet of moving waler, even at this midranpe (mean) flow rate. I 1CDF excavation pocs fwo et below
present surfaces, it will be below the elevation of the mean 100 year flood zone. Plass are to excavate
ICDF pits most of the entire 50 feet 1o bedrock.

Since the radioactive waste will be extremely hazardous for 1ens of thousands of years and
flnading will flush contaminates dowr: into the aqui fer, a conservative risk assessment would mode| the
upper 95-percent confiderce limits for the esitmated 1 00- year peak flow of 11,600 cffs. USGS has
proposed this additional research 10 DOE, but the Department is not willing 10 provide the funding. A
USGS hydrologist notes, “The flow af 11,600 c& répresents the upper 95 percent eos fidence limit flow
for the estimated | 00-vear peak flow (Kjelstrom and Berenbrock, 1996, p6} Future modeting needs ane n
madel the area with this fiow. We've expressed this to the INFEL and also have expressed that the
WSPRO model used has limitations and that an applicaton of more stringent models {two dimensicnal) is
reeded {o sefine and better delineals the extent of possidle fleoding of the Big Lost River. ¢

USGS estimates the miear 500-year Bag Lost River fiood rates at 9.680 <ffs (34% preates flow
rate than the mean |00 year floed).” This 500-year fiood would inundcate the ICPP and surrounding
area. These potentinl hazards are being ignored when making hazardovs mixed radioactive waste

i <.t decisions in thes¢ vaincrable arcas despite the long-term consequences and the porertial for
dditional aguifer ination

2 Fxtmated 100-Year Peak Fiows and Flow veismes i the Big Lost River and Hush Creck al the 1daho
Nanona: Eapneerng Laberrtory. Idshe, VLS. Gecicgical Survey, Wt cea br Report Jo-i164,
L.C. Kjeistrem and €. Bereobrock, 199, page v,

" Prelumemary Water-Sus face Elevations snd Beundary of the 160 Year Peak Flow inile Big Lest River at
the 1dahe Natouat E > and E; i cry, [dahe, US Gealogiea! Survey, Water-Resnurees
Investigatony Report 984058, DOEAD 22148

* USGS YE-A6S, page 8
** Charles E. Berenbrock. U.S. Geologieal Survey Hydrotopuat, March 25, 19959 el o Chuck Brostwows
7 Extumated 110 Yoar Peak Fiewa and Flow Velumes in the Big Lost River and Burch Creek at the [dahs

Nat:ona! Engnrerng Laborstory, U 5. Geological Survey, Water Resiulies Invesligations Repont 96-1141, page 11
1hows flow rates for S-ycar, | G.yeyr, 100-yoar, and S00-yrar finods
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Cascading everts also an nol considersd. This is known as 2 worsl cuse spenario whire one
event triggen another event. For instasce 2 500-Year flood plus failure of Mackay D (hailb o 19173
vesuiting in estimated flows of ,700 + 54,000 cubic teet per second respectively would be an example of
2 eascading event. Failure of Mackey Dam is son-speculative iz view of the 1976 failure of the Teton
Daw of similar vonstruction and the fact that Mackey Dam lies within 11 miles of n major earthquake
fault line that pruduced the 1983 Borah Peak 7.3 magnitude quake. An intermal 1986 DOF repont that
analyzed the impact of Mackey Dani failure scenarios noles that, “Mackay Dam was not built 10 corform
to seismic or hydrologic design criteria,™ and, "the damn has experienced sigmifican! under secpage since
its construction.™ ¥ This EG&G study acknuwledged that the ICPP, Navel Reactors Fuvility, and the
Test Ares North (LOFT) facilitics would be flopded with at least fous fect of water moving al three feet

per second
USGS did ot consider cascading events but noled previous shucies showing that faiture of
Mackay Dam alome would result in 6 fect of waler & the INEEL Radivadtive Waste M: t

Complex (RWMC) waste burial grousds, Other studies recognized by USGS rote tha, “Ruthburn {1989,
1291) estimated that the depth af water a1 the RWMC, resulting from a palen-flood {early] nf 210 3
miflion cf's in the Big Lost River in Box Canyon mnd overflow areas, was 50-60 feet.” “If Mackey Dam
failed, Niccum estinated that peak fow at the ICPP would be at 30,000 ufs.” * Comparing ikese flow
rates with the USGS estirmale $00-year mean flaw of 6,220 cfs that would flood the nonh end of the
ICPP with four feet af water, and a Mackey Dam failure hecomes 2 real disaster potential with regpect

to the existing underground waste tanks and underpround spent reactor fisel storage at the ICFP.

DOE is selying extensively on the Big Lost River Diversion Bum (located at the western INEEL
boundary) 1o shunt major flood waters away from INFEL facilities. The last comprehensive snalyyis of
this diversion dike sysiem (below the diversion dam) was conducted by USGS in 1986 in a repart tifled
Capacity of the Diwersion Channel below the Flood Contral Dam on the Big Lost River at the INEL.

In this study USGS estimated 1 men flnw rate of 9,300 cffs, 7,200 of which went inte the diversion:
channel and “2.100 cffs will pass threuph two fow swells west of the main channel for 8 combined
maximum divession capacity of 9,300 cfs ™ “A sustained flaw at or abave 9,300 cf/s could damage ar
destroy the dike banks by erosior:. Overfiow will first top the contsinment cike at cross section: |, focated
uear lhe downstream control stuctune ok the diversion dam.™ ** This USGS study did not asalyze the
consiniction of the diversion dikes bat they would likely Eail as did the npstream diversion dam, bailt at the
sane time, that the Army Corps of Frgineers found stnzcturalty deficient. “On the basis of 2 stuctural
aralysis of the INEEL diversion dam (U.S. Army Corps of Engincers, written comments, 1997), the dam
was assumed incapable of retaining high flows. The Corps irdicated that the diversivn dam coutd fit if
flows were to exceed 6,000 cFs. Possible failure mecharisms are: (1) erosion of the upstream face of

the dam that results from high-flow vetocities and loss of slape protections (rip-rap), (2) overtopaing of the
diversion dam by flows exceeding the capacity of the diversion chanrel and culverts, (3) piping and
breaching of the diversion dus because of seepage around the culverts, and (4) instability of the dam ard

"* Fiood Rowtng Analyss for 3 Palure of Mackey Dam, K. Koskew, I Vau HaMeu, preparcd by EG&G
ldahe for .3, Deparoaent of Focrgy, Jone 1988, EGG-EP-TI84, page 1§

' USGS 98.9T05, page 6
e Capacity of the Diversion Channci Beiow the Flsod Contral am cn the Big Lost River at the Idahs

Nabumal Enginecring Laboratory, US. Geological Survey Water Resources luvestgsiions Repont 864268, O M.
Dennet, page | snd 25

Comment W2-18 (continued)
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Fajlure of the diveraian dam andrar the diversion channel dikes wouid also directly impact the
Radioactive Waste Management Complex {RWMC) waste burial grounds. A 1976 USGS report notes,
*The buriat ground is wathwz 2 yuiles (3.2 kan) of the Big Lost River and the surface is approximately 40
feet (12 m) lower than the preseut river channel. Sediments in the burial gmvand contain grains and
pehbles of limestone and quartzite, suppesting that in tewznt pevlopic past, flood walers of the Rig Lost
River flowed through the burial grousd basin. Twa eroded notches or “wind-gaps’ in the basalt ridge
bordering the west of the bunal ground also suggest past Big Lost River floods.” “A large diversior
systemn on the Big Lost River was constracted by the AEC to control flood waters by diverting water into
gpondirg Areas A, B, C, and D. The nearest of thexe, Area B is lecs thap a mile [sonth} from and about
30 fes1 {9m) higher in devatton than the burial ground.”

UISGS Arco Hilts SE and Big Sourhern Rurre cuudrangle topographic maps clearly show the
RWMC flooding valnerability as do other USGS reports that note, “if [diversion | dike 2 [a4 ponding Arca
B) failg, larpe flows wilf draip directly toward the solid 1adinactive waste burial greunds.” > These
vulnerabilities must be taker into corsideration when DOF artenipis ta leave the busied transuranic waste
at the RWMC and not exbone wad relucale it o a safe permarent repository.

Building dams around the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility {ICDF) as was done at the RWMC
is ot an acceptabrle flood protection answer bacause lateral water migration will 20 under the dams and
locat precipitation will be held in exacerbating the leachaie conditions. The liner of the ICDF will not he
capable of maintairing integrity with the incitared hydraukic pressum during a flood becavse Liners are
only capable of blotking what mizinal surface water may lesk psst the cap and infitirate the waste.
There ae good lugitanate masuns why dumps (even mumicipal garbage damps) are zot allowsd by slatute

Comment W2-18 (continued)

in flood zones or above sale source aguifers. Dams by definition sre anly functional if there 15 tegular
maintenance which cannot be assumed ance DOL ends irstitutional cortrol of INEEIL in a hundred years.
Drumpirg the waste on top of the ground and mounding the cover over it will regult in the cap eroding over
ich agaipisus, fe Regulatos's o jom that there is o deorer of sficiencyic

co-tocating the ICDF with the ICPP percolation pornds that they must be remediated aloeg with the
“windblown® soif contamination area around the pereolation ponds nol only defies’ common sense but is
also illegal.

