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- Post-closure, the CERCLA program will assess the adequacy of closure data and closure 
requirements for CERCLA purposes and collect any additional data necessary to assess risks 
once operations cease. The CERCLA program will be responsible for recalculating human 
health and ecological risks using the latest EPA-approved methodology. If the soil poses 
unacceptable risk, contaminated soil will be removed and disposed of and remaining soil 
will be analyzed. If the soil concentrations are less than the cleanup levels for OU 10-08, no 
CERCLA action will be required after the lagoons are closed by the facility operator. This 
ROD will be modified to document whether the contingent remedy of RD, or no action, is 
warranted. Any necessary institutional controls will be implemented under CERCLA upon 
closure.  

� TSF-07 (Transferred Site). 

- The remedy selected in OU 1-10 of limited action consisting primarily of institutional 
controls will be implemented under OU 10-08 once the non-time-critical removal action 
report is finalized. 

- A non-time-critical removal action is in process to remove and dispose of Cs-137 and 
mercury-contaminated soil in an area that is approximately 3.2 acres. Once the removal 
action report is final, OU 10-08 will implement the remedy selected in the OU 1-10 ROD, 
which is institutional controls. 

- Institutional controls will be maintained for the portion of the pond that is not available for 
unrestricted land use, using signs and a fence until the soil concentrations drop below the 
10-4 risk-based level for residential use. Disturbance of contaminated soil will be controlled. 
The area initially requiring institutional controls is the ditch and the main disposal and 
overflow ponds as shown on Figure 13. Five-year reviews will be required until the 
contamination decays to a level that would be acceptable for unrestricted land use, which 
will be no later than 2095. 

� CFA-54 (Removal and Disposal with Treatment and Institutional Controls as Necessary). 

- Institutional controls will be required if contamination remains above the cleanup levels. If 
this is the case, then the performance objective would be to control site disturbances and 
ensure the use of CFA-54 remains industrial until it can be released for unrestricted land use 
and until the remedial action objectives are met. During this time, track this site in the 
CERCLA database and in the INL Site-Wide Institutional Controls Plan. The maximum 
extent of the institutional control area is shown on Figure 11. 

� Future Plug-in Sites (Removal and Disposal with Treatment and Institutional Controls as 
Necessary). 

- For future RD plug-in sites, if contamination above cleanup levels is left in place at depths 
deeper than 4 ft in an industrial use area or 10 ft in a future unrestricted use area, then 
institutional controls will be required. The performance objective would be to control site 
disturbances and ensure the use of the site remains industrial until it can be released for 
unrestricted land use and until the remedial action objectives are met. During this time, the 
plug-in site will be tracked in the CERCLA database and in the INL Site-Wide Institutional 
Controls Plan.  

 55



 

10.3 Estimated Cost for the Selected Remedy and Other 
Agency Decisions 

The costs for the selected remedy and the Agency decisions are summarized in this section. 
Capital, operations and maintenance, and periodic costs are provided as current value and net present 
value for direct work. Contingencies are included in the estimates. The base year in calculating net 
present value is 2008.  

Information in this cost estimate summary is based on the best available information regarding the 
anticipated scope of the remedial alternative. Changes in the cost elements are likely to occur as a result 
of new information and data collected during the engineering design of the remedial alternative. Major 
changes may be documented in the form of a memorandum in the Administrative Record file, an ESD, or 
a ROD amendment. This is a rough order-of-magnitude engineering cost estimate that is expected to be 
within +50 to -30% of the actual project cost. 

The Agencies have decided that No Action with monitoring is appropriate for Site-wide 
groundwater. The estimated costs for groundwater monitoring were presented in Table 4.  

The Agencies have decided that no further action with institutional controls is appropriate for 
TRA-63 and TSF-59. The costs for implementing institutional controls at these two sites are shown in 
Table 16. The total costs are $0.05M in Fiscal Year 2008 dollars ($0.04M net present value). These costs 
include implementing and maintaining institutional controls and 5-year reviews until these sites can be 
released for unrestricted land use. (Roseland 2009) 

Assuming that two No Further Action with Institutional Control sites will be found in the future 
once every 7 years (similar to the frequency in the last 7 years when new CERCLA sites TRA-63 and 
TSF-59 were discovered), and assuming that each site would need institutional controls for a similar time 
period, the costs through 2095 are estimated to be $0.59M in Fiscal Year 2008 dollars ($0.2M net present 
value) (Christensen 2009b). These costs are shown in Table 17. 

