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Text :

DECLARATI ON OF THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON

SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON
Naval Reactors Facility Industrial Waste Ditch and Landfill Are
Operable Units 8-07, 8-06, and 8-05
I daho National Engi neering Laboratory
| daho Fal |'s, Idaho

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPOSE

Thi s docunment presents the renedial actions selected for the Naval React
I ndustrial Waste Ditch (operable Unit 8-07) and Landfill Areas (operable
at the Idaho National Engi neering Laboratory. The renedy was sel ected

t he Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Ac
by the Superfund Amendnents and Reaut horization Act, and to the extent p
National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan. This

based on the information in the Adnministrative Record for the Naval Reac
I ndustrial Waste Ditch and Landfill Areas.

The U.S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) approves of this renedy,
I daho concurs with the sel ected renedi al actions.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

The Naval Reactors Facility Industrial Waste Ditch and Landfill sites 8-
8-06-48, 8-06-49, and 8-06-50 do not present an unacceptable risk to human
environnent, and therefore, require no further action. Hazardous substance
landfill areas 8-05-1,8-05-51, and 8-06-53 nmay present a potential threat t
wel fare, or to the environnment if not addressed by inplenenting the respons
in this Record of Deci sion.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The Naval Reactors Facility has been designated as Waste Area Group (WAG
WAGs at the INEL which are under investigation pursuant to the Federal Faci
and Consent order (FFA/CO between the Idaho Departnent of Health and Welfa
the EPA, and the U. S. Departnment of Energy (DOE). The Industrial Waste Dit
desi gnated as operable Unit 8-07, and the Landfill Areas are designhated as
05 and 8-06. No action is recommended for the Industrial Waste Ditch or La
59, 8-06-35, 8-06-36, 8-06-48, 8-06-49, and 8-06-50. The reconmended rened
landfill sites 8-05-1, 8-05-51 and 8-06-53 is in accordance with the Presum

CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites. This consists of containment of |andfil
gas nmonitoring to reduce the risks associated with potential exposure to th
wastes. Gound water nonitoring will be performed to provide information o

these areas may have had on ground water and to support the NRF Conprehens
of Deci si on.

The maj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:



Installation of a native soil cover, followed by planting with nat
er osi on;

Peri odi ¢ inspection and mai ntenance to ensure the integrity of the

Soil gas nonitoring to provide early detection of any release from
t he subsurface, ground water, or surface pathways;

Ground water nonitoring to evaluate these and ot her areas at NRF;
Mai ntai ning institutional controls, including signs, postings, and
STATUTORY DETERM NATI ON

The selected renmedy is protective of human health and the environment, conp
Federal and State applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents, and

This remedy utilizes permanent sol utions and presunptive renedies to the ma
practicabl e; however, because the wastes can be reliably controlled in plac
princi ple sources of contam nation was not found to be cost effective. The
does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatnent as a principal elem

Because the remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining in some of
areas onsite, a review will be conducted within five years after commencene
actions, and every five years thereafter, to ensure that the remedy continu
adequate protection of human health and the environnent.
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Site Nane, Location, and Description

The I daho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) is a governnent facilit
U.S. Departnent of Energy located 51.5 kilonmeters (km [32 nmiles (m)] w
| daho, and occupi es 2305 kn2 (890 miy) of the northeastern portion of th
Ri ver Plain. The Naval Reactors Facility is located on the west-centra

Nat i onal Engi neering Laboratory (Figure 1). This Record of Decision app
portion of the Industrial WAste Ditch outside the NRF perinmeter (Operab

hereinafter referred to the Industrial Waste Ditch). This segment exten
the northeast fromthe northwest corner of the fence. The interior port

addressed as Operable Unit 8-09. The Landfill Units (Operable Units 8-0
ni ne separate |locations situated on the west and northeast sides of the
maxi mum area of the conmbined landfill units is 0.16 knmy (0.06 my).

Current land use at the INEL is primarily dedicated to nucl ear research
wast e managenent. Surroundi ng areas are nmanaged by the Bureau of Land M
for multipurpose use. The devel oped area within the INEL is surrounded
my) buffer zone used for cattle and sheep pasture.

O the 11,700 people enployed at the INEL, approximtely 830 are enpl oye
Reactors Facility. The nearest offsite populations are in Atomc City,
and Terreton.

<I MG SRC 1094084>

Figure 1 The Idaho National Engi neering Laboratory showi ng the | ocation
Reactors Facility.

The INEL is |ocated on the northeastern portion of the Eastern Snake Riv
vol canic plateau that is primarily conposed of silicic and basaltic rock
anounts of sedinment. Underlying the INEL are a series of basaltic flows
i nterbeds. The basalts inmediately beneath the Naval Reactors Facility
are covered by 6.1 to 9.1 neters (20 to 30 feet) of alluvium and | oess.

The depth to the Snake River Plain Aquifer (SRPA) at the INEL varies fro
feet) in the northern portion to 274.3 neters (900 feet) in the southern
the aquifer at the Naval Reactors Facility is approximtely 112.78 neter
ground water flow is generally to the sout hwest.

The I daho National Engineering Laboratory has sem desert characteristics
and cold winters. Normal annual precipitation is 23.1 centineters (9.1
surface water present at the INEL is the Big Lost River, which is approx
south of the Naval Reactors Facility. However, this river is typically
climate. The only naturally occurring surface water at the Naval Reacto
heavy rainfall or snow nelt, usually during the period fromJanuary to A

Twenty distinctive vegetative cover types have been identified at the IN
bei ng the domi nant species, covering approxi mately 80% of the ground sur
of habitats on the I NEL support nunerous species of reptiles, birds, and
bird species warrant special concern because of senstivity to disturbanc



status. These species include the ferrugi nous hawk (Buteo regalia), ba

| eucocephal us), prairie falcon (Falco nexicanus), nmerlin (Falco col unbar
curl ew (Nurmeni us anericanus), and the burrowing owl (Athlene cunicularia
snake, whose occurrence is considered to be INEL-wide, is listed by the

Fish and Gane as a Category C sensitive species.

The areas of the Industrial Waste Ditch and landfill areas included with
Deci si on have been evaluated for conpliance with the Wetlands Protection
| egi slation, and Historical and Cultural Preservation, and were found to
and/or relevant and appropriate statutes.

The Naval Reactors Facility includes approximtely 80 devel oped acres.

nonhazardous industrial waste water from water treatnment operations and
has been di scharged to the IWD since 1953. The ditch was originally an
it has been nodified to carry water away fromthe facility. The volune
has varied greatly, depending on operational requirenments. Due to recen
operations, water is rarely present beyond 1.2 niles beyond the ouffall

and Landfill units are discussed in Sections 5 through 11 of this Record
will be discussed first, or will be |abeled as subsection '

a .

The landfill areas are primarily |ocated west and northeast of the Nava
Operable Units 8-05 and 8-06 include nine separate areas which have been
potential waste disposal sites. The wastes in these landfill areas are
muni ci pal landfills; cafeteria wastes, construction debris, petroleum pr
smal | amounts of paints and solvents. Different landfill units were use
1951 through 1971. NRF discontinued use of the last landfill unit in 19
IVMD and Landfill units are discussed in Sections 5 through 11 of this Re
landfills will be discussed second, or will be | abeled as subsection 'b’

Assessnent of the Industrial Waste Ditch

The no action decision is applicable to the Industrial Waste Ditch becau
unacceptable risk to human or ecol ogical receptors in the present or fut
scenari os.