DOL muwst desipgnate another location for the ICDF that ix not near 2 fload plain and not over the
aguifer. DOE's own study has identified ot loast fwo guch sites {on the INEEL) where the Lemi Rargs
meets the Snake River Plzin. ** DOE has not serionsty considered these sltvrealive sites as woutd

normally be reyuired umder the Natioral Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), stating thal the sites were
ehiminated from eonsideration duie fo inereased seismic activity. There is no éocumented evidence of this

XL USGS 984665, pagr 9

“ Hydrolegy el the Sold Waste Bunst Ground, as Relaied fo the Poteptis! Migraton of Radionus ides,
Idabo Matienal Engueéering Laboratory. 1.8, Geological Survey, Open File Repont 76471, j Barsclough, August
976, page §

B Probabulity of Excerdmy Cupacity of Fioed-Controi Systes at the Nutiona| Resctor Testung Staven,
Tdsbe, U.S. Gevlogical Swvey Wate Resounwes Division, P.Carngsn, JR., 1972 page 4

» Momarty, T. P Feantility of Locaung Dry Storage of Spzat Naclear Fue! on Idaha Nakiona| Engnereng
l.alvaatury Land & a Safe Thai Does Mot {hveriie the Snake River Aquifer, November | 995

Comment W2-20 (Section 13.7.1, Topic 26)

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 CERCILL.A; 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-
tigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) 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.
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alterpalive site analysis. Ne cmpirical risk assessment was conducted to compare the relative risk of'a
location. over a sole source aquifer and in a flood plain (ICPP) as opposed 10 a site with a slightly hipher
seismic risk not pver the aquifer or in 2 flood zone (Lemi Range ferminus). Other credible options inchude
purchasing land coatiguous to the northern end af the INEEL site near e termings of the Biltenout
Range that atso would ¢ off the aquifer and not us a locd zope and have more soil cover over the
bedrock.

Another misgulded project outlined in DOE's Octaber 1999 Record of Decision is the
construction, of new ICPP process waste percolation ponds midway between ICPP and Central Facilitics
Area to the south. For a detailed malysis of this projert sec the Envismmental Defense Institute’s
Grownt Warer Contamination at INEEL Repors available at Ity *hoine car thlink biet/~vdin st/

Muclear Regulatory Commission restrictions prehiditing citing radicactive waste disposal dumps
an 100 year flond plaine nust be observed, [ NRC 18 OFR &5 61.50 The reason for these restrictions is
because the flood water will leach the contaminateés out of the waste and flush the pollution more apidly
m(o the agutter. ﬁl.rcc thme wastes will remain m\t for tens o:' thousands of years, (!‘e} must he

respect to the ICPF high-level waste tanks that are some fan} feet m{mmurd as weil as the
underground spent reactor firel storage and calcine storage bins at the ICPP. Water acts as a moderator
and if tke undarground spent fiel vaulis are flooded, it could cause a criticality. All of these underground
high-level waste siles arc extranely vulnerable. Former ICP? workers recatl stacking saedbags six fest
bigh around the plant during 2 Spring flood abont ten vears ago. The added external hydrologic pressure
wit e hiph-level washe tank vaulls could vollapse the vaulls and the 1anks inside, and thus
refease ﬂw contents. These nsh must be considered when DOE decides to beave the hiph-leve] waste

g Mmcasiine

The ICTIF, siting, engineering design, and waste acceptance criteria (WAC) nuist be developed
with prblic involvement thiough a free and open discussian. The tegal requirements af the process are
spelied out in the National Environmertal Policy Act that requires Envi tal Impact § nts and
public hearings. Only \.r ~containcrized wastes that can ¢ compacted during placement should be
allowed so as to baid caused by iner d position, Biodegradable, VOC,
collapsible, sokuble, TRU, or Greater than Class C Low-level, and Alpha-tow-level waste must also be
excludod from the ICDF dump and sent off-site. Prios 10 completing the ¥CDF Title H Design, workshops
should be copvened for stakcholders 3o comment on the proposal in adchlion 1o tke NEPA reauirements.

USGS reports identified faclors favoring downwazd waste migration. "I order for waste
isotopes 1o be carried dowr.ward by water, four basic requiremens are needed: 1.) availability nf wates,
2.) contact of the water with the waste, 3.) solubility of suspencanility of the waste in water. 4.)
permeability in the geologic media to altow water flow downward. " ® This USGS repart describes in
detail haw all four conditions are met at INEEL including the sohubility factor where they note “Hagan
and Miner {1970) lcached five cifferent categusies of solid waste from Rocky Flats [the main sowree of
plutosium in the RWMC] with ground water from the INEL and Rocky Flats a0d nweasured the pliduniun
conventrations and pH of the leachate. They tound the kighest P2-239 corcentration w leachztes from

@diom’aphi!c wasles, 62,000 to $0,000 ugA plutmmivmeor (3.8 x 10* w4 9 x 10* pCUL)." [Tbid]

2 1568 78471 pagr $5-n9

Comment W2-21 (Section 13.6, Topic 37)

Response: The ICDF meets the CERCLA 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 pathways to current and future workers, future residents,
and the environment. DOE will manage institutional controls at the
1ICDF for a minimum of 10¢) years to continue its protectiveness, After
100 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 pubiic, workers, or the envi-
ronment. The owner of the property after 100 years, whether DOL,
another Federal agency, or any other entity, will be required to main-
tain institutional controls until such time as the land can be released for
unrestricted and unlimited use.

Comment W2-22 (Section 13.2, Tapic 27)

Response: NRC regulations prohibit the disposal of radioactive waste
in 100-vcar flood plains. Although these NRC regulations are not ap-
plicable to the ICDF, the ICDF complies with this requirement. The
INEEL 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 con-
firm the safety of the proposed facility relative to potential flooding.

/ N~

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 the 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

(Continued on page 32)
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The most reliable indicators of contaminate migration are ensite sampling data. Cesiwn-§37,
plutonium-238,-239,-240 were aft found at the 240 foot inerbeds wnder the RWMC. o 2xeisgw Forty-
one % of the sampies fron) the 240 Jool wpterbeds contsined radionuclides. magsm Other literatwre
confirmalion of plutoniom al 240 fedd mieknins "Radi fides (including Po-738 -239.-2740, Amn-24!, Cs-
137, S1-30) have beer delected in soils and ot sedimentary icterbeds 1o a deplk of 240 feet beneath the
RWHC, (Hodge et al, [989) " "Pasitive values for Pu-23%.-239,-240 were detected in sanples odtamed
from the 240 {oot inferbed in bore hole DOZ. "movm mnanagipesmasim gy Kadionuelides arc
also vonfirmed in the ayuifer under the RWMC. posc wrmaangas USGS water sampling data at the 600
foot levels, expressed in pico curies per Liter {pCi/} sbow:

For more information on the contaminate migmtion fram IVEEL hiied wadle ser EDL website
publication on “$nake River Aquifer at Risk”. hitpacrasonalpages tds ret/~edinst

iIn summary of Section LI, ICDF site selection is icgal under glalutes Nuclew Regulatory
Commission (NRC) riles that prohibit siting of radioactive waste damps tn 100 year flood plains (10 CFR
61_50) which the agencies are obliged 10 conform 1o if their commitment to Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirement (ARAR) ts genuine

This particular argument revoives arannd the fundamentai defipiting ofthe 108-yr fiond zone. USGS
conducted an extensive study in 1998 that defined the upperand lower 95% confidence fevefan the flow rates
for a {(0-year flood.

1. The upper rate is estimated ar 11,600 ¢f and fhe lower rate is 3,150 cfs

2. USGS choge for some unknown reasen (perhaps pressure from DOE) to plot only the mean faw
rate (avemge between upper and lower) of 6,220 cfs

3. USGS assumptions base on previous Army Corps of Enpineers and other EG&G sradies that the
Diversion Dam would fail with flows in ex e85 676,000 ¢ fs sathe diversion dam was mosily
discounted.

4. USGS ploting of the mecan 100 year flow rate docs a0t define the Bood zome, It only shows
where the likely areas that will be effected during an average floed. This mean plot should
never be used for making major facility siting decisions.

5. Theappropriate definition of the 100 year flood zone is 10 plot the uoper buund 95% confidence
Ievek flow rate, whick USGS attempled fo convine DOE fo fund, but were refused funding

6. No ercdible empirical ralionsle can be presented to define the 100 year flood zune based on the
plotting of the mean flow rafe as POE and the regpualators are doing.

7. Gwven st the upper bound 95% confidence level flow rate is neerdy twice what the mear flow
rate .. ks G w signifivant spread.

The apparent lop of the TCDF berm is about 10 feet above the USGS platted mear of the 100 year
flood a1 INTEC. Absent a through USGS study that plots the upper level flow rate and the resubtant flonding,
given the near level topagraphy of the INTEC £nvirorns, there isa lot of uncertainty about whether the berm
is high enough.

Additional uncerfainty is the ability of the berm fo susvive the three feet per second rush of the flood
and the erasion that would be expected to accur.

The t¢n foot berm would also be expected to erode over time from eaturzl wind and precipitation
which wauld elinunate that minimal flood barrier. Who is going to be arcund in 200 years to maintain that
berm? 11 thse Loz was breachied, is the liver adequate to maictais integrity with a bydnodic head
of nearly £0 foct?

Comment W2-18 (continued)

500 vear flood MEAN is estimated at 9.600 cfs.... Claims of | GO0 year dusabitity of ICDF mandates
inclusion of the 500 vear flood impact. Cascading event of Macky Dam.....+ + 54,000 cfs

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 the
environment. This reduction in leachability is required to meet both
RCRA LDRs and the WAC for any 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 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 discusscd above
in Topic 24 but also a dilution of the 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) tand disposal restrictions (LDRs) or disposal facility waste
acceptance criteria (WAC).