Table 16. Remedial action costs for TRA-63 and TSF-59. 
Description of Cost  Cost 

Capital cost  $0.01M 
Operations and maintenance cost  $0.04M 
Total project cost in Fiscal Year 2008 dollars  $0.05M 
Total project cost in net present value  $0.04M 

 

Table 17. Estimated remedial action costs for future No Further  
Action with Institutional Control sites. 

Description of Cost  Cost 
Capital cost  $0.08M 
Operations and maintenance cost  $0.51M 
Total project cost in Fiscal Year 2008 dollars  $0.59M 
Total project cost in net present value  $0.2M 
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The cost to implement institutional controls for the TSF-07 Disposal Pond was previously 
evaluated in the OU 1-10 Feasibility Study (Blackmore et al. 1997) and Proposed Plan (DOE-ID 1998). 
Because new sampling data indicated that limited action alone would not be effective and because a 
removal action has been initiated for TSF-07, the cost estimate was revised and included both the costs 
for the removal action and institutional controls under OU 10-08 (Folker 2009). Costs to implement only 
institutional controls under OU 10-08 after completion of the removal action are shown in Table 18. The 
costs are $0.51M in Fiscal Year 2008 dollars ($0.2M in net present value). 

Table 18. Institutional control costs for transferred site TSF-07. 

Description of Cost  Cost 

Capital cost  $0M 

Operations and maintenance cost  $0.51M 

Total project cost in Fiscal Year 2008 dollars  $0.51M 

Total project cost in net present value  $0.2M 
 

The costs for the selected remedy were estimated in Section 8.5.7 (RD for CFA-54 and TRA-74) 
and Section 9.2.5.7 (plug-in RD for future sites). These costs are provided in more detail in Table 19. The 
estimated total cost of the selected remedy through the year 2095 is $42.7M in Fiscal Year 2008 dollars 
and $18.1M in net present value.  

The total cost for the OU 10-08 ROD, which includes the selected remedy and Agency decisions, is 
shown in Table 20. The total OU 10-08 ROD cost is $48.26M in Fiscal Year 2008 dollars and $20.4M in 
net present value. 

Table 19. Summary cost estimate for the selected remedy.  

Cost Element 
Current Value 

($K)a  
Net Present Value 

($K)a 

Total Capital Costs $35,039      

Removal and Disposal with Treatment (CFA-54 and TRA-74) $2,456    
 Remedial design work plan  $102   
 Implementation and sampling plans  $23   
 Mobilization  $23   
 Remediation and waste treatment  $1,932   
 Confirmation sampling  $14   
 Import clean fill  $53   
 Demobilization  $9   
 Project management  $300   

Plug-in Removal and Disposal with Treatment $32,582    
 Remedial design work plan  $1,325   
 Implementation and sampling plans  $304   
 Mobilization  $302   
 Remediation and waste treatment  $25,116   
 Confirmation sampling  $184   
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Table 19. (continued). 
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Cost Element 
Current Value 

($K)a  
Net Present Value 

($K)a 

 Import clean fill  $683   
 Demobilization  $116   
 Project management  $3,903   
 Institutional control fencing  $649   

Total Operation and Maintenance Costs $1,902      

Removal and Disposal with Treatment (CFA-54 and TRA-74) $0    
 No RD operation and maintenance costs   $0   

Plug-in Removal and Disposal with Treatment $1,902    
 Annual surveillance  $373   
 Fence and sign maintenance through 2095  $788   
 Project management  $741   

Total Periodic Costs $5,774      

Removal and Disposal with Treatment (CFA-54 and TRA-74) $34    
 Remedial action report  $34   