Assessnent of Landfill Units

Landfill sites 8-05-59, 8-06-35, 8-06-36, 8-06-48, 8-06-49, and 8-06-50
exi sting data, and risk calculations were performed for those constituen
gas anal yses, surface soil sanples, or based on historic information. T
deternmined to contain primarily construction debris, did not present any
human or environnmental receptors, and are reconmended for no action. La
8-05-51, and 8-06-53 have contents simlar to those found in nunicipal

by the three parties, intrusive sanpling of the actual contents of the
performed. Containnent with a native soil cover is the recormmended alte
areas, based on the Presunptive Renedy for Conprehensive Environnental R
Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Minicipal Landfill Sites, to pr
there will not be a release of contaminants to the environment in the fu
will be conducted to verify that the actions taken renmain protective of
envi ronnent .

Description of the Sel ected Renedy



The altenative selected for landfill sites 8-05-1, 8-05-51, and 8-06-53

Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites. Presunptive renedies are pr
technol ogi es for comopn categories of sites, based on historical pattern
sel ection and EPA's scientific and engi neering eval uati on of performance
i mpl ementation. The objective of the presunptive renedi es process is to
experience to stream ine site investigation and the renmedy sel ection pro
i mprovi ng consi stency, reducing cost, and increasing the speed within wh
waste sites are remedi ated. The specific actions are to survey and nmark
| and use, monitor soil gases, and install and nmaintain a two foot thick

the landfill contents by nmeans of admi nistrative controls. G ound water
perfomred to evaluate these and other areas at NRF

2. SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The Naval Reactors Facility was established in 1949 as a testing site fo
propul sion program The Submari ne Thernmal Reactor Prototype (S1W becam
in 1953. At that time, the first section of the Industrial Waste Ditch
accomodat e the di sposal of nonradi oactive, nonsewage |iquid di scharges.
[andfill units received solid waste sinmilar to that of nunicipal |andfi
cafeteria, and small quantities of paint products) fromthe prototype an
operations.

The Large Ship Reactor Prototype (ALW and the Expended Core Facility (E
operational in 1958, and the S5G Prototype becane operational in 1965.

Reactors Facility expanded, the Industrial Waste Ditch was nodified to a
i ncreased vol unme of waste water. The primary di scharge constituents wer

cooling water, acidic and basic solutions fromthe water treatnent faci
with occasional oily residues, stormwater runoff, and small anpunts of

The landfill areas were used intermittently fromthe tinme construction s
general, construction debris and waste material was burned, then covered
vol une of construction debris decreased after the construction of AlWan
after the construction of S5G in 1965. Use of the last NRF landfill cea

In 1980, the Naval Reactors Facility ceased the discharge of all Resourc
Recovery Act (RCRA) wastes to the Industrial Waste Ditch except the acid
exchange regenerant sol utions, which were self-neutralizing. In 1985, a
constructed to neutralize these solutions prior to discharge. A Consent
Conpl i ance Agreenent (COCA) was established between the Departnment of En
U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency pursuant to the Resource Conservat
Act Section 3008(h) in August 1987. The COCA required an initial assess
of all solid waste and/or hazardous waste di sposal units at the INEL, an
for conducting any necessary conective actions. |In Novenber 1989, the
the National Priorities List (NPL) by the EPA under CERCLA as anended by
Amendrent s and Reaut hori zation Act of 1986 (SARA). The DOE, EPA, and St
Department of Health and Welfare (IDHW entered into the Federal Facilit
Consent order (FFA/ CO) on Decenber 9, 1991

Most of the discharge to the IWD has been directly proportional to plant



particularly the amount of cooling water utilized. The reduction in wor
Reactors Facility over the past five years has resulted in a correspond

vol une of water discharged to the IWD. When three prototype plants were
was present to the 4 kiloneter (2.5 mile) mark in the ditch channel. As
i nactivation of the SIWprototype in 1980, and the permanent shut down o
prototype in 1994, water is only present in the first 1.6 kilometer (one
S5G prototype inactivation scheduled to start in 1995 will further reduc
di scharged to the | VD

The VWD was identified for a Renedial |Investigation/Feasibility Study (R
FFA/CO. The landfill Units were investigated in accordance with Track 2
for Assessing Low Probability Hazard Sites at the INEL. The entire NRF
evaluated in the Waste Area Group (WAG 8 Conprehensive RI/FS, which is
begin in 1995.

3. HI GHLIGATS OF COMMUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

In accordance with CERCLA 0O 113(k)(2)(B)(i-v), information on the invest
deci si on- maki ng processes involved in the evaluation of the NRF |ndustr
Landfill Areas was provided to the public from January through April 199
mai lings, articles in the INEL Reporter, and public neetings. Opportun
these plans were provided during the public comrent period fromApril 12
1994. A Fact Sheet and Proposed Plan were distributed to 7500 citizens
calls were nmade, and announcenents were made in the nmedia and | NEL publ

i nformati on and scopi ng neetings and two open houses were al so conducted.
written conments were accepted.

Di spl ay ads descri bi ng upcom ng neetings were published in the follow ng
| daho Falls Post Register, Pocatello |Idaho State Journal; Burley South

Ti mes News; Boise |Idaho Statesnman; Nanpa |daho Press Journal; Lew ston M
and Moscow | dahoni an between March 15 - 23, 1994 to encourage citizens t
public neetings and provide oral or witten conments. During the week o
press rel ease addressing the Naval Reactors Facility public neetings and
on the investigations was rel eased to approxi mately 40 nedia centers for
the public. Articles were also published in the INEL Reporter, The | NEL
Envi ronmental Restoration at the INEL, and the | NEL News.

Newspaper and radi o adverti sements were presented the week of April 10,
public of the infornmation sessions at Pocatello and Twin Falls. Advert
two | ocal newspapers, and radi o adverti senents were broadcast by six |oc
times a day for three days in Pocatello, Burley and Twin Falls. Two rad
broadcast from Burley on April 13, 1994 and Jerone on April 14, 1994 pro
on the public neetings, and the locations of the INEL regional office.
rel ease, radi o, and newspaper ads) gave public notice of two scoping nee
notification of the beginning of the 30 day public comrent period fromA
1994.

Per sonal phone calls concerning the availability of Naval Reactors Faci
public neetings were nade to individuals, environmental groups, and orga
Qutreach office staff in Pocatello, Twin Falls, and Boise. The Comunit
Coordi nator made calls in Idaho Falls and Mdscow.



Informati on sessions were held at the Pine Ridge Mall in Pocatello on Ap
the INEL regional office in Twin Falls on April 14, 1994 prior to the pu
13, 1994, representatives fromthe DOE, EPA, and | DHW conducted a techn

tel econference calls with nmenbers of the League of Wnen Voters and the

Def ense Institute in Mdscow, |daho.

All nedia presentations gave public notice that Naval Reactors Facility
avail abl e before the begi nning of the comment period in the Adm nistrat
the INEL Information Repositories located in the INEL Technical Library
as in the city libraries in Idaho Falls, Pocatello, Twin Falls, Boise, a
announced the same information.