No. The selected remedy includes stabilization as a treatment step.
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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Cost benelitanalysixdicd not take inmaceountlosg lermyimpact on thy 1 I further o
of the sole source Snake River Aquifer and how it would affect health and safety not 10 mention ap;c\llm'e

Comment W2-18 (continued)
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(Continued from page 8)

Response to Comment W2-1 (continued):

barium, cadmium, chromium, and lead have inappropriate unit labels. These
values appear to have been taken [rom the Work Plan for Waste Area Group
1, Operable Unit 1-10, Comprehensive Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (S. M. Lewis, et al., 1996 [DOE-ID/10527]), which mistakenly labeled
the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) values for those met-
als as mg/kg instead of pg/L. This emror by the INEEL 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 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.

The sludge values cited by the commenting group in the same table appear lo
show a consistent drop from data referenced in the 1998 Proposed Plan to the
values listed in the 2003 Proposed Plan. The INEEL does not make this
claim. The apparent decrease in concentrations is the result of an inappropri-
ate comparison of the solids in ene tank to the combination of solids and
liquids in a different lank. Because most of the contamination is in the 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 the 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 be-
comes 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 com-
prehensive 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 of the remedia-
tion process. As described in Section 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 from the 2003 Proposed Plan and previous documents, would not
have significantly affected the technology evaluation and do not affect the
remedy selected in this ROD Amendment. 4

(Continued from page 8)

Response to Comment W2-2 (continued):

rounding contaminated soil has not changed in any substantive way from the
1999 ROD, the details of how remediation of the surrounding soil will be car-
ried out have been clarified (see Scction 11.2). 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 environment from both the
V-Tanks contents and the surrounding contaminated soil. +

(Continued from page 8)

Response to Comment W2-3 (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

FFA/CO.

Besides 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 from 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 INEEL’s Deactivation, Decommission-
ing, and Dismantlement (D& D& D} Program. Those components of Building
616 that managed hazardous waste as defined under the Resource Conscrva-
tion and Recovery Act (RCRA) are also being addressed under a RCRA clo-
sure plan. (Topic 13 provides more information on the closure plan.) %
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(Continued from page 9)

Response to Comment W2-5 (continued):

ners to and regulators of DOE {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 person or by teleconference. Both
the State and EPA may alse hold mectings and briefings on the cleanup pro-
gram. This ROD Amendment, like all INEEL RQODs, is the result of a sub-
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,
Idaha Department of Environmental Quality
1410 N. Hilton
Boise, ID 83706
Phone: (208) 373-0492

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 83415-3911
Phone: (208) 526-4392

In addition to mailings and public meetings, the INEEL provides additional
avenues for public involvement, including tours and briefings. These arc
described in each propesed plan and on-line at htip:/cleanup.inel.gov?
aetinvolved’. The INEEL Community Relations Plan (available on-line at
hitp/feleanup.inel.gov:publicdocumentsiremediation’) explains more about
these opportunities for comment and involvement. Community Relations
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/CQ. Every reasonable effort is made to
ensure that TAN remediation activities contribute to the ultimate goal of pro-
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
requirements, 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) | sites are in no way illegal.

The cleanup process carried out for TAN has included all required commu-
nity relations activities to ensure that the public has been provided appropri-
ate opportunities for invoivement in a wide variety of sitcCrelated 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 oppartunities 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 | CERCLA
process with its public comment opportunities, in conjunction 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, %
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Response to Comment W2-4 (continued):

nated environmental media not identified by the Federal Facility Agreement
and Consent Order (FFA/CO) 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 refined 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
1o complete any necessary cleanup. <

(Continued from page 10)

Response to Comment W2-8 {continued):

lations and laws that apply to the action) relevant to this action were identi-
fied during preparation of the 2003 Technology Evaluation Report [TER], en
which the 2003 Proposed Plan was based. None of the ARARSs prohibit dis-
posal 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 ARARs. 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 be
placed in the INEEL Information Repository as each is completed and ap-
proved. %

(Continued from page 1()

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 of this document, These data changes, while different
from 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 of the
transuranics in the tanks is currently 4.27 nCi/g and will be reduced even
further through treatment. These concentrations are well below the ICDF
waste acceptance levels. See Sections 14.5 and 14.6, below, for more discus-
sion of the ICDF WAC and other ARARs that will be met by this cleanup.

(Continued from page 10)

Response te Comment 2-10 (continued):

have occurred since the original data were collected. The discrepancies noted
by the commenting group stem from a data labeling error in a 1996 INEEL
report combined with Comment 2-10 {continued): an inapplicable data com-
parison by the commenting group. Given that the 1996 data cited are incor-
rectly labeled, the commenting group’s conclusion that this represents
“decay” is also inapplicable here. The correct data for the V-Tanks radioac-
tive constituent concentrations are in the 1997 Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study (RI/FS} and all following documents for this action. (See
Topic 17 for more information on contaminant characterization.)
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(Continued from page 11)

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 CERCILA remediation is generally so
complex, details cannot be fully 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 office 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 wha 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. <

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 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 in thc V-Tanks contents is
well below the ICDF’s waste acceptance criterion of 10 nCi/g, even prior to
treatment. <

(Continued from page 11)

Respeonse to Comment W2-12 (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 melling process (o
produce 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 contrel during the treatment process.

(Continued from page 11)

Response to Comment W2-13 (continued}):

have a transuranic concentration of approximately 2 nCi/g, 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 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 (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 {i.e., waste with greater than
100 nCi/g transuranic content). It does not include LLW in this requirement.

(See Topic 20 for additional information on waste-type categories.)

The V-Tanks contents do not meet the definition of TRU waste (>100 nCi/g;
see response to Topic 20.) The response to Topic 21 explains in mere detail
how the concentrations are measured. The highest 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 the V-Tanks is be-
low 10 nCi/g before treatment. After 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
the 1995 Settlement 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, %
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(Continued from page 12}

Response to Comment W2-14 (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 (FFA/CO), and was de-
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-Tanks site properly addresses
only the four tanks contained in this site, as established by the FFA/CO.,

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 FFA/CO as TSF-26 and are also reterred 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
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 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.) <

(Continued from page 12)

Response to Comment W2-15 (continued):

of human health and the environment, including the aquifer, 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 dispesal under those regulations.

Only INEEL 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 nCi/g, liquid waste, explosives and rcac-
tives, spent nuclear fuel, and 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 INEEL CERCLA waste that fails to meet the
ICDF WAC will be refused for disposal at the ICDF. <

(Continued from puge [2)

Response to Comment W2-16 (continued):

present 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 remediation objectives 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 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 office 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. <
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(Continued from page 12)

Response to Comment W2-17 (continued):

and Storage 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 Feasibility
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 Reactor Vessel Burial
Site. This potential release site was evaluated as part of the WAG 1 compre-
hensive RI/FS 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 belicved 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 relevant documentation. It was determined that
aithough 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 [1.3 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 confirms the effectiveness of the design of the CER-
CLA public involvement process.

The TAN Pool (which is part of the TAN-607 Iot Shop) is currently being
cmpticd under a deactivation process but remains within an active facility.
Potential threats to human health and the environment from this sitc will be
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 CERCI.A actions.

(Continued from page 17)

Response to Comment W2-18 (continued):

ment of steam and air bubbles through the melt did result in some splatter
info the 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 con-
taining the radioactivity were easily collected and sent for appropriate dis-
posal.

Subsequent analysis of the ambient air collected by the OQRNL project’s three
air samplers did not reveal any airborne contamination resulting from the
melt expulsion. There was no risk to human health or the environment, cer-
tainly not the “extreme risk” suggested in the comment. The reasons for the
ORNL melt expulsion are detailed in a formal DOE report.?

Other 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 535-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 proccssed causcd a sudden
retease of 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 the electrical cable insulation). Details of this incident are
reported in Geosafe’s 1994 test report.’

b. 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 caused molten
glass splatter sufficient to ignite the fabric hood material. Details of
this expulsion are recorded in Callow et al.*

(Continued on page 31)
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(Continued from page 30)

Response to Comment W2-18 (continued):

A summary of ISV melt expulsions to date was prepared by R. K. Farns-
worth as part of the Operable Unit 7-13/14 In Situ Vitrification Treatability
Study Work Plan’

Based on the lessons learned from the initial demonstrations of ISV technol-
ogy, planar ISV was developed and successfully 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 of vaporizable material without the potential for sub-
surface pressure build-up or melt expulsion. The results of this successful
treatability study are available in the Administrative Record. The Agencies
have reviewed 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. The carly 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 altcrnative. The Agencies selected planar ISV 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 earty
development of ISV. This same issue was addressed in the Responsiveness
Summary section of the 1999 Record of Decision (see pages 3-24 through
3-26).

Response t¢ Comment W2-18 (continued):

Notes:

1.

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

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

Geosafe, 1994. Investigation into the Causes and Application of the Melt
Displacement Event During Geosafe Operational Acceptance Test #2
(OAT-2), GSC-2301, Geosafe Corporation, Richland, Washington.

Callow, R. A., L.E. Thompson, J.R. Weidner, C.A. Lochr, B.P. McGrail,
and S.O. Bates. August, 1991. In Situ Vitrification Application to Buried
Waste. Final Report of Intermediate Field Tests at Idaho National Engi-
neering Laboratory, EGG-WTD-9807, EG&G, Inc., Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory, Idaho Falls, 1D,

Famsworth, R.K,, et al. January, 1999. DOE/1D-10667, Rev. 1, 1daho
Naticnal Engineering and Environmental Laboratory, Idaho Falls, ID.
“Appendix E: A Preliminary Assessment of Concerns Over Melt Expul-
sion Potential During ISV Processing.” <+
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(Continued from 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 INEEL.