Plug-in Removal and Disposal with Treatment $5,741    
 Remedial action report  $437   
 Annual reports  $3,315   
 5-year reviews  $1,989   

Total Cost ($K) $42,716     $18,093 
a. Estimates include contingencies for direct work. 
RD removal and disposal and as necessary treatment at the disposal facility and institutional controls to protect human health 

and the environment 
 

Table 20. Summary of cost for the selected remedy and other Agency decisions. 
Description of Cost Estimated Cost 

Groundwater monitoring $4.41M 
Removal and disposal with treatment (CFA-54 and TRA-74) $2.49M 
Plug-in removal and disposal with treatment $40.23M 
No further action with institutional controls (TRA-63 and TSF-59) $0.05M 
Future no further action with institutional controls  $0.59M 
TSF-07 institutional controls $0.51M 
Total Project Cost in Present Valuea $48.28M 
Total Project Cost in Net Present Valueb $20.4M 
a. Present value cost includes an average 19.8% contingency. 
b. Net present value in 2008 dollars. Net present value adjusts the value of a dollar today by the value of that same dollar in the 

future after accounting for return and inflation. Estimated accuracy is +50 to -30%.  

 



 

10.4 Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedy 

Expected outcomes for the selected remedy are as follows: 

� Land use and cleanup levels—Land use will remain industrial on the INL Site until at least 2095, 
at which time all of the OU 10-08 sites will be available for unlimited land use and unrestricted 
exposures. Until such time as individual OU 10-08 sites meet the 10-4 risk-based level for a 
resident, institutional controls will limit access to the sites and enforce land-use restrictions. RD of 
contaminated soil at Site CFA-54, Site TRA-74, and future plug-in sites will achieve performance 
objectives. No institutional controls will be needed unless contaminated soil above risk-based 
levels will remain below 4 ft in an industrial use area or 10 ft in a future unrestricted land-use area. 

� Groundwater use and cleanup levels—The groundwater where plumes from two or more WAGs 
could potentially commingle already meets MCLs and risk-based levels; therefore, groundwater in 
these areas meets criteria for unrestricted use. 

� Ecological benefits—Removal and disposal of contaminated soil at CFA-54 and TRA-74 will 
protect biota from exposure to unacceptable levels of arsenic, lead, and mercury. Removal and 
disposal of contaminated soil at future plug-in RD sites that pose an unacceptable ecological risk 
will protect biota from exposure to unacceptable levels of COCs listed in Table 12. 

� Newly discovered sites—Efficient and timely disposition through a plug-in approach will 
maximize resources and minimize exposure to contaminants at newly discovered CERCLA sites. 

11. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

The selected remedy satisfies the statutory requirements of CERCLA §121 as required by the NCP 
[40 CFR 300.430(f)(5)(ii)]. The following subsections discuss how the selected remedy meets statutory 
requirements. 

11.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

The selected remedy will protect human health and the environment through removal, treatment, 
disposal, and institutional controls. Removal, treatment, and disposal of contaminated soil and 
institutional controls will reduce (1) carcinogenic risk to human health to levels below 10-4, 
(2) noncarcinogenic impacts to human health from chemicals to a hazard index below 1, and (3) exposure 
to biota to levels that would be protective of populations. Implementation of the selected remedy will not 
pose unacceptable short-term risks to workers. 

11.2 Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and 
Appropriate Requirements 

The selected remedy presented in Sections 8.6 and 9.2.6 will comply with ARARs listed in 
Table 13. The table explains how each ARAR applies. The table lists ARARs that could be pertinent for 
plug-in sites depending on the location, COC, and whether the remedy is RD. The ARARs in Table 13 
include all those that were previously identified in other INL CERCLA RODs where RD was the selected 
remedy. The Agencies will identify ARARs for each future site from Table 13 and list those in the plug-in 
remedy memorandum.  
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11.3 Cost-Effectiveness 

The Agencies conclude that the selected remedy is cost-effective and represents a reasonable value 
for the money spent. In making this determination, the following definition from the NCP was used: “A 
remedy shall be cost-effective if its costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness” 
(40 CFR 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D)) and (40 CFR 300.430(f)). When compared to other potential remedial 
actions, the selected remedy provides the best balance between cost and effectiveness in protecting human 
health and the environment. The plug-in remedy will result in savings relative to the time and money 
required to evaluate, select, and implement a remedy on a site-by-site basis, as well as through combining 
aspects of characterization with remediation. 