Open houses were held in Pocatello on April 12, 1994, and Twin Falls on
Public neetings were held in lIdaho Falls on April 19, 1994, Boise on Apr
Moscow on April 21, 1994. A total of 83 people attended these neetings.
forms were available at all meetings. The reverse side of the neeting a
formfor the public to evaluate the effectiveness of the neetings. A co
present at each neeting to keep a verbatimtranscript of discussions and
The neeting transcripts were placed in the Adnministrative Record section
Reactors Facility Industrial Waste Ditch (operable Unit 8-7), and Landf
Units 8-0b and 8-06) in eight INEL I nformation Repositories.

A Responsi veness Sumrmary has been prepared as part of this Record of Dec
formal oral conmments made at the public neetings, and all witten conmen
verbatimin the Adm nistrative Record. Those coments are annotated to
response in the Responsiveness Summary addresses each comrent.

A total of nine witten comments and six oral conments were received dur
period. All conments received on the Proposed Plan were consi dered dur

of the Record of Decision. The decision for this action is based on the
Admi nistrative Record for these Operable Units.

4. SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNI TS AND RESPONSE ACTI ONS

Under the FFA/CO, the INEL is <| MG SRC 1094084A>
divided into ten WAGs. The

WAGs are further divided into
Operable Units (OUs). The Nava
Reactors Facility is designated as
WAG 8, and consists of nine

QUs. Monitoring data, process
know edge, written

correspondence, and interviews
with current and previous

enpl oyees were used to eval uate
the I1WD and Landfill Units. The
Remedi al I nvestigation/Feasibility
Study on the Industrial Waste
Ditch and the Track 2

I nvestigations of the Landfil



Areas eval uated the potential for
contami nation and m gration
fromthe soil, water, and air
affected by these areas. A

conpl ete eval uati on of al

cunul ative risks associated with
t he CERCLA actions at WAG 8

wi |l be conducted as part of the
NRF Conprehensive RI/FS to
ensure that all risks have been
adequately evaluated. This
Record of Decision is part of the
overall WAG strategy, and is
expected to be consistent with
any planned future actions.

5. SUMMARY OF SITE
CHARACTERI STI CS

I ndustrial Waste Ditch

The exterior portion of the NRF

| WD (Operable Unit 8-07)

ext ends about 5.15 kil oneters

(3.2 niles) to the northeast from Fi gure 2 Photograph of NRF with the
t he northwest corner of the Nort heast from the Northwest Corner
fenced perinmeter of the Nava

Reactors Facility. The Industrial Waste Ditch was first used to di spose
nonsewage i ndustrial waste water in 1953. The primary conponent of the

t hroughout the lifetinme of the IWD has been cooling water from circul at
and i on exchange regenerant solutions. The ditch channel was nodified a
direct the original waste stream and additional discharge fromthe newy
pl ant toward the dry streanbed at the northwest corner of the facility.
was expanded to the point 2.66 kilonmeters (1.65 niles) downstream fromt
accommpdat e additional effluent as the S5G prototype becane operati onal
ditch was dredged occasionally to inprove drainage, but remained within
The dredged sedi nents were placed along the ditch banks parallel to the

Table 5-1 identifies various categories of chem cals used at the NRF dur
operations, and provides an estinate of the source volune which may have
to the IWD. It is uncertain if all the listed conpounds entered the dit
information i s based on procurenment records, process know edge, and pl an
records.

Tabl e 5-1 Categories of Discharges and Typical Annual Discha

Cat egori es of Esti mat ed Annual Exanpl es of Wa
Di scharges to the Vol une Di sc
I ndustrial Waste Ditch (Gal I ons/ Year)

Run-of f (rain and 33, 000, 0001 Resi dual oils, net



snow nel t)

Pr ot ot ype and 70, 000, 000y Waste oil, water t
Auxi | iary operations cheni cal reagents,
chemicals, chlorin

compounds
Cool i ng Systens 500, 000 Water treatnent ch
| on Exchange 4, 000, 0003 Aci di ¢ and basic solu

Regener ati on

Laboratory operations 1, 000 Laboratory chem ca
including dilute m
reagents, chlorina
preservatives, aci

Phot ogr aphi c 1, 000 Phot ogr aphi ¢ sol ut
Operations preservatives
Tot al 107, 503, 000 gal / year

1 Vol ume may range as high as 40, 000, 000 gal |l ons
2 Vol ume may range as high as 79, 000, 000 gall ons
3 Vol ume may range as high as 4,750,000 gall ons

In 1980, NRF ceased the discharge of all RCRA wastes to the |IWD except a
i on exchange regenerant solutions, which were self-neutralizing. This c
practice was part of a site inprovenment project, and was acconplished by
hazar dous chenicals with non-hazardous chenicals, collecting and proper

remai ni ng waste streans, and inplenenting waste control procedures. Dis

and basic ion exchange regenerant solutions continued fromJune 1980 thr
In April 1985, a neutralization facility consisting of two 15,000 gallon
installed. Acidic and basic solutions were m xed, neutralized, and disc
The optiml pH control level at the facility is between 6.0 and 9.0 pH u
the VWD has received only rain/snow run-off, facility discharge contain

hazardous industrial waste water, neutralization tank discharges contain
and bases neutralized to a pH between 6.0 and 9.0, and infrequent discha
chemi cal solutions.

The total volune of the sedinment in the |WD containing inorganic waste w
7,542 cubic nmeters (270,744 ft3). This corresponds to a length of 1,768
width of 4.74 meters (15.56 feet), and a depth of 0.9 nmeters (3 feet).
surface area was calculated to be 8,380 ny (90,248 fty).

<I MG SRC 1094084B>

Figure 3 Schematic of Operable Units Described and NRF Wl | s



Landfill Units

The Landfill Units (Operable Units 8-05 and 8-06) include nine separate
west and northeast sides of the facility. The mexinmum area of the conbi
0.16 kny (1.64 x 106 fty). The landfill units are believed to have sim

wastes, migration paths, and risk factors. The wastes consisted of off
debris, cafeteria garbage, waste oils, chromate conpounds, and small qua

Tabl e 5-2 Summary of Landfill Units (8-05 and 8-06)
Ar ea Primary Uses/Wastes Dat es of Di mensi ons
Operation
8-05-1 Simlar to nunicipal 1951- 1960 107 x 137 meters (35
landfill; construction 450'), depth of refuse
debris and refuse such 1.2-7.6 meters (4-25

as petrol eum products,

small quantities of

pai nts and sol vents,
cafeteria wastes

8-05-51 Simlar to nunicipal 1957- 1963 137 meters x 30.5 to
landfill; construction 53.4 meters x 3.05-4.

debris and refuse such nmeters deep (450" x 100-

as petrol eum products, 175" x 10-15")

smal | quantities of
pai nts and sol vents,
caf eteria wastes,
mat eri al staging area
and construction debris
di sposa

8-05-59 Possi bl e landfill/burn 1951- 1953 22.9 x 30.5 nmeters (75
pit 100'), depth estimted
6.1 nmeters (20")

8- 06- 35 Construction debris 1960- 1971 91.4 x 121.9 neters
di sposal (300" x 400") cont
silty soil, concrete,

wood, scrap neta

8- 06- 36 Construction debris 1960- 1971 Tri angul ar; base about
di sposal 91.4 neters (300') an
attitude of 152.4 nmete