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 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 INEEL carefully mects 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, sc-
lected remedies for Waste Area Group (WAG) 3 sites, including the creation
of the ICDF complex. The OU 3-13 RI/FS and ROD, with the associated
public involvement process, address NEPA values, such that ne separate
NEPA document or NEPA process is required. The waste acceptance criteria
(WAC) for the ICDF were developed during the ICDT 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 Amendment, the Proposcd

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

For more information about the ICDF, contact Joseph Campbell, the INEEI.
Community Relations representative for the ICDF, at 208-526-3183 or at
campilzinel.gov. For general information, call 1-800-708-2680, or send
mail to P.O. Box 1625, [daho Falls, ID 83415-3940.

The Agencies disagree. Under DOE’s CERCLA/NEPA 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 Record of Decision (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 the
ICDF complex. The ICDF was not permitted under RCRA because, under
Section 121{e) of CERCLA, i 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
wastc landfill. %
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( The Alliance supports either In Situ Vitrification or Ex Sita Vitrification of the IU.()O()\

\_ transportation of radicactive waste. J

snake River Alliance

B U = S 10 10 « LLLI1

May 14, 2003

Kathleen E. Hain

Environmental Restoration Program
DOE Idaho Operations Office M3 3911
PO Box 1625

Idaho Falls, [daho 83403-9987

Dear Kathleen Hain,

Please accept the fallowing public comments from the Snake River Alliance regarding
what actions to take for the V-Tanks Contents (TSF-09 and TSF-18) at Test Area North,
Operable Unit |-10.

gallons of liquid waste, 2,000 galloas of sludge. Cesium-137 contaminated soif and the
V-Tanks themselves, This position is tased on the selection criteria as outlined in the
1999 Record of Decision and vitrification's proven history as a stable and reliable
treatment method.

Vitrification technology is the most durable and mature treatment technalogy available.
Vitrification provides the highest reduction in toxicity, mebility and yolume and will treat
a greater amount of contaminated sail that would otherwise he disposed of without
trealnient,

Vitrification provides the least risk to humans and the environment in storage and

We do not suppaort the preferred aliernative, In Situ Chemical Oxidation/Reduction with
Suabilization becanse 1 least satisties the reduction of 1xicity, mobility, and volume
through treatment.

Comment W3-1 (Section 13.8, Topic 50)

Response: Compared to the other alternatives, 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 greater amount of contami-
nated 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 {DOE/
1D-11038). 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 Re-
medial Actions, Monitoring Concerns, Administrative Feasibitity, In-
creased (potential) Worker Hazards, Secondary Waste Volumes and

(Continued on page 34)

Thank you for your consideration.
Smcerely,
(}ary‘g

wchardson
Execunive Director

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. Tt will reduce toxicity by destroying the volatile organic con-
taminants (VOCs) and semi-volatile 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 ('ER) and the 2003 Proposed Plan, the primary reason ex
situ chemical/oxidation 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 from the addition of the oxidant (or reductant) and the
grout. Reduction of toxicity and mobility are achieved, which produces
a stable, compliant waste form. The Agencics selected this as the Pre-
ferred Allernative because it is the best remedy overall. The high rank-
ings of this alternative for short-term effectiveness and implementabil-
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. <
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Commenter: David B. McCoy
Document Number; W4

/ In dealing with the V Tank wastes with 1ts proposed plan. the Department of \

\ those wastes by the addition of soils whether contawinated or not, and/oy J

Page: 1 of 8
Mmooyl {@msn.com To: hainkeddsd doe gov
05/0072003 05 07 A o
Fax

Subjedt Comments on New Propos ad P{an 1o tha V. Tanks Conlants

Below 15 the result of your feediack form, It was submitted by

imccoydb Dlemon. c2) on Friday, May 9. 290} at 085:07:42

emarl: mecoyAb0 ldmen. com
name: David #, Mctoy
comments: May @, 20063

Commenta ol David ¥, Mooy

for the Department <f Energy tDOE)

Nerw Preopossd Plaps Far the V-Tanks Conlenty (TSF-09 and TS5F-18]
at Test Arca YHorth, Qperable Unit 1 19 (April 2003}

Enetgy {"DOE”) has attempted to biturcate the CERCLA aspects from cthe ROBA
awpects evolving the CERCLA plan withour firgt giving due conwideraticn to
RCRA raquiremencs. The hazardous wastag zantaine2 1n the Idahs Narzon
Enginesring and Enviroiumental Laboralory ("INBELT) Tezoe Area North (“TAR"; V
Tankg Clearly are RORA 1imtad amd characreristic wastes. THUB, rha conpliance
with applicable ov relevant and appropriace requirements (ARARS) cannct be met
unless the plan 16 1n compl:ance with RCRA scandardz applicable to generators
ot hazardous waste, owners and operators and land Jdispoesal restrictions.

The CERCLA play joaneres RCRA requirements at the cutgel by fnot taking into
accramt the facr thar RORA wasre cannat ha dilurad to reduce material to
achieve & level beldw 3PA concentration limits to achieve land disposal. 40
CFR 26%.3. Surh diiution i being vged for the V-Tank wastex in the foars of
2ddition of soils and grout materialg to reduce the RTEA wautes 1@ levels that
wauld allew land disposal 3t tha INEEL CERJLA rimpasal Fasiliry (PICDFY) . In
order to properly cencider the VW Tank wastes undsr RCRA requirements, che
levels ol harzardsug constituents must be considered prior to the dilution ot

addition ot groub.

Levels of radicacstive and other concaminants in the V-9 Tank are much higher
1 roncenftration than the V-1,2 or 3 Tanks.  Although not set out 3n the
proposed plan, the V- % Tank, which may c¢ontain the highest levels of
radicactive contaminacts in RCRA mixed waste torm should be considered

Comment W4-1 (Section 13.6, Topic 29)

Response: This CERCLA action fully 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 alter-
natives 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 control of
the operation. Several other alternatives would add grout as the last

{Continued on page 39)

Comment W4-2 (Section 13.6, Topic 30)

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

(Continued on page 39)

Comment W4-3 (Section 13.7.2, Topic 41)

Response: The higher concentrations of hazardous and radioactive

contamination found in Tank V-9 are primarily due to the higher con-
centration of sludge (solids) in that tank, which was designed to furnc-
tion as a sludge removal unit prior to storage of the waste in the other

(Continued on page 39)

individually ip grfer ro CONLTAIN the transuranics and pravent them from being

dumped by land dispo¥d. over the Sndke Fiver Agu:iler whers Lhe Lrzanvuranics
will enter the groundwater and aquifer and Snaxe River

r> The asd:itional V Tanks in building €16 have not been described in the proposed

plan and there iy a question ix Lo how much Lransuranic concentrat:on, il any,
way be present there 1n add:tacn to ¥ Tanks 1. &, X and %. WNotr presenting che
ful} scope ! the TAN V Tank problem tor public review i% 4 RdILr weaknwuy in

-

Comment W4-4 (Section 13.4, Topic 13)

Response: TAN Building 616 does contain multiple vessels with the
“y” designation (e.g., Tank V-4). However, these tanks are nol part of
the V-Tanks remediation project and are not identified in the Federal

(Continued on page 39)
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Commenter: David B. McCoy
Document Number: W4
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tha currantc propaged plan.

The propased plan inrends to sand Kransirahic waste ro the TONR. Traneuranic
WAETE 1§ Not Approvad for land disposal Concenrrarion of rransuranics ara at

\

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

Response: The commenter 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 the
2003 Technology Evaluation Report [TER]). All readings from Tanks

(Continued on page 40)

{a ?:1g_h lavel of 8 4 nii/g wirhim the V Tank sysram. The plan proposas

wirhent specifically hringing it ro the ackenrion of rhe public, co raduce
thig goneentration kelnow 10 nTi/g by 1) flughing the contents of all rhe tanks
together IRTG & ®ass: I addition of soll wastes. and: 31 addition of grout.
The spesifis facts o juetify the reduction of concentration ¢f gransuranics
to permigsible levels have not bo el forth.  In any case there is 2
dilution of v wasts 10 accomplich this task.