11.4 Use of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment 
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable and Preference for 

Treatment as a Principal Element 

These remedies use permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum 
extent practicable. However, these remedies do not employ treatment as the principal element. The 
selected remedy for CFA-54 and TRA-74 and future plug-in sites employs treatment as necessary to 
comply with disposal requirements. For Cs-137-contaminated soil and other nonmobile radionuclides, the 
remedy in this ROD does not employ treatment for the following reasons: (1) these radionuclides cannot 
be destroyed through treatment, (2) a cost-effective method to separate these radionuclides from soil is 
not available, and (3) the radioactivity above cleanup levels will be removed and the remainder will decay 
to acceptable levels without treatment. 

11.5 Five-Year Reviews 

Section 121(c) of CERCLA (42 USC 9621(c)) and the NCP (40 CFR 300.430(f)(5)(iii)(C)) provide 
the statutory and legal bases for conducting 5-year reviews. For those sites where contaminants are to be 
left in place in concentrations in excess of levels that will allow for unlimited use and unrestricted 
exposure, a review will be conducted at least every 5 years after the initiation of the first remedial action. 
Five-year reviews will be conducted for remediated sites with institutional controls until it has been 
determined through the CERCLA process that controls and reviews are no longer necessary. 

It is anticipated that the first 5-year review for OU 10-08 will be combined with the comprehensive 
5-year review for CERCLA response action at the INL Site planned for 2015. 

If a 5-year review concludes an existing remedy is not protective of human health or the 
environment, the Agencies may consider new technologies that were not available when this ROD was 
finalized. The Agencies can modify the ROD (e.g., ROD amendment) through the CERCLA process 
when necessary to ensure that the remedy is protective. 

12. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 

The Proposed Plan for OU 10-08 was released for public comment in September 2008. The 
Proposed Plan identified the proposed action for TSF-08 and TSF-54 as no further action with 
institutional controls. However, the Agencies have determined that no action is appropriate for these sites. 
The concentrations of contaminants at these two sites are below 10-4 risk-based concentrations. TSF-08 
Area 13B is located on the spur of the railroad tracks that ran between the former Test Area North 
Decontamination Shop and the turntable. Residual mercury remains in the soil at the site after several 
CERCLA cleanups, but mercury concentrations are at acceptable risk-based levels. TSF-54 consists of 
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soil that was beneath the sump at the former Test Area North Decontamination Shop. The building was 
demolished and the soil cleaned up to meet cleanup levels. The maximum Cs-137 concentration in the 
soil was 4.5 pCi/g in 2007, which is below the risk-based concentration of 6.0 pCi/g for unrestricted land 
use. The site does not pose an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment. 

The proposed action for the TSF-07 Disposal Pond in the Proposed Plan was to collect additional 
samples from the site and evaluate the data in the next CERCLA 5-year review to determine if the limited 
action remedy was appropriate. The pond has been resampled and the data indicated that portions of the 
pond exceeded risk-based levels that would prevent future unrestricted land use. With Agency 
concurrence, DOE initiated a non-time-critical removal action to remove soil that exceeds cleanup levels 
for Hg and Cs-137. The Agencies have decided to implement the previous limited action remedy for 
TSF-07 once the removal action is complete. In addition, the Agencies have determined that the cleanup 
level for mercury in this OU 10-08 ROD (8.4 mg/kg) for sites at Test Area North and Central Facilities 
Area is protective of ecological and human receptors (EDF-9231).  

The cleanup level for lead for TRA-74 in the Proposed Plan was 400 mg/kg. Based on EPA’s 
ecological soil screening levels (EPA 2005e), the Agencies have decided to lower the cleanup level for 
lead to 110 mg/kg. This is 10 times the soil screening level, which is protective of the individual 
ecological receptor and is assumed to be protective of populations of ecological receptors. The cleanup 
level for arsenic in the Proposed Plan was 18 mg/kg based on a level that would be protective of 
individual ecological receptors. The Agencies have decided that the ecological cleanup level for arsenic 
could be set at 10 times this level and be protective of populations of ecological receptors. However, the 
human health cleanup level of 22 mg/kg is now the limiting factor. 