(500)
8-06-48 Mat eri al staging area 1956- 1964 198.1 (650') long x 22
and construction debris to 53.3 neters wide (7

di sposal to 175")

8-06-49 Construction staging 1961- 1963 106.7 meters (350') lo



area X 7.6 to 45.7 neters (25 and

to 150')
8-06-50 Construction materi al 1956- 1959 137.1 meters (450') lo
stagi ng and parking X 15.2 to 45.7 neters pr
(50" to 150") di sposa
8-06-53 Simlar to nunicipal 1956- 1970 274.3 x 365.8 x 2 to 3
landfill; construction nmeters deep (900" Xx
debris and refuse such 1200 x 7' to 10")

as petrol eum products,

smal | quantities of

pai nts and sol vents,
cafeteria wastes

Areas reconmended for the selected renmedy appear in bold type.

m scel | aneous chenicals fromthe Naval Reactors Facility. Chem cals whi
have been di sposed of in the landfills include |ow concentrations of si
nitrate in solution, which were used in | aboratory analyses. A review o
interviews with fornmer enployees indicate that the waste was placed in u
pits, burned, and the areas subsequently backfilled. Use of the last la
in 1971.

The objectives of the investigations were to determ ne the boundaries of
depth of the cover, and the potential for ground water contam nation and

organi ¢ vapor release. Intrusive sanpling to determine the landfill con
performed due to the heterogenous nature of the landfill contents. Tab
i nformati on about the landfill units.

Records of what materials were deposited in the NRF |landfills were not k
records were kept of the materials shipped fromNRF to the INEL Centra
after use of the last NRF |landfill was discontinued in 1971. Since the
processes used at NRF remai ned constant, the types and quantities of was
not believed to have changed significantly over tinme. Therefore, these
used to estimate the volunmes and concentrations of wastes di sposed of pr
NRF landfills. |In addition, historic photographs were revi ewed, and enp
a records search were conduct ed.

Tabl e 5-3 NRF Waste Generation After 1971 and Prior Inferred Generatio
Units Vol unme Cal cul ation

Waste Type For m Aver age Annual Vol une In
after 1971 (Cubic Annu
net er s/ year) to
m
O fice trash Solid 4,655.8

Construction debris Solid 1,571.2



Based on the numnber
time period the NRF landfills were in use,
1965,
decreased due to the reduced number
of plant-related waste was generated and sent to the Nava
since only two prototype plants were operating.
conservatively estimated from |l ater
provi des informati on about waste generated after

Muni ci pal waste

Wast e oi

Pai nt, thinner, solvents
Acidi c, basic, or netal-based

sol utions used in plant
operations or anal ytical
chem stry procedures
Chromat e sol utions

Cheni cal s used for water
t reat ment

Total s

of maj or

construction debris. After

1965,

generated prior to that tine.
landfill unit. For
chemicals. Soi

Solid 1, 090
Li quid 23.8
Li quid 0.14
Li quid 2.2
Li quid 2.5
Solid 0.6
7,346.2

1

3

construction evol uti ons which were in progress
a consi derabl e amount of the

the quantity of construction debris d

of construction projects.

1971,

In addit

React ors Faci
This volunme of wa
records by applying a reduction fact
and an estimate o

Tabl e 5-4 estinmates the volume of waste d
the three waste types of concern are

the landfills,
gas sanples were collected and anal yzed for volatile or

screen for waste oils and sol vents.

Tabl e 5-4 Esti mated Tot a

Year 8-05-1
1956 2,540
1957 2,310
1958 2,310
1959 2,310
1960 2,310
1961

1962

1963

L

230

Vol ume of Waste Disposal to NRF
andfill Units (nB)
8- 05-51 8- 06- 53 Tot a
2,382 4,922
230 2,382 4,922
230 2,382 4,922
230 2,382 4,922
230 2,382 4,922
230 2,382 4,922
230 2,382 4,922
3,555 7,346 3,56



1964 3, 555 7,346

1965 3, 555 7,346
1966 3, 555 7,346
1967 3, 555 7,346
1968 3, 555 7,346
1969 3, 555 7,346
1970 3, 555 7,346
Tot al 11, 780 1,610 45, 114* 93, 222
Capacity 55, 064 1,612 22,585 79, 261

*Assumes this volune was reduced by 50 percent as a result of inc
Radi oactivity Controls

At NRF, systenms which contain radioactive |iquids (e.g. reactor cool ant,
| aboratory |iquid discharge) with beta, ganm, and al pha emitting radion

11

physically isolated fromthose systens wnich discharge to the WD, Wast
radi oactivity is contained in separate, nonitored systens which are iso
carrying other site effluents. Waste water containing radioactivity is
renmove the radioactivity, and reused rather than discharged to the envir
systenms include collection tanks, particulate filters, activated carbon
bed i on exchange columms to renove radioactivity fromthe water. Strict
procedures have been used fromthe start of operations at NRF to contro
radi oactive materials.

The effectiveness of this programis denonstrated by the results of sed
veget ation sanples collected through routine environnental nonitoring fr
results indicate that radionuclides are not a contani nant of concern for
provi des a sunmary of the routine soil, sedinent, vegetation, and water
radi ol ogi cal analysis in 1991.

Tabl e 5-5 Sunmary ot Routine Radi ol ogical Mnitoring at the NRF IW

Soi | Sedi nenty Veget ati on Wat er

(pG/gm (pG/gm (pG/gm (10-8 uGi

MEAN MAX  SL MEAN MAX MEAN  MAX MEAN  MAX

Cobal t - 60 <0.1 0.22 4 <0.38 1.18 <0.36 <0.52 <5.5 <5.

Cesium 137 025 0.49 1.3 0.36 0.60 <0.18 <O 26 5 5



pCi / gm Picocurie (1012 curie) per gram
SL Ri sk based screening | eve

1 <in front of a maxi num val ue signifies LESS THAN the m ni num
activity (MDA). A mean value preceded by < contains at |east
MDA.

2 Sedinent sanples are collected fromthe A1Wand S5G cooling t
sewage | agoons; i.e., material which has been deposited by wa

3 Water sanples are analyzed for all gamma rays with energies b
MeV. This energy range includes Cobalt-60 Cesium 137, and a
ot her radionuclides of both natural and man-nmade origin. The
shown for Cobalt-60 are |ess than the ninimum detectabl e conc
anal ysis, assumng all gamma rays detected had cone fromthat

4 While no specific screening |evel for Cobalt-60 has been esta
137 screening |level may be used for conparison, since Cobalt-
shorter halflife and conparabl e dose conversion factors for b
ext ernal exposure.

5 Cesium 137 is included in the equival ent Cobalt-60 concentrat

Since 1953, routine radiological nmonitoring of process water, cooling wa
and buil di ngs and grounds has been perforned at NRF. Currently, water s

12

collected weekly fromthe IWD and ot her discharge |ocations, and anal yze
radi oactivity using gamma spectrometry. All sanples collected for non-r
are screened for radioactivity using a gamma detector prior to |l eaving N
radi ol ogi cal surveys are performed along the WD, and sedinent, soil, an
sanpl es are collected and anal yzed for gross gamm radioactivity on an a
five locations in the interior and exterior |IWD. Cobalt-60 and Cesium1
predom nant radionuclides identfied during this analysis. These two rad
to assess the presence of radioactivity during environnental nonitoring

are easily detectable and are present with other NRF isotopes.