Nu nolice of the propoésed IUDD avlivily to digpose ol TAN V Tank wastew
tneluding rransuranies wirhin che INERL floodplain has heen givan in the
Federal Reg:ffer as required by 10 OFR 1032 ar meq. Sea, 10 OFR
1022.20a),1022.3(3), andi0?2.4(q)

Although Lue Lransuranicy might b removed fzom Lhe TAN site, Uie LIANSUTANLUE
will nel De zemoved Lrewm Lhe INBEL $ite dnd thus long term elliecliveness 1y
not high ag claimed 1n the proposed plan. The lang rerm effecriveness of
protection of healrh and rke envirammenr g nor achieved hecause the
rranpuranicg are not being remcvad from rhe INERL R1fe 1 f dispoaed of ar rhe
TCDF which l1es abave the Snake River Agiifer and 1= wirhin the L00-year flaod
zeme at INEEL. Tha contamination of rthe aquifer aver the long term by
Transuranics cOnstitutes an irrevertible and irzerrievable commitmeal of
rcopurcas which must cleariy ke =et forth in an cnvirenmental impact Statement
rizing such commitment
HWEBL cotc forth thic

to comtamination by
cder dnterpacting Lhe

Comment W4-6 (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. Sce 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 treat-
ment effectiveness and/or reduction of mobility, does incidentally dilute
the constituent concentrations, but this is in no way the justification, <

mLs Mave nor haan
cmmadare rhe

ticable DOE NEPA
fratoment has boon
cws for cleanud,
ity for cleanup

See next page for remaining
cominents on this page.
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Comment W4-7 (Section 13.6, Topic 32)

Response: 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 remedial action. <

migaion ol 1M

Thess wrirtcen &
nyscelt ar the ¥

favid R, Modoy

Comment W4-8 (Section 13.1, Topic 3, and Section 13.7.3, Topic 44)

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;

(Continued on page 41)
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of rhe publia, To redicws

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 hazardous wastes
(heavy metals, volatile organic contaminants [VOCs], and semi-volatile

(Continued on page 42)

rhe conrenrs of all ~he tanks
and: 3] addition ¢f grout.
cntration of rransuranics
(zy case there is a

See previous page for remaining com-
ments on this page.

|

AN V Tank waules
ean givan :n rha
10 OFR

g

X r
&, Lhe LIansurariicy
Llectivenesy 13

not. high as “riveness of

Although L
will ol be

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
not apply to the use of the ICDF. The same policy applied to the devel-
opment of the ICDF complex, which was authorized under the Operable
Unit (OU) 3-13 ROD, which was signed in 1999, <

protection of 1Ra Lhe
CYansuranisa arg nar heing remcved froam the TNEEL mire 1 f disposed of ar tfie
TCOF which Y1es above the Snake River Aguifar and 18 within rhe 100-vear f1ood
TNERL.  The conraminarion «f rha agu:fer aver ths 1ang term by
trapsuranics COBSUILULCS anl 11Teversible  and irretrievable comm:oment of
resources which mugt c¢learly ke ser forth in an onvirsnmentcal impact statoment
ard in the decision Lo Jgramt a licence ot permit authorizing such commisment
4f ressurses. Ko onvirenmental impact statement for INEEL setc ferch this
irretrievable and irreversible commitment of rescurces Lo contamination by
transuranics cominy from TAN. A rocent faoderal court order IRTeYprating the
1995 Bat!

t Agreement reguilds Iemoval of all transuramiss irom INEEL.

Tane ar

The Nat:ional Bnvironmanrat Prarecrisn Rar (NEPA) raquiremanrs Ravea nor hean
sarisfisd IOR is remired, ra the axrent possible, to acormaadare the
requiretnants of Bxecutive Orders 11983 and 11%%0 cthrough applicable DCE NERA
procedures. 9 CFR 1022 2{2}(b). Mo Environmontal Impact ftatement has bosn

prriormed priov Lo Lhe sonstruction of the ICDP.

CERTLA allows for cleanup,

but it 15 neot

L& that an entire facility for cleamup
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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 INEEL and is,
in that sense, an unrelated matter. ‘The INEEL’s current mission is avail-
able on the Internet (at http:/www.inel.gov/aboulimission-
vision.shtml). Further information on the INEEL mission change also
can be found on the Internet (at http://www.inel.gov/
chizabeth_sellers_message.pdf). It is not yet known what the details of
the proposed new INEEL nuclear research mission will be, relative to

(Continued on page 42)

fackored into the current proposed plan for the TAM V Tarks. Nor has phere
beer any Envirommental lmpact Slatement aduressily the Mission Chauge even
though substantisl lederdl Ievoultes ark currenlly Leiny wamibied Lo Lhe ey
migazon ol LWEEL for nuclear luodusteial avlivities which could coulinue oo
H S i i dialanl Lulury

These written comments are submitted in addition €& any <ral commente made by
mygclf ar the Publics Meoting of April 0, 2002 ac [daho Fally, Tdaho

David B. McCoy

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

Response: Development of new missions at the INEEL is a scparate
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 DOE

(Continited on page 43)
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Commenter: David B. McCoy
Document Number: W4
Page: 5 of 9

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 additions arc allowed by
RCRA (as documented in the June 1, 1990, Federal Register at

55 FR 226606). 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 measurcd for the RCRA LDRs are required to
be measured at the end of trcatment. Addition of stabilizing material under
the selected remedy is part of the treatment for reduction of mobility of
metals.

(Continued from 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 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. <+

(Continued from page 33)

Response to Comment W4-3 (continued):

tanks. The waste in the 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 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 from the V-Tanks site meets the TCDF waste acceptance criteria
(WAC). The ICDF WAC is designed to prevent the disposal of waste such
that a future 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 River Plain
Aquifer. If a waste exceeds the ICDF WAC, it cannot be disposed of at the
ICDF. »

(Continued from page 35)

Response to Comment W4-4 (continued):

Facility Agreement and Consent Order (FFA/CO). TAN Building 616 and its
contents, including the tanks, are being addressed under the INEEL’s Deacti-
vation, 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 Con-
scrvation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The cleanup of Building 616 is cur-
rently being completed and is expected to be finalized by the end of 2003.
Sampling will be conducted during D&D&TD inside the building and under-
neath it, and it releases 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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(Continued from page 36}

Response to Comment W4-5 (continued):

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 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 contarmi-
nants 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 the concentrations of specific hazardous 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 nCi/g is
well below the INCEL CERCLA Disposal Facility's (ICDF’s) waste accep-
tance criterion (WAC) of 10 nCi/g. Furthermore, the estimated transuranic
concentration of the treated waste to be disposed of at ICDI is 2 nCi/g. It is
the concentration of transuranics (and other contaminants) following treat-
ment that will be used to show compliance with disposal requirements
(WAC) at ICDF.

Beginning scveral 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 the cxpense of
remediation 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 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-
Iytical data when it is used for risk assessment, waste characterization, 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 from the waste in a given timeframe,
and acceptability at trecatment 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 altcrnatives described. Other information to support risk
asscssment 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/g, which meets the

ICDF WAC. «
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(Contintied from page 36)

Response to Comment W4-8 (continued):

there are no commercially available technologies that can do this. Instcad,
grouting will reduce the mobility of 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 CER-
CLA’s overall goal of long-term: 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 waste
residuals are disposed of at the ICDF or sent to a facility off the INEEL, 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 INEEL.

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 review concludes that unrestricted land use is allowable.

Response to Comment W4-8 (continued):

After 100 years, DOE may no longer manage INEEL 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. ‘The Hall Amendment of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-160) requires concurrence from 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 lcase imvolving contamination. When DOE no longer manages
INEEL activities and controls are needed, CERCLA (42 USC 9620 Scction
120(h) requires that DOE indicate the presence of contamination and any
restrictions in property transfer docurnentation.

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 residents, and the envi-
ronment. Institutional controls at the ICDF will be in place for a minimum of
100 vyears to continue its protectiveness. The ICDF cap is a 1,000-year de-
sign. The INEEL is currently implementing 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. %
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(Continued from page 37)

Response to Comment W4-9 (continued):

organic contaminants [SVOCs]) and low-level radioactive waste. There are
transuranic elements in the V-Tanks, but not TRU waste.

Transuranic elements 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
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 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
INEEL CERCILA Disposal Facility (ICDF), the treated V-Tanks waste will
have a transuranic concentralion of approximately 2 nCi/g, 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-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 (i.e., waste with greater than
100 nCi/g transuranic content). [t 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 review of
actions to be taken under CERCLA. That is, no separatc 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 RIFS and ROD,
along with the associated CERCLA public involvement process.

In accordance with the waste acceptance criteria (WAC) for the ICDF, no
transuranic waste can be disposed of at the facility. No transuranic waste will
be generated during the V-Tanks cleanup. [.ow-level radioactive wasle
(LLW) will be generated during the V-Tanks cleanup and will be sent to the
ICDF for disposal. This LL.W will contain concentrations of transuranic ra-
dionuclides that are well below the ICDF’s WAC.

The ICDF’s design incorporates a complex liner system beneath the waste (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 the 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. %

(Continued from 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 remediation. In fact, un-
der the 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 not changing its commitment to clean up all inactive waste sites
at the INEEL 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 fu-
ture residents. The program also includes a review process that reevaluates
the effectiveness of remedial actions at least once cvery five years where
residual contamination remains at levels 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 cffce-
tiveness of cleanup levels achieved by the V-Tanks remedy, should some
contaminants remain in place. <




v

Commenter: David B. McCoy
Document Number: W4
Page: 9 of 9

(Continued from page 37)

Response to Comment W4-12 (continued):

to complete CERCILA cleanup at all its facilitics. 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 INEEL. The ques-
tion 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 future
industrial missions at TAN or the INEEL, but instead allow for the creation
of new opportunities by removing contamination that would preclude other
uses.

The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) does 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 from the INEEL’s mission change. %
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Tett Us What You Think

The Agencies wanl 1o hear from you o decide whal sctions [o [ake for the
W-Tanks Contents (TSF-09 and TSF-18) at Test Area North, Operable Unit 1-16."