The Proposed Plan presented three plug-in remedies (no further action with institutional controls; 
excavate, treat, and dispose; and capping). The Proposed Plan did not include an evaluation of the nine 
CERCLA criteria because the Agencies intended to do this evaluation in each ESD. After Agency 
consultation and in order to streamline the process, the Agencies limited the plug-in remedy to RD and 
included an evaluation against CERCLA criteria in this ROD.  

The Naval Reactors Facility (WAG 8) was originally excluded in the Proposed Plan because it is 
not under the jurisdiction of DOE-ID. However, because WAG 8 is under the FFA/CO, the Agencies 
have decided to include it in this ROD in the event that a future CERCLA site at WAG 8 fits the plug-in 
remedy profile. 
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PART 3: RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

14. RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

The public comment period for the Operable Unit 10-08 Proposed Plan (DOE-ID 2008a) began 
September 16, 2008, and ended October 15, 2008, for the receipt of written and oral comments. Public 
meetings on the Operable Unit 10-08 Proposed Plan were conducted in Idaho Falls, Idaho, on 
September 29, 2008, and Twin Falls, Idaho, on September 30, 2008. Oral and written comments were 
submitted during the public meetings, and written comments were received during the public comment 
period required by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) §117 (42 USC 9617) and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency 
Plan (40 CFR 300.430(f)(5)(iii)(B)). The Administrative Record is located in the Idaho National 
Laboratory (INL) Research Library. Additional copies may be viewed at the Albertsons Library on the 
campus of Boise State University. The Administrative Record can also be accessed on the internet at 
http://ar.inel.gov. 

Responses to the comments are provided in this section. An index to the comments on the Operable 
Unit 10-08 Proposed Plan is provided in Table 21. 

Table 21. Oral and written comments on the Operable Unit 10-08 Proposed Plan. 

Name Affiliation Abbreviation Comment No. 

Comments received during public meetings 

Willie Preacher Shoshone-Bannock Tribes WP 8, 14, 15 

Written comments received during public comment period 

John Tanner Coalition 21 C21 11, 12 

R. D. Maynard INL Citizens Advisory Board CAB 6, 9, 10, 12, 13 

Christina Cutler and 
Willie Preacher  

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes SBT 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
9, 13 

 

The comments, both oral and written, are summarized and combined where similar comments have 
been received. 

14.1 Public Comments and Agency Responses 

Comment 1: Was a broad species sampling even conducted? Many times we sample for specific 
constituents either knowing they are there or not there, causing us to sometimes miss something. It is 
important to look at a sampling event with an open mind, with no preconceived ideas of what will or will 
not be found. [SBT] 

Response: Yes, broad sampling events were conducted to look for a wide array of constituents and 
included a much broader array of contaminants than we expected to find. Groundwater samples were 
analyzed annually for volatile organic compounds, metals, anions, cations, and radionuclides (see 
DOE-ID [2009] for most recent annual report). 
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Comment 2: We feel that it will only be possible for a rancher to live on or near the INL in the 
future if all of the contaminated areas below and above ground be removed. The Tribe has always 
discussed with DOE that in the past this was their aboriginal and treaty rights areas and they would like 
to utilize the area once more to hunt and gather but there has always been a reluctance as to safety of the 
environment on or near the INL. [SBT] 