5.1 Sumuary of Environnental Monitoring Data
5.1.a I WD Renedi al Investigation Soil Sanples

Sedi nent sanples fromthe IWD channel were first collected for character
were anal yzed for chromi um and silver concentrations based on process kn
Detail ed characterization sanpling was initiated in 1986. Core sanples

Novenber 1986 indicated that chrom um copper, |ead, nercury, nickel, s

present in the channel sedinments. The only volatile organic conpound pr
sanpl es was net hyl ene chloride, which is a conmon | aboratory contani nant
ei ghteen soil sanples were collected to determ ne background | evels. Co
dredge pile sanples were collected in 1987, and analyzed for nmetals and

constituents (chem cals which have been shown to have toxic, carcinogen

teratogenic effects on humans). Only chrom um and nmercury were found to
concentrations above background | evel s.



Soi|l sanples collected for the Renmedial Investigation in 1992 were categ
types; sedinment sanples fromthe ditch channel, dredge pile sanples, and
sanpl es fromthe beneath the ditch channel and on either side at set int
sanpl es were analyzed for nmetals, volatile organic conpounds (VOCs), sem
compounds (SVOCs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), pesticides, total p
hydrocarbons (TPH), and benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and totat xylene
vast mpjority of VOC and SVOC anal yses results reported concentrations b
Detection Unit (MDL); however, there were a few indications of organic s
acetone, detected in sonme sanples. All of the volatile organic values r
were interpreted as resulting fromlaboratory background, since many of

are frequently used in the |aboratory or are conmon | aboratory contan na
i dentified contam nants were considered during risk assessnent cal cul at

Conmpounds only identified in the dredge piles include one observation ea
trichl orobenzene, naphthal ene, phenant hrene, benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a
benzo(g, h,i)perylene, and two observations each of chrysene and benzo(b)
These SVOCs are sonetines associated with coal tar and are possibly air
remmants burning heavy fuel oil (#5 & #6) at the NRF boil erhouse, which
heating for the site. These conpounds were detected in only a few | ocat
considered to be contam nants of concern or representative of the site.

t he conpound pentachl orophenol were nmade in the dredge piles, with the ¢
averagi ng 0.256 ppm This conpound is commonly used as a wood preservat
have | eached fromthe treated wood used in the cooling towers (part of t
wat er system.

The majority of volatile organic conpounds were reported at concentratio
of the chemi cal analyses. Volatile sanples reporting concentrations abo
identified as resulting fromlaboratory or field contam nation, except f
et hyl benzene, and total xylene (BTEX) values reported in one ditch sedim
conmpounds are commnly associated with gasoline and other refined petro
and their presence is viewed as an isolated occurrence froma |ocalized
further analysis of the volatile data was conducted, and no cal cul ati ons
conmpounds were made in the risk assessment.

The majority of the senmi-volatile organic conpounds were reported at con
the MDLs. Sonme of the sem -volatile conpounds were detected in the qua

sanples and the trip blanks. Because these conpounds were detected in t
sanpl es, they were not included in the risk assessnent. Most of the sem
conmpounds that were detected in the IWD sedi nents and dredge piles are r
constituent in coal tar, and were only found in one or tw sanples, and

representative of site conditions.

Pesti ci de, herbicide, and pol ychlorinated bi phenyls (PCB) anal yses were

sanpl es fromeight ditch sedinent |locations. Al results were reported

except for one sanple which showed |indane at 0.0006 nilligrans per lite
was not included in the risk assessnent because this one sanple was not

representative of the site.

Total petrol eum hydrocarbon (TPH) anal yses were conducted on sel ected sa
the petrol eum products found in the IWD are rel eases from punps, conpres
turbi nes during normal operations. Seven sedinment sanples reported TPH
3,600 ppm TPH val ues i n background sanples ranged from <10 to 27 ppm w



16 ppm There was not a consistent decrease in TPH concentration with d
di scharge point. The |lack of elevated BTEX concentrations indicates the
are the result of |onger chain hydrocarbons (e.g., notor oil, diesel, et
small quantities of these constituents. This data is for general eval ua
since TPH does not have a health-based standard for use in a risk assess

The inorganic sanple results for the IWD indicated that the constituents
barium chrom um copper, nmercury, nickel, silver, and zinc. Table 5-6
results of sanpling inorganics in the |IWD.

Subsurface soil sanples were also collected fromcross-sectional borings
collected fromthese borings had slightly el evated netals concentrations
el evated netals concentrations in subsurface soils appears to be restric
two, but no nore than ten feet laterally fromthe WD, and primarily wit
the el evation of the static water |evel (BSW). Occasional elevated con
observed at depths of between five and 30 feet bel ow ground surface (BGS

Three areas of the | WD displayed peak constituent concentrations which w
hi gher than surrounding areas. These "hot spot" areas of the IWD are |lo
(di scharge point) in the first 500 feet, downstream between 3,000 and 3,
downst ream bet ween 5,500 and 6,500 feet. This appears to be the result
of accunul ation of metals in the sedinents plus the deposition of neta
renmobi |l i zed by upstream dredgi ng activities.

Tabl e 5-6 Contani nant Concentrations in

95% UCL of 95% UCL of 95% UCL of Aver age Hot S
3000' to Hot Spot from 5500' to
Mean Mean Mean of 95% of
6500" Average
Consti tuent Backgr ound Sedi nment Dredge Pile UCL
( Nor el ) (Log Norrmal) (Log Nornmal) Sedi nment Sed Dre
Dredge Conmbl Sed Dredge Conmbl
Di stribution Distribution Distribution) + Dredge
Pile
Bari um 263. 61 271. 07 234. 44 252.76 282.1
246.33 325.77 300.68
Tot al 30.79 102. 16 109. 99 106. 08 91.3
58.47 136.28 111.71
Chrom um
Hexaval ent 1 1 1 1 1
Chr om uny
Copper 27.02 37.96 25.32 31.64 64. 4
30. 05 29.53
Mer cury 0.11 1.84 0. 39 1.12 1.2
1.38
Ni ckel 36. 66 26.21 29.58 27.9 28.5
30. 32 27. 36
Silver 0.77 1.13 1.00 1.07 1.2
1.17
Zi nc 162. 68 156. 46 176. 06 166. 26 130.4



112.48 176.69 156.42

1The conbi ned averages for the hot spots ars ths averages of all sam
equal the
average sedi ment value + the average dredge pile value/2 shown on this t

yThe nmethod detection limt is used for hexaval ent chromi umin soi
time
requi renent. See Section 4.5 of the Final RI/FS Report for the W for

3The wrong | aboratory anal ysis nunmber was subnmitted with the data gr
The 95% UCL
of nean sedinment values is used for risk cal cul ation purposes.

AMercury analysis results fromthese sanples were rejected by the da
was used for
ri sk cal cul ati ons.

The dredge piles did not have areas identified as "hot spots". The tota
dredge piles was estimated to be 2,972.6 cubic neters (104.976 cubic fee
area of the dredge piles was calculated to be 7.583.7 n38 (81,633 ft3).