— )
Comments £ o ZDre 'A'f Dy

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 mectings,
the INEEL provides other avenues for public involvement including
tours and brietings. Mailing addresses, telephone numbers, e-mail ad-
dresses, and inlernet addresses are provided in each proposed plan for
citizens to get additional information, briefings, or tours from Agency
and project representatives. The INEEL Community Relations office
can be contacted by telephone toll-free at 1-800-708-2680, or by mail
at P.QO. 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 campliZinel.¢ov or by telephone at
(208) 526-3183. %

“ it you want a copy of the Record of Decision and Responsivenass Summary, pleass make sure your

mafling fabel is correct.
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Comment W5-2 (Section 13.8, Topics 51 and Topic 57)

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
[CDF guarantees that the waste will be isolated from 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 radionuclides with longer half-

‘Continued on page 45)

Adiess Service Requested

VJHBERT WIKOFF
30 BOX 7502
JACKSON WY 83002-7%02

Comment W5-3 (Section 13.3, Topic 9)

Response: The Agencies appreciate all suggestions from the public on
the types of information and format that help the INEEL’s proposed
plans belter serve their purpose. Proposed plans are a key community
relations activity undertaken as part of the CERCIA 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. Proposed plan language and

‘organization are continuously evaluated and improved in response to

public feedback, such as this. <
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Commenter: Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free
Document Number: W6

Page: 1 of 6
"Tom Patricefii* To: campjl@inel gov
<indw@wyoming.com> et indy@wyoming.com
06/24/2003 05:36 PM Faxlo.
Subject vank commenis
Joe: This message got bounced back Lo me a ccuple weeks age. Trying

again,

Concerning treatment of VTank waste, Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free L

prefers NON-THERMAL rechnologies to treat waste,

as well as ]

re

technologies with the least amcunt cof off-gassing and airkorne

o

Comment W6-1 (Section 13.7.3, Topic 45)

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

(Continued on page 48)

Comment W6-2 (Section 13.7.3, Topic 46)

Response: The preference is noted. %

( We support, conditicnally, chemical oxidation because it uses far

lower tem
concerns,
many filt
systems, w
of toxic s

See next page for remaining
Generally sk comments on this page.
use in wast
invelved ea

effective amn

¢ have serious

ng system. With so

ler collectcion
subsequent release

—

technologies for
we must be

be verified to be
nity to comment.

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 O) defines
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 result, the U.S. Environmental Protection

(Continued on page 49)
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Commenter: Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free
Document Number: W6
Page: 2 of 5

"Tom Patricelll To campil@inel gov
<indy@wyoming.com> ool iNdy@wWyorTing.com

06/24/2003 0536 PM Faxto.
Subjed. vank comments

Jge: This message gob bounced back Lo me a couple weeks age. Trying

See previous page for remaining

prefers comments on this page.
Ceclirolog

m.ss
vitrificati . > -

( We support, conditionally, chemical coxidation bacause -t uses far
lower temperatures in the treafment process. We do have serious
concerns, however, about the complicated off-gzssing aystem, With =o
many [illers (carbon and HEFA), condensers, and other collection
systems, we are concerne:d about filter failures and suhsemquent release
oI toxic substances into the atmosphere.

Generally speaking, KYNF would like to fully support technelogies for
use in wasie treatment, however, in crder to do S0, we mWust be
invelved early in the process and the techneclogy can be verifiad ro he
effective and low-risk. lWe thanx OJE for the coppertanity -o Comment.l
{ J

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 decision
(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, Tapic 48)

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.) The web page of the INEEL Commu-
nity Relations Office (at hup:/'www.inel.gov/environment/) provides
information about the current status of ¢leanup projects.

The feasibility study (in this case, the 2003 Technology Evaluation Re

vicw [2003 TER]) and proposed plan present all applicable and relevant

or appropriate requirements (ARARs) that must be met, and they identify
(Continued on page 50)

Comment W6-7 (Scetion 13.3, Topic 9)

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

(Continved on page 49)
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Commenter: Keep Yeliowstone Nuclear Free
Document Number: W6
Page: 3of 5

(Continued from page 46)

Response to Comment W6-1 (continued):

ceive lower rankings on the criteria of long-term cffectiveness and reduc
tion of toxicity, mobility, and volume because of lower destructive capabili-
ties. That caveat of “all else being equal” is always the difficult part of an
evaluation such as this. The tradeoffs between the higher efficiencies ob-
tained at higher temperatures versus the off-gas control issues associated
with thosc higher temperatures will continue to be an important factor in
future technology selections. «*

{Continued from page 46)

Response to Comment W6-3 (continued):

mize the performance of the selected remedy may be performed during the
remedial design phase foltowing the signing of this ROD» Amendment. The
Agencies have the option of using models, treatability studies, readiness re-
views, and other procedures 4s necessary, to confirm a remedy’s feasibility
and fully define its engineering design prior to use. The Preferred Alternative
has been previously demonstrated to be viable through a treatability study
conducted in 1998 (INEEL/EXT-98-00739). This technology test, conducted
on actual V-Tanks waste, demonstrated sufficient organic destruction effi-
ciencies to meet regulatory requirements. Furthermore, similar chemical oxi-
dation and stabilization processes have been conducted, 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 Protection Agency
(EPA) ensure quality. For a remedial invesligation, 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 whengver 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 expected.
Such an appreach encourages timely selection of a remedy, flexibility for
remedial action, and the ability to respond to information discovered during
investigations. «*
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Commenter: Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free
Document Number: W6
Page: 40f 5

(Continued from page 46)

Response to Comment W6-4 (continued):

Agency considers vitrification technologies (both in situ and ¢x situ) as non-
incineration thermal treatment processes, not subject to the same regulations
as incinerators.

One important difference for protection of human health and the environ-
ment is that unlike incinerators, vitrification is carried out under a reducing
environment. In situ vitrification is carried out in the subsurface; ex situ vitri-
fication is carried out in a specially designed vessel located aboveground.
The reducing conditions do not favor the formation of dioxins or furans, as
are common in incineration. Furthermore, because of the presence of 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 fu-
rans in the hood, as it encounters oxygen.

In prior operations involving the treatment of chlorinated organics, vitrifica-
tion has been demonstrated to meet stringent regulatery 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 incineration is that vitrifica-
tion’s different 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 (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 effectively banned (due to a lack of public and
political support), vitrification has been publicly accepted and identified as
an alternative to incineration. <

(Continued from page 47)

Response to Comment W6-5 (continued):

all remediation 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 oxidation/reduction 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 demon-
strate, before full-scale implementation, that the technology is effective and
low-risk. Laboratory-scale treatability studies are currently underway to ver-
ify that a chemical oxidation/reduction approach, followed by stabilization,
will meet the requirements associated with remediation of the V-Tanks
wasles. It is expected that these laboratory-scale studies will support the
Agencies’ intention to proceed with ex situ chemical oxidation/
stabilization. <

(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
decision-making process. Proposed plan language and organization are con-
tinuously evaluated and improved in response to public feedback, such as
this. ¢
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Commenter: Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free
Document Number: W6
Page: 50of 5

(Continued from page 47)

Response to Comment W6-6 {continued):

and evaluate technologies that are capable of meeting those ARARs. 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, 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 sclected 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 known 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 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 technalogy
to be used and the cleanup levels to be achieved. However, it is only after 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 applicable standards in state and federal laws.
The technology selected to remediate the V-Tanks — ex situ chemical oxida-
tion/reduction with stabilization — has seen limited past deployments, so
additional laboratory and pilot testing on both surrogate and actual V-Tanks

Response to Comment W6-6 (continued):

waste are planned during the design phase. This testing and the detailed engi-
neering design will help demonstrate that the technology is effective 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 desired, 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 verify the effectiveness and safety of the 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 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 ¢leanup and add considerably to the overall cost, CERCLA guidance
only requires a ROD to present a general strategy for satisfying cleanup re-
quirements, rather than a detailed process. Thus, while 2 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 the 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 oxidation/reduction with stabilization — has scen limited past de-
ployments, so additional laboratory and pilot tcsting on both surrogate and
actual V-Tanks waste arc planned during the design phase. This testing and
the detailed engineering design will help demonstrate, before full-scale im-
plementation, that the technology is both effective and low-risk.

As described in the responsc to Topic 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 http:/www.inel.oovienvironment’) provides information on the
current status of cleanup projects. %
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Commenter: David McCoy
Document Number: T1
Page: 10of 9

File WO WINDQWS Desktop/ transzript bet

Comment T1-1 (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 diffcrence 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
(IFFA/CO}, and was defined as containing only four v-type tanks:
Tanks V-1, V-2, V-3, and V-9, Thesc are the four described in the

{Continued on page 55)

Comment T1-2 (Section 13.4, Topic 14)

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

(Continued on page 55)

22
1 will ge ahead and start on the public comments.
2 Okay. All right.. Leb's gel going on that., I weuld
3 like tc invite anyons. [ will come arcund with the
4 misrophone. It ssems te be working scmewhat. You
5 can speak ycur mind. The agencies aren't going to
6 respond here, but as we talked about earlier, they
7 will respond in the final RCOD.
8 A couple ground rules. We dor't zeem to
9 have rco rowdy of a crowd tenight, but with respect
10 to whoever has the floor. when yeu're commenting,
1 please give your fiull name, your address s we can
12 send you a2 copy ¢f thaft ROD when il's issued. If
13 anyone would like to make a comment, please raise
14 your hand.
15 AUGIENCE MEMBER: I have some commerts. T
16 think the plan faile to address all the tanks that
17 are cut there at TAN, apparently, only four of six
1¢ are addressed. Theres may be aome hurjed-waste J
19 izsues, additicnally, to what you've addressed here.
20 Tae Tour tanks as I understand have about
21 33.400 gallons. That leads remaining 100,000
22 gallons of scme of the other tanks cut there.
21 Thenn, under the 1995 Ssttlement Agreensnt,
24 the algha-emitting mixed low-level waste 1as to be

28 shipped to a repesitory outside Idaho. ‘lhen, you've

Comment T1-3 (Section 13.6, Topic 23)

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 makes the V-Tanks remedia-
tion subject to the 1995 Settlement Agreement. By definition, LLW is
wasle 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 stored
TRU waste from Idaho (i.e., waste with greater than 100 nCi/g tran-
suranic content). It does not include LLW in this requirement. See
Topic 20 for additional information on waste-type categories. **
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Commenter: David McCay
Document Number: T1

Page: 2 of 9

AleHCIWINDOWS Diesktop/transeript be:

got a March 31, 2203, federal court ruling tha:z
says, "Remove all buried transuranic wastes from

Idzho, ™ and "all" neans all.