Response: The rancher is a hypothetical scenario that was used because it is conservative and 
represents an upper bound for assessing risks. The conservative nature of the Operable Unit 10-08 risk 
assessments bounds the range of activities that would result in Tribal members being exposed to 
contamination, such as hunting and gathering. The selected remedy and the no action decisions for 
Site-wide groundwater and 76 sites will be fully protective for these activities. DOE supports extensive 
monitoring of ambient air, drinking water, surface water, groundwater, soils, vegetation, agricultural 
products, wildlife, and direct radiation. Samples are analyzed for a variety of characteristics including, but 
not limited to, pH, inorganic constituents, volatile organic compounds, gases, gross alpha and gross beta 
activity, and specific radionuclides, such as tritium, strontium-90, and plutonium isotopes. Wildlife 
evaluated includes road kill (such as antelope and deer) and waterfowl that have used waste ponds at the 
site. To ensure protection of the public, each year the data collected are evaluated for potential dose to the 
public from consumption of wild animals grazing on the site or waterfowl using waste ponds on the site. 
These extensive monitoring reports are available on the web (http://www.stoller-eser.com/Annuals/, 
Stoller 2009). 

Comment 3: Was “an unacceptable cumulative effect” the only risk of commingling addressed? 
With commingling, it is the creation of new constituents that is the problem, not the cumulative effect. 
[SBT] 

Response: Yes, only unacceptable cumulative effect was evaluated in the groundwater risk 
assessment for commingled plumes. Other than potential breakdown or decay products of individual 
contaminants, it is not clear how the creation of new constituents through commingling could happen 
(for example, strontium-90 from INTEC combining with nitrate at CFA wouldn’t form other compounds). 
For individual radionuclides, risk assessment techniques include new constituents created by decay or 
ingrowth by using EPA’s +D (plus daughter) slope factors. Site-wide groundwater monitoring involved 
analysis for a full suite of constituents (e.g., volatile organic compounds, metals, anions, cations, and 
radionuclides). Therefore, although the formation of new constituents is implausible, they would be 
detected by the laboratory and routine monitoring. 

Comment 4: Were mercury, arsenic, cesium and/or lead sampled for at the boundaries? [SBT] 

Response: Yes, samples were collected from the boundary wells and analyzed for mercury, 
arsenic, cesium-137, and lead. Although these are contaminants of concern for the soil sites, they are 
not contaminants of concern for Operable Unit 10-08 groundwater. There is no unacceptable risk to 
groundwater from any of the Operable Unit 10-08 soils sites. 

Comment 5: Has there been any consideration of any new plumes that may potentially be 
discovered in the RWMC area, which is very near the southern INL boundary? Would it be covered by 
WAG 7 or WAG 10? [SBT] 

Response: Any new plume attributable to a Radioactive Waste Management Complex source 
(e.g., the Subsurface Disposal Area) would be addressed by WAG 7. Long-term groundwater monitoring 
is a component of the Operable Unit 7-13/14 Record of Decision (DOE-ID 2008b) and conducted under 
a WAG 7 groundwater monitoring plan (Bechtold et al. 2008). At some point in the future, WAG 7 
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groundwater monitoring could be combined with Site-wide groundwater monitoring for Operable 
Unit 10-08.  

Comment 6: We concur with DOE's recommendation to perform ongoing sitewide groundwater 
monitoring. [SBT, CAB] 

Response: The Agencies appreciate your interest in cleanup. 

Comment 7: The Tribes are willing to assist in the performance of sitewide groundwater 
monitoring. [SBT] 

Response: We understand that the Tribes are currently involved in collection and co-sampling 
with the State of Idaho and the U.S. Geological Survey and perform their own independent analysis. 
Additional sampling participation may be considered as the DOE expects to maintain the Agreement 
in Principle with the Tribes (DOE 2007) that defines our working relationships with respect to 
environmental monitoring. 

Comment 8: The tribe would like the INL, DOE, or CWI to do the best they can in cleaning up 
sites, whether they can clean it all up, or if they can't, then do as much as they can the best way that they 
can. [WP] In regards to "cleanup" at the INL, it has always been the sentiment of the Tribes that we 
strongly feel that to fully ensure the safety of the environment and the aquifer, all legacy waste and 
contamination be removed. We also take into consideration the safety of the workers and others if they 
would attempt this monumental task. [SBT] 

Response: Remedial actions under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Act (CERCLA) are risk-based. The acceptable risk range under the National Oil and 
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (40 CFR 300) is 10-4 to 10-6. The Agencies agree that 
the acceptable risk for Operable Unit 10-08 is at the upper end of this range (10-4) based on (1) the 
conservative approaches in risk assessment that tend to overestimate risk, (2) remote location of the INL 
Site, and (3) use of 10-4 in many other risk-managed decisions across the INL Site. 