5.1.b Landfill Units

Geophysi cal and soil gas surveys were conducted to determ ne the overal
waste di sposal areas, and if they exist, the boundaries of specific tren
Magnet onet er surveys were conducted in 8-05-1, 8-05-51, and 8-06-53. So
were anal yzed for benzene, ethyl benzene, toluene, xylenes, and 1,1, 1-tri
Portabl e gas detection instruments were also used to nmonitor for nethane
gases, hydrogen sulfide, and total volatile organic conmpounds. Surface
col l ected and anal yzed for inorganic constituents. A soil gas/vapor sur
was conducted over the estimated |ocations of the trenches as delineated
magnet omet er survey.

Based on process know edge, photographs, enployee interviews, visual ins
exi sting anal ytical data, 8-06-35, 8-06-36, 8-06-48, 8-06-49, and 8-06-5
pose no unacceptable risk.

Surface Soil Gas Em ssions Survey

A surface soil gas em ssions survey recorded values at 10 foot intervals
| ocations within zero and six inches of the ground surface. No readings
the ambi ent air upwi nd concentrations, except where vapors were rel eased
veget ation.

Soi | gas surveys detected volatile organic conpounds (primarily ethyl ben
whi ch nmay be associated with solvents at 8-05-1, 8-05-51, and 8-06-53, a
the boundaries of the landfills. Benzene was not detected in any of the
and toluene was detected in four sanples.

Al t hough there were sonme positive detections of neta- and para-xyl ene at



resuts were, in general, only slightly el evated above associ ated bl ank s
consi derably | ower than the concentrations detected at 8-05-51). This a
time di scharge of 50,000 gallons of waste oil. There is a |arge anpunt
assoasted with the | ocation of the disposal pit, the presence of a build
suspected site location, the short duration of the disposal period, and
since the occurrence of the disposal. Mdeling was conducted to determi
effect to ground water of a one tinme rel ease of 50,000 gallons of waste
hazardous constituents. The results of this nodeling showed that concen
representative conpounds woul d not exceed MCLs. These results are cons
conservative because eyewi tness reports indicate that the contents of th
days followi ng the oil discharge (which should have significantly reduce

Soi | Sanpl es Analyzed for Inorganic Constituents

Thirty-two surface soil sanples were collected from 8-06-53, and were an
content. Cadmium nmercury, selenium and silver were not detected in an
sanples. Arsenic, barium chromum and |ead were detected in all sanpl

sanpl es from NRF-51 had concentrations of barium and mercury which excee
background | daho National Engi neering Laboratory threshold |evel.

Magnet onet er Surveys

Six small linear anomalies in 8-05-51 were interpreted as possible debr
broad, noderate-sized anonmaly zone corresponded with a visible trench ap
feet deep. A section of the trench was scraped to very shall ow bedrock
noderate anonmaly was al so associated with a shall ow depression. The mag
over 8-06-53 was successful in identifying possible debris-filled trench
wWith various orientations were interpreted as representing the extent of
activity at 8-06-53.

5-2 Ground Water Sanples

The NRF water supply has been monitored for physical paranmeters (conduct
radi oactivity, chromium sodium and chloride from 1980 to the present b
Geol ogical Survey (USGS). The quality of water in all sanples was with
regulatory limts; there were no out-of-specification values noted. NRF
donmestic water systemin accordance with Title 1 Chapter 8, Idaho Regul a
Drinking Water Systens, from 1987 through the present. Oher data has b
subcontractor personnel. NRF has published the results of analysis of s
the annual Naval Reactors Facility Environmental Monitoring Report. Por
and 1991 reports which sumuarize the results of sanpling for those param
concern are provided as Table 5-7. Figure 5-3 shows the | ocation of NRF
and 7. Approximate |ocations and di stances of wells downgradient fromN
well 97, 1.0 mile south; well 98, 2.7 miles southwest; well 99, 2.2 nile
mles west; and INEL-1, 2.5 mles west southwest. Approxinmte |ocations
wel I's upgradient from NRF are: USGS well 12, 2.5 niles north; well 15,
well 17, 3 nmiles northeast.

Predi cted Ground Water Val ues

GWECREEN i s a sem -anal ytical nodel used for assessnent of the ground wa



fromthe surface to an underlying aquifer. NRF used this programto ass
contam nant release fromthe sedinents associated with the VWD and from
the landfill. The limting soil concentration is the soil concentration
and transport, maxi mum all owabl e concentrations in ground water are not
Maxi mum al | owabl e concentrati ons are based on chem cal toxicity, and max
contaminant levels (MCLs) as listed in Title 40 Code of Federal Regul at
associ at ed amendnents. The concentration in ground water is proportiona
concentration (excluding solubility limted releases). Table 5-8 provid
predi cted ground water concentration in each Operable Unit and ground wa
of each constituent of concern.

Tabl e 5-7 Conparison of Results of
Wat er (a)

Upgr adi ent (k)
Downgr adi ent (k)

St andar d/ (USGS Wells 12, 15, 1
Wells 6, (USGS 97, 98, 99, 102, | NEL-
Par anmet er s Units Gui del i ne
1990 1991
1991 only 1990 1991
Ammoni a pl us ng/ | (c) <0. 3 <0. 20
<0. 3 <0. 28
Organic N (as N)
Brom de ng/ | (c) <0. 02 0. 05<pl us
0. 05<pl usm>0. 04 0. 11<pl usm>0. 11 0. 11<plusmm> 0. 11
Chl ori de ng/ | 250( b) 18<pl usmMm>13 16<p
41<pl usm>7. 2 110<pl usmMm>120 43<pl usmMm>38 41<pl usm>33
Chrom um ng/ | 0.05(e) 0. 006<pl usmMm>0. 003 <0. 00
0. 010<pl usm>0. 002 0. 021<pl usnm>0. 014 0. 008<pl usmMm>0. 003 0. 008<pl usmMm>0. 003
Fl uori de ng/ | 4.0(e) <0.2 0. 2<pl us
0. 2<plusm>0. 1 <0.2 <0.2
I ron ng/ | 0. 3(h) <0. 082 <0.11
0. 33<pl usm>0. 24 <0. 274 0. 29<pl usmMm>0. 49
Lead ng/ | 0. 05(e) <0. 001 <0. 00
<0. 003 <0. 002
Mer cury ng/ | 0.002(e) <0. 0001 <0. 0001
Ni ckel ng/ | (c) <0. 001 <0. 001 <0. 002
<0. 002 0. 011<pl usm>0. 007 <0. 0002 <0. 002
Nitrite (as N ng/ | (d) <0.01 <0.01

<0.01 <0.01 <0.01



<0.

<0.

Nitrate plus Nitrate ng/ | 10(e, f) 1. 0<pl usm>0. 7 0. 93<p
(as N)

Ni t rogen, Ammoni a ng/ | (9) (J) <0.01

di ssol ved

Organi ¢ Carbon ng/ | (c) <0.2 0. 3<pl usm>0. 01
Tot a

Ot hophosphate (as ng/ | (c) <0.01 <0.01

02 0. 03<pl usMm>0. 02 <0.01 <0.01

P)

pH pH Units 6. 5-8.5(h) 7.9<pl usm>0. 2 8. 0<pl usmMm>0. 2
Silver ng/ | 0.5(e) <0. 001 <0. 001

001 <0. 001 <0. 001 <0. 001

Sodi um ng/ | 20(d) 10<pl usm>4 9. <plusm>4.1
Speci fic Conductance avho/cm (c) 425<pl usMm>130 412<pl usm>
Sul fate ng/ | 250( b) 25<pl usmm>7 23<pl usmm

(a) Values preceded by < contain at |east one | ess than ni ni mrum detect
the anal ysis results.