So, I have a little problem st:ll with the
3.B alternative. It would seem the additijen of the
grouting and everything wsould, 1n fact. lead to a
dilution, which then iz for the purposes of land
disposal here. So, 1 thirk there may bc a clear
legal issue in that. In cne of those categeries,
the kigh concertraticn shows thit you're twe and a
half zimes over the iimit. Obvicuely, 1f you are
claiming you now have a 1- to 2-narograr ameart,

there has been a dilution there.

16

I don't think the plan is conprehensive.
It omitg the ANP cask storags pad, the Area 13

HTR #0 Reactor Vessel Rurial Site.

D\

18

13

20

On the in situ vitrificatizn alternative,
it's my undevararding rha:t Dak Ridge Haticnal
Laberatory had an In situ project, and rthere was
some kind of explosion that threatened workers and
the public. If that's the case, ther T think that
Lhat should be addressed in your docimentation here
so that the public is aware of Lhat, Lhat Tay be a
pnssxbie risk, 1if it is in Fact.

There may have

been similar experiences at the INZEL with

LCom ment T1-3 (continued)

Comment T1-4 (Section 13.6, 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 page 50)

Comment T1-5 (Section 13.4, Topic 15)

Response: The 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 RI/FS and
the 1999 ROD.

TSF-06, Area 8, is the designation for the ANP Cask Storage Pad. Part

of this site is currently included within the active Radioactive Parts

Service and Storage Area (RPSSA) facility, which will be evaluated
(Continued on page 56)

AN

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 refined and improved based on analysis of these “failures.” The
result of these improvements is the planar 1SV method. Planar ISV is
the technology evaluated in the 2003 Technology Evaluation Review
(TER) and presented in the 2003 Proposed Plan.

Planar ISV systems were developed to prevent the “failures” experi-
enced during the developmental stages of ISV. These early failures
(Continued on page 57}
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Commenter; David McCoy
Document Number: T1

Page: 3 0f 9

file HCITWINDOWS/Desktep/transeript b

30

|

Comment T1-6 (Continued)

problematic in ®1tu projects.

~

As far as the ITDF qoes, I really oshject o
the siting of that. Tr's in the fleed plai=n and

it's over the agquifer. There has neen a failure Lo

\

do an envirommental-impact statement. Now, you can
say that where there's direct removal in remediation
CERCLA prolect can waive the NEPA requirements, but

here what ycu've got going is an $85 millicn dump

Comment T1-7 (Section 13.7.2, Topic 40)

Response: As part of the INEEL CERCLA Disposal Facility (ICDF)
planning and design process, UJ.S. Geological Survey and other re-
search 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 sur-
rounded by an engineered berm 15 £ higher than the predicted 100-
year flood plain. The ICDF’s compliance with key federal and state

(Continued on page 58)

g
\

Comment T1-8 (Section 13.6, Topic 26)

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 valucs were addressed, to
the extent practicable, in the Operable Unit (OU) 3-13 Remedial Inves-

(Continued on page 58)

] project beirg propeosed and constructed, and I think

10 that that dees tall under the NEPA requirements.

1 I think that the credible siling

12 alternatives are not considered for the INEZEL

13 leratiom. There's other sites which should be

14 considered at the INEEL wh:ish would rot pose a risk

15 to the agquifer from the locaticn near the ICPP.

15 You've got the ICDF -- sorry about all these

17 acroryms -- being built on or cver or near the

18 former wnilined percolation ponds.

19 I think there's sowe real potential hazards

20 there with respect to the aquifer. There's plenty

21 of gecleogisal information that indicates that your

2z maximum petential flood in chat area would precty
\ 23 we_l cover half of the 1Cp2.

24 I don't thirk that togetler these two

25 projects are, you know, adeguately addressing thzose

Comment T1-9 (Section 13.1, Topic 2)

Response: The ICDF was authorized under the comprehensive reme-
diation of WAG 3 (the Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering
Center (INTEC]). Although the ICDF is located at INTEC, it was de-
signed to be the repository for waste generated from CERCILA actions
across the INEEL. The ICDF was designed to accommodate the waste
types and volumes expected to be generated under CERCLA cleanup

(Continued on page 59)
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Commenter: David McCoy
Document Number: T1
Page: 5 of &

(Continued from page 51)

Response to Comment T1-1 (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 FFA/CO.

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 arc 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 ¢leaned up under the
remedy selected in the 1999 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, Decommis-
sioning, and Dismantlement (D&D&D) Program. Those compenents 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 |3 provides more information on the closure
plan). <

(Continued from page 51)

Response to Comment T1-2 (continued):

contains a singlc consistent wastc strcam. 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 contaminated environmental me-
dia not identified by the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order
(FFA/CQO) or in the 1999 ROD will be discovered in the future as a result of
routine operations, maintenance activities, or dismantlement, decommission-
ing, and decontamination (D&D&D) activities at TAN. Newly discovered
sitcs will be addressed using the process for new site inclusion as defined in
the FFA/CO and refined in the 1999 ROD and will be assessed and remedi-
ated under CERCLA 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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Commenter: David McCoy
Document Number: T1
Page: 6 of 9

(Continued from page 52)

Response to Comment T1-4 (continued):

environment. This reduction in leachability 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 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 con-
taminants. The Agencies concur that this inherent dilution is acceptable when
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).

Grouting is an integral part of the stabilization step in the 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 move details on this issue.) %

(Continued from page 52)

Response to Comment T1-5 (continued):

during future dismantlement, decommissioning, and decontamination
(D&D&D) activities at TAN. Sampling during the risk assessment indicated
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) [ in the 1997 Remedial Investiga-
tion and Feasibility Study (REFS) and the 1999 ROD. (More information
about the Administrative 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 Reactor Vessel Burial
Site. This potential release sitc was cvaluated as part of the WAG 1 compre-
hensive RI/FS 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 believed 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 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-
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 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 the design of the CER-
CLA 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 environment from this site will be
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 CERCLA actions. <
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Commenter: David McCoy
Document Number: T1
Page: 7 of 9

(Continued from page 52)

Response to Comment T1-6 (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 1SV
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 the public). Movement of
steam and air bubbles through the melt did result in some splatter into the 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 radioac-
tivity were easily collected and sent for appropriate disposal.

Subsequent analysis of the ambient air collected by the ORNL. project’s three
air samplers did not reveal any airborne contamination resulting from the
melt expulsion. There was no risk to human health or the environment, cer-
tainly not the “extreme risk” suggested in the comment. The reasons for the
ORNL melt 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. In 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 ORNL. The
melt expulsion was exacerbated, however, by the [act 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 cablc insulation). Details of this incident are
reported in Geosafe’s 1994 test report,®

Response to Comment T1-6 (continued):

b. 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 caused molten
glass splatter sufficient to ignite the fabric hood material. Details of
this expulsion are recorded in Callow et al.*

A summary of ISV melt expulsions to date was prepared by R. K. Farns-
worth as part of the Operable Unit 7-13/14 in Situ Vitrification Treatability
Study Work Plan.’

Based on the lessons leammed from the initial demonstrations of ISV technol-
ogy, planar ISV was developed and successfully tested in 1998. Planar ISV
precludes the types of failures mentioned above 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-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
treatability study are available in the Administrative Record. The Agencies
have reviewed 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. The 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 the Agencies in the selection of a pre-
ferred treatment alternative. The Agencies selected planar ISV 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 failures experienced during the early
(Continued on page 58)




Commenter: David McCoy
Document Number: T+t
Page: 8 of 9

8¢-v

(Contirued from 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 pages 3-24 through
3-26).

Notes:

1. Spalding, B.P., July, 1996. Techrical Evaluation Summary of the In Situ
Vitrification Melt Expulsion at the Qak Ridge National Laboratory on
April 21, 1996, ORNL/ER-377, Cak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak
Ridge, Tennessee.

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

3. Geosafe, 1994. Investigation into the Causes and Application of the Melt
Displacement Event During Geosafe Operational Acceptance Test #2
(OAT-2), GSC-2301, Geosafe Corporation, Richland, Washington.

4. Callow, R. A., L.E. Thompsen, ].R. Weidner, C.A. Lochr, B.P. McGrail,
and S.Q. Bates. August, 1991. [n Situ Vitrification Application to Buried
Waste: Final Report of Intermediate Field Tests at Idaho National Fngi-
neering Laboratory, EGG-WTD-9807, EG&G, Inc., Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory, Idaho Falls, ID.