The selected remedy will protect human health and the environment and will comply with all 
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements. The selected remedy provides the best balance of 
the seven remaining criteria: long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility, 
or volume through treatment; short-term effectiveness; implementability; cost; state/support agency 
acceptance; and community acceptance. 

DOE’s obligation to protect groundwater at the INL Site is inherent in its statutory responsibilities 
under CERCLA Sections 104 (42 USC 9604) and 120 (42 USC 9620) as delegated to the Department of 
Energy by the President of the United States of America. 

Comment 9: We request that the hazards identified in this review of TRA-62 be maintained in the 
facilities hazard assessment so that the workers are protected when and if decontamination and 
decommissioning is performed in the future. [CAB, SBT] 

Response: The coordinates for all Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) sites (including TRA-62) are maintained in the Geographic Information System 
database, and site information is recorded in the Long-Term Stewardship tracking system. Prior to 
performing excavations at the INL Site, projects are required to identify and evaluate potential hazards to 
workers and the environment. Therefore, as future projects prepare to excavate in the area of TRA-62, the 
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standard work control process will initiate the hazard evaluation process and will identify TRA-62 as a 
CERCLA site. 

Comment 10: The Idaho National Laboratory Site Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) agrees and 
supports the DOE's preferred alternative. [CAB] 

Response: After Agency consultation and in order to streamline the process, the Agencies limited 
the plug-in remedy to removal and disposal with, as necessary, treatment at the disposal facility and 
institutional controls at the excavated site to protect human health and the environment.  

Comment 11: Removal of small amounts of debris at a number of sites, removal of a few small 
potential sources of radioactive contamination, and some capping, should be appropriate considering the 
modest sizes of the WAG 10 sites. We agree that the simple institutional controls planned would be 
adequate for the few places contaminated with small amounts of Cs-137 because this substance decays by 
a factor of 10 every century. [C21] 

Response: After Agency consultation and in order to streamline the process, the Agencies limited 
the plug-in remedy to RD and included an evaluation against CERCLA criteria in this ROD. The 
Agencies agree that, for some sites, institutional controls will be adequate to protect human health and the 
environment and this option is included in this ROD.  

Comment 12: The plug-in method for new sites that are similar to sites that have already gone 
through the normal CERCLA decision making process is preferred. Cutting out paper work and just 
getting done what needs to be done saves wasted effort. The CAB appreciates the balanced approach and 
feels this is an efficient use of manpower, resources, and funding and commends DOE for their efforts. 
[C21, CAB] 

Response: The Agencies agree. The plug-in process is an efficient use of resources. 

Comment 13: We commend DOE for proposing this plug-in remedy approach for future releases. 
[SBT, CAB] 

Response: The Agencies selected the plug-in remedy because it best meets the nine CERCLA 
criteria, which include community acceptance. 

Comment 14: The plug-in process should ensure that when new sites are found, the public 
knows what type of contamination there is and how the Agencies plan on cleaning up the site. The 
Shoshone-Bannock tribes have always felt that open dialogue between the tribes and INL needs to be 
done. [WP] 

Response: The Operable Unit 10-08 Record of Decision includes a requirement to publish a 
plug-in memorandum and an Explanation of Significant Differences factsheet whenever removal and 
disposal will occur under the plug-in remedy. These documents will inform the public what type of 
contamination was found and what action will be taken at the site. The Department of Energy and the 
Environmental Protection Agency welcome open dialogue with the tribes and continue to recognize the 
Agencies’ trust responsibilities to the Tribes. 
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Comment 15: Future missions should not make the same mistakes that were made in the previous 
legacy of the INL. [WP] 

Response: Current environmental regulations and the awareness of, and emphasis on, 
environmental stewardship, waste management, and lessons learned at the INL Site are designed to 
prevent the types of releases to the environment that occurred in the past. 
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