(b) Secondary maxi mum contani nant |levels per Title 1, Chapter 8, Idaho
Public Drinking Water Systens are provided for conparison.

(c) No standard or guideline avail able.

(d) No maximum per Title 1, Chapter 8, |Idaho Regul ations for Public Dri
Systens. 20 ng/l is suggested as optimm

(e) Maxi mum contam nant |levels per Title 1, Chapter 8, |daho Regul ation
Drinki ng Water Systens.

(f) The Ilimt Is for Nitrate (As N) only. Since nitrite values are nea
quantities represent Nitrate (As N).

(g) The follow ng paranmeter values are anonal ously high for USGS Well 1
sanple: Chromium- 21 ag/l; Iron - 4600 a9/1; Manganese - 100 a9/ |

ag/l; Organic Carbon, Total - 1.5 ag/l; Turbidity - 22 NTU.  Thes
included in the values for the upgradient wells.

(h) Anomal ously high value of 1400 ag/l reported for NRF Well 4 in th
This value is not included in the values for the onsite wells.

(i) Amonia plus organic nitrogen (as N) was not performed for NRF we

(k) Not neasured.

(k) Upgradi ent and downgradient wells are off the map provided by Fig

Tabl e 5-8 GWBCREEN - Predicted Peak Ground Water Concentrations and L
for IWD and Landfill Unit Constituents

Cont am nant | \D1 8-05-1



Pradi ct ed Peak

Predi ct ed Peak

G ound Water

G ound Water
Concentration
Concentration

(ng/ L)
Bari um 43.6
Chrom um+3 3.5
10-y
Copper 5.6
NA
Mer cury 0.2
X 10-6
Ni ckel 4.1
Silver 0.01
Zi nc 144
NA

1 Limting

the RI/FS was avail able for

2 Limting
3 Limting
5.3 Shal | ow Perched Water
Shal | ow perched water was

two deep nmonitoring wells
| V\D

Sanpl es were collected fromthe shal
constituents listed in Appendix VII

quality are
vol atile and sem -vol atile organic anal ytes were reported at concent
Primary and Secondary drinking water standards,
| abor at ory background infl uences.

Dat a on background wat er
al

wat er zone were bel ow Federa
represent background | evel s.
The Renedi al

The Constituent was not

Si x of these wells encountered shall ow perched wat er

Limting Soil Predicted Peak Lim
Concentration Ground Wat er Conc
(mg/ nB) Concentration (mg/ nB)

(mo/L) (mo/L)

NA NA 2.8 X 107

1.3 X 104 5.87 X 10-y NA
NA NA NA

1.8 X 10-4 3.57 X 10-6 2.2 X

NA NA NA
2.7 X 10-6 3.6 X 10-4 NA
NA NA NA NA

identified in the waste di sposa

concentration was not calculated for the

ri sk cal cul ati ons

soi |

soil concentration from GASCREEN Version 1.5
soil concentration from GASCREEN Version 2.02
Tabl e

only evaluated in the IMD RI/FS. During the s
and 15 shal |l ow pi ezoneter wells were drilled
and the rest

ow perched water table and anal yzed
of Title 40 Code of Federal Regul at
not avail able for the shall ow perch

or were interpreted as r
Observed concentrations of nmetals in
Primary and Secondary drinking water stand
These data suggest that any inpacts fromt

6. SUMMARY OF SI TE RI SKS

I nvestigation/Feasibility Study performed on the | W eval ua



ri sks for both human health and environnental effects in accordance with
Assessnent Cui dance for Superfund, Volume 1. Human Health Eval uati on Ma
Envi ronnental Assessnent Manual, and ot her EPA gui dance. The risks asso
Landfill Units were evaluated under the Track Il Guidance. The Agencies
Presunptive Renmedy for CERCLA Minicipal Landfill Sites was applicable to
8-05-1, 8-05-51, and 8-06-53 because they are suspected to contain waste
found in municipal landfills. This assunption allows corrective action

characterization of the landfill contents, and therefore, applies availa
action, rather than additional investigation. Because the landfill cont
characteri zed, assessment of the associated risk presents a |arge anpunt

The Presunptive Renedy relates primarily to containment of the I|andfil
collection and/or treatnment of landfill |eachate. Although sone of the
associated with the Landfill Units (8-05-1, -51, and 8-06-53) were evalu
(see the Summary Reports for operable Units 8-05 and 8-06) because the ¢
units were not sanpled, there is a |large anopunt of uncertainty inherent
these areas. An ecological risk assessnent was not conducted for the La
However, the protectiveness of the presunptive renmedy chosen for these s
potential risk to ecological receptors, and a detailed ecological risk a
conducted in the Naval Reactors Facility Conprehensive Renedial |nvestig
Feasi bility Study.

6.1 Human Heal th Ri sks

Eval uati on of human health risk included contaninant identification, exp
toxicity assessnment, and health risk characterization. The potential co
i dentified based on existing inventory records, process know edge, and

exposure assessnents detailed the current and future exposure pathways t
sites for workers and residents. The toxicity assessnments docunented th
that may be caused in an individual as a result of exposure to a site co

The human health risk assessnment eval uated current and future potentia

noncar ci nogeni ¢ ri sks associated with exposure to the identrfied contam
assessnment used the exposure concentrations and the toxicity data to det
i ndices for potential noncarcinogenic effects and excess cancer risk |ev
carci nogenic contam nants. The chronic hazard index for each constituen
exposure route was quantified as the constituent intake through the expo
by the correspondi ng constituent and route-specific reference dose (RfD)
i ndex |l ess than or equal to 1.0 indicates with a high degree of confiden
health effects will be experienced by any nenber of the general popul at

greater than 1.0 require further considerations and risk nmanagenent dec

The excess cancer risk is the increase in the probability of contracting
exposure to hazardous constituents. The carcinogenic risk multiplies ea
by the route-specific slope factor. The National G| and Hazardous Subs
Contingency Plan (NCP) acceptable risk range is 1 in 10,000 to 1 in 1,00
lifetime cancer risk of 1 in 10 000 indicates that an individual has up

of devel oping cancer over a lifetinme of exposure to a site-related conta

6.1.1 Contam nants of Potential Concern

6.1.1.a Industrial Waste Ditch



The results of previous investigations and the Renedi al Investigation fo
Ditch indicated that the constituents of concern were barium chrom um

ni ckel, silver, and zinc. Table 6-1 summuarizes the anal yses results for
results for mercury and chrom um had the greatest deviation fromthe nea
val ues, and el evated |evels of silver, zinc, copper, and bariumwere als

Table 6-1 Sunmary of |WD Metals Analysis Results in Parts per M

(ppm
Consti tuent | VD | VD Dredge Pil es Dredge Pil es NR
Sedi nent  Sedi nent Mean 95% UCL Bac
Mean 95% UCL M
Bari um 231.34 271.07 210. 32 234. 44 2
Tot al 69. 76 102. 16 51. 33 109. 99
Chrom um
Copper 31.16 37.96 21. 24 25. 32
Lead 9.99 11.21 10. 98 11. 94
Mer cury 0.74 1.841 0.20 0. 39
Ni ckel 21. 24 26.21 27.91 29. 58
Silver 0.91 1.13 0. 83 1.00
Zi nc 120. 84 156. 46 133.79 176. 06 1
Mean The arithnmetic average of the analysis results
UCL Upper Confidence Level of the nmean val ue
6.1.1.b Landfill Units
The initial scoping of the landfill units reviewed waste generation proc
di sposal records fromthe tine of the landfill operations, sampling evo
during subsequent construction evaluations, and subsequent records of wa
the Central Facilities Landfill. Sanpling for the Track 2 evaluation fo

of potential concern identified through this data collection and eval uat
presented in Table 6-2. Because the volunme and heterogeneity of |andfi
characterization extrenely difflicult, constituent concentrations in the
assuned, although magnetoneter readings were used to better define the b
landfill areas. Surface contents and offgases were directly sanpl ed.

Tetrachl oroet hylene and 1,1, 1-trichl oroethane were detected in 8-05-1 an
not included in the table because they were also present in control sanp
was detected at 8-05-1, and m p-xyl enes and o-xyl enes were detected in m
sanples from 8-05-1 and 8-05-51. However, because no RfDs are avail abl e
they are not included in the risk assessment.



Bari um and nercury exceeded the background upper tolerance linit in soil sa
05-51 and chrom um exceeded t he background upper tolerance linmt in one
sanple from 8-06-53. Chromum nmercury, and siiver were identified as ¢
concern in buried waste in all units, based on historical records of was

Tabl e 6-2 Summary of Chenicals of Potential Concern in Landf

Units
Chemi cal Surface Soils Soi | Gas Pr edi ct
(mg/ kQg) (ug/L) Concentra
8-05-1
Et hyl benzene NS 0.2 - 1.0 NA
m p- Xyl enes NS 0.3 - 5.2 NA
o- Xyl ene NS 0.3 - 4.8 NA
8- 05-51
Bari um 94.8 - 265 NS NA
Mer cury 0.15 - 0.65 NS NA
m p- Xyl enes NS 0.3 - 0.5 NA
o- Xyl ene NS 0.3 - 0.5 NA
8- 06- 53

1,1, 1-Trichl or oet hane NS 1.25 NA
Tetrachl oroet hyl ene NS 1.39 NA
Chrom um 21.1 - 72.3 NS 11. 8*
Mer cury NA NS 0. 52*
Silver NA NS 4. 6*

NA - Not Applicable
NS - Not Sanpl ed
* - Assuned

6.1. 2 Exposure Assessnent

The potential populations at risk were identified for current and future
Occupational exposures were determned for current and future popul ation
exposure was considered for future scenarios. The IWD evaluation includ
agriculture, scenario, and the Landfill Units included a recreational sc
assunptions of the frequency and duration of exposures were based on bot
default values and site-specific information. The Ri sk Assessnent Guida
(RAGS) provided many of the default values for inhalation and ingestion



wat er consunption. Site-specific information, such as climte and geolo

to determ ne exposure pathways, and val ues. The exposure pathways eval u
and the Landfill Units were soil ingestion, dust inhalation, and ground
| WD assessnent al so consi dered dermal exposure to surface soil and surfa
i ngestion of honmegrown fruits and veget abl es.

6.1.2.a IVWD
The constituent concentrations used in the VWD risk assessnent were prov
6.1.2.b Exposure Concentrations for Linmting Soil Concentrations for Lan

Because non-intrusive sanpling was utilized for the Landfill Units, the
required to performrisk assessments had a hi gh degree of uncertainty.
potential hazards associated with the area were thoroughly understood, r
concentrations for these areas were cal cul ated (Table 6-3). The risk ba
is that |level of a constituent at which it becomes a cause for concem (s
equations for determning these risk-based soil concentrations are stand
for exposure and risk assessment with nodifications to calculate a conce
medi um at a specific risk level or target I|evel.

6.1.3 Toxicity Assessnent

The toxicity assessnment data was obtained fromthe Integrated Ri sk |nfor
(IRIS), the Heath Effects Assessnent Sumrary Tabl es (HEAST), and other E
Cont ami nants of concern were eval uated for both carcinogenic effects and
effects. The intake of each contami nant for each receptor along each ex
cal cul at ed.

The RfFD is the toxicity value used to eval uate noncarci nogenic effects t
exposure to chemicals, and is based on the concept that there is a thres
reached before adverse effects occur. For carcinogenic contaninants, th
sl ope factor (SF) is the toxicity value used to evaluate potential human
These toxicity values have been derived based on the concept that for an
carcinogenic chemcal, there is some risk of a carcinogenic response. T
ri sk assessnent for the purpose of estimating an upper bound |ifetine pr
i ndi vi dual devel opi ng cancer fromthe exposure to a specfic level of ac

6.1.4 Risk Characterization

6.1.4 a. Industrial Waste Ditch

The |l evel s of risk associated with background | evels of contam nants in
wat er were cal cul ated to provide a conparison for future scenarios. The
sanpl es were used for both dredge pile and sedi nent values. G ound wate

collected fromthe four NRF donestic water wells by the USGS from 1989 t
used to cal cul ate concentrations in ground water

Tabl e 6-3 Ri sk Based Soil Concentrations for Landfill Units



Pat hway/ Uni t / Consti t uent Occupati ona

Rf D Sl ope Car ci nogen Noncar ci nogen
Soi | 1 ngestion 5.7/ SF Rf D* 2E6
8-05-1
Cr3 1. 00E + 00 2.00E + 06
Cr6 5. 00E- 03 1. 00E + 04
Hg 3. 00E- 04 6. 00E + 02
Ag 5. 00E- 03 1. 00E + 04
Et hyl benzene 2.90E-01 5.80E + 05
8- 05-51
Ba 7. 00E- 02 1. 40E + 05
Hg 3. 00E- 04 6. 00E + 02
8- 06- 53
Cr3 1. 00E + 00 2.00E + 06
05
Cr6 5. 00E- 03 1. 00E + 04
Hg 3. 00E- 04 6. 00E + 02
Ag 5. 00E- 03 1. 00E + 04
1,1, 1-Tri chbroet hane 5. 20E- 02 1. 04E + 05
Tetrachl oroet hyl ene 1.1CE + 02 2.20E + 08
I nhal ati on of Fugitive Dust 1. 4E- 05* PEF/ SF Rf D*5. 1* PEF
8-05-1 Particul ate Em ssion Factor = 7. 60E + 08
Cr6 4.10E + 01 2.6CE + @2
Hg 8. 60E- 05 3.33E + 05
8-05-51 Particul ate Em ssion Factor = 4.75E + 08
Ba 1. 00E- 04 2.42E + 05
Hg 8. 60E- 05 2.08E + 05
8-06-53 Particul ate Em ssion Factor = 2.11E + 08
Cr6 4.10E + 01 7.20E + 01
Hg 8. 60E- 05 9. 25E + 04
I nhal ati on of Volatiles 1. 4E- 05* VF/ SF Rf D*5. 1* VF
8-05-51 Vol atization Factor for Ethylbenzene Occupational 3.77E + 03 Resident
Et hyl benzene 2.90E-01 6. 20E + 03
8-06-53 Vol atization Factor for 1,1, 1-Trichl oroethane Vol ati zati on Fact