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

-,
o

(Continued 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 engincered
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 system. 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 1CDF is available on-line at http:'www.inel gov/publicdocunients/
pdfs/cercla01-50671-04.pdf. <

{Continued from page 53)

Response to Comment T1-8 (continued):

tigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and Record of Decisien (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 TCDF complex. The ICDF was not per-
mitted under RCRA because, under Section 121(e) of CERCLA, it is ex-
empted from permitting requirements as long as the applicable substantive
requirements of RCRA are met. The ICDF is designed to meet the substan-
tive requirements for a RCRA hazardous waste landfill. <
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Commenter; David McCoy
Document Number: T1
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{Continued from page 53)

Response to Comment 11-9 (continued):

activities at the INEEL, including CERCLA wastc generated from Opera-
tional Unit (OU) 1310, The waste from the V-Tanks that is disposed of at
the ICDF will comply with the ICDT waste acceptance criteria (WAC). The
ICDF 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 ICDF facility and WAC to prevent such impacts from
occurring. As long as each waste stream disposed of at the ICDI 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 Fa-
cility Agreement and Consent Order (FFA/CQO). The FFA/CO placed the
INEEL facilities into 10 waste 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 in a group of sites with similar contamina-
tion problems. Most QU numbers identify site investigations or earty actions,
The FFA/CO established 10 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, 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 wiil further improve the INEEL’s cleanup
approach, both for better risk reduction and for more efficient and timely
cleanup. <
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IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING AND ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX FOR THE WAG 1 COMPREHENSIVE RI/FS
INCLUDING: TSFPAINT SHOP FLOOR DRAIN LEACH FIELD OU 1-10
RECORD OF DECISION AMENDMENT FILE INDEX

3/15/04
FILE NUMBER
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD BINDER I
AR1.1 BACKGROUND
A Document #: DKI-42-02
Title: Recommended Path Forward For Operable Unit 1-10 V-Tanks Remedial Action
Author: Jantz, A. E.
Recipient: Hain, K. E.
Date: 3/4/02
A Document #: EM-ER-02-040
Title: Concurrence With V-Tanks Path Forward
Author: Hain, K. E.
Recipient: Jorgensen, D. K.
Date: 3/14/02
A Document #: EM-ER-02-058
Title: Request for Concurrence With V-Tanks Path Forward
Author: Hain, K. E.
Recipient: Pierre, W.; Nygard, D.
Date: 3/18/02
A Document #: DKJ-141-02
Title: Transmittal of Technology Evaluation Scope of Work for V-Tanks, TSF-09 and TSF-18 for Test
Area North, Operable Unit 1-10
Author: McDannel, G. E.
Recipient: Hain, K. E.
Date: 7/10/02
A Document #: EM-ER-02-116
Title: Transmittal of the Technelogy Evaluation Scope of Work for the V-Tanks, TSF 09/18, for the Test
Area North, Operable Unit 1-10
Author: Hain, K. E.
Recipient: Pierre, W.; Nygard, D.
Date: 7/10/02
A Document #: 24747
Title: A Community Relations Update Fact Sheet—New Alternatives Considered for V-tanks at Waste
Area Group 1
Author: Not Specified
Recipient: Not Specified
Date: 08/01/02
A Document #: 24746
Title: DOE Approval to Open an Administrative Record File for the Record of Decision Amendment,
Operable Unit 1-10
Author: Hain, K. E.
Recipient: Stuart, J. C.
Date: 9/16/02



IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING AND ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX FOR THE WAG 1 COMPREHENSIVE RI/FS

INCLUDING: TSF PAINT SHOP FLOOR DRAIN LEACH FIELD OU 1-10

RECORD OF DECISION AMENDMENT FILE INDEX

3/15/04
FILE NUMBER
AR1.1 BACKGROUND (continued)
A Document #: INEEL/EXT-2000-01135
Title: Technical Support Facility-06 and Technical Support Facility-26 Calendar Year 2000 Sampling
and Remediation Summary Report for Waste Area Group 1, Operable 1-10
Author; Bruce, J. E.
Recipient: N/A
Date; 10/21/02
A Document #: EM-ER-02-185
Title: Transmittal of the Technical Support Facility-06 and Technical Support Facility-26 Calendar Year
2000 Sampling and Remediation Summary Report for Waste Area Group 1, Operable Unit 1-10
Author: Hain, K. E.
Recipient: Pierre, W.; Nygard, D.
Date: 10/29/02
A Document #: INEEL/EXT-02-01310
Title: Pre-Conceptual Designs of Various Alternatives for the V-Tanks, TSF-09/18 at Waste Area Group
1, Operable Unit 1-10
Author: McDannel, G.
Recipient: Nat Specified
Date: 11/26/02
A Document #: DOE/D-11038
Title: Technology Evaluation Report for the V-Tanks, TSF-09/18 at Waste Area Group 1, Operable Unit
1-10
Author: McDannel, G.
Recipient: Not Specified
Date: 4/8/03
A Document #: INEEL/EXT-02-01448
Title: V-Tanks Decision Support Model Design Report
Author; Richardson, J. G.; Chamber, A.
Recipient: Not Specified
Date: 4/1/03

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD BINDER 11

A Document #:
Title:

Author:
Recipient:
Date:

INEEL/EXT-03-00438

Conceptual Design Report for Ex Situ Chemical Oxidation/Reduction and Stabilization of the V-
Tanks at Waste Area Group 1, Operable Unit 1-10

Jessmore, I, J,

Not Specified

6/25/03
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IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING AND ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX FOR THE WAG I COMPREHENSIVE RI/FS

INCLUDING: TSF PAINT SHOP FLOOR DRAIN LEACH FIELD QU 1-10

RECORD OF DECISION AMENDMENT FILE INDEX

3/15/04
FILE NUMBER
ARLS ENGINEERING DESIGN FILE
A Document #: EDF-3868
Title: V-Tank Analytical Data: Calculated Averages and Upper Confidence Limits
Author: Tyson, D.
Recipient: N/A
Date: 12/5/03
A Document #: EDF-3077
Title: Risk-Based Approach for Management of PCB Remediation of Waste From V-Tanks
Aunthor: Becker, W. J.; Eaton, D. L.; Nitschke, R. L.
Recipient: N/A
Date: 12/5/03
A Document #: EDF-3938
Title: Use of Tanks V-1, V-2, und V-3 for Storing, Blending, and Accumulating Waste During
Remediation of the V-Tanks
Author: Eaton, D, 1.,
Recipient: N/A
Date: 12/5/03
AR3.10 SCOPE OF WORK
A Document #: DOE/D-10999, Rev. 1
Title: Technology Evaluation Scope of Work For the V-Tank, TSF-09/18, at Waste Area Group 1,
Operable Unit 1-10
Author: McDannel G.; Jantz, A.
Recipient: N/A
Date: 7/10/02
AR43 PROPOSED PLAN
A Document #: 24783
Title: New Proposed Plan for the V-Tanks Contents (TSF-09 and TSF-18) At Test Area North, Operabte
Unit 1-10
Author: DOE
Recipient: N/A
Date: 4/1/03
A Document #: EM-ER-03-105
Title: Transmittal of the Final Technology Evaluation Repott for the V-Tanks, TSF-09/18, at Waste Area
Group 1, Operable Unit 1-10 (DOE/ID-11038 Revision 0, April 2003), and the New Proposed Plan
for the V-Tanks Contents (TSF-09 and TSF-18) at Test Area North, Operable Unit 1-10
Author: Hain, K. E.
Recipient: Pierre, W; Nygard, D.
Date: 4/6/03
ARS2 AMENDMENT TO RECORD OF DECISION

Document #;
Title:

Author;
Recipient:
Date:

EM-ER-03-206

Transmittal of the Draft V-Tanks Record of Decision Amendment and Supporting Engineering
Design Files for Operable Unit 1-10, Waste Arca Group 1, at Test Arca North

Not Specified

Pierre, W.; Nygard, [».

8/20/03



IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING AND ENVIRONMENTAL LARORATORY
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX FOR THE WAG 1| COMPREHENSIVE RI/FS
INCLUDING: TSF PAINT SHOP FLOOR DRAIN LEACH FIELD OU 1-16
RECORD OF DECISION AMENDMENT FILE INDEX

3/15/04
FILEN ER
) Document #: DOE/D-10682AMENDMENT
Title: Record of Decision Amendment for the V-Tanks (TSF-09 and TSF-18) and Explanation of
Significant Differences for the PM-2A Tanks (TSF-26) and TSF-D6, Area 10, at Test Area North,
Operable Unit 1-10
Author: Not Specified
Recipient: Not Specified
Date: 2/20/04
AR10.3 PUBLIC NOTICES
A Document #; 24786
Title: Notice of Availability—Agencies Announce Public Comment Period For Test Area North Cleanup
Sites
Author: Not Specified
Recipient: Not Specified
Date: 4/10/03
ARI23 DOE RESPONSE TQO COMMENTS
A Document #: 24784
Title: DOE Response to IDEQ Comments on the New Proposed Plan for the V-Tanks Contents (T5F-09
and TSF-18) At Test Area North, Operable Unit 1-10
Author: DOE
Recipient: IDEQ
Date: 2/26/03
A Document #: 24785
Title: DOE Response to EPA Comments on the New Proposed Plan for the V-Tanks Contents (TSF-09
and TSF-18) At Test Area North, Operable Unit 1-10
Author: DOE .
Recipient: EPA
Date: 2/25/03
ARI124 EXTENSION REQUESTS AND APPROVALS
A Document #: EM-ER-03-287
Title: Extension of the Comment Resolution Period For: OU 1-10, Record of Decision Amendment and
0OU 3-13, Group 3, Phase I, Remedial Design/Remedial Action Wark Plan
Author: DOE .
Recipient: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W.
Date: 11/24/03

NOTE: Sampling data can be examined at the Technical Support Building, 1580 Sawtelle Street, Idaho Falls, Idaho.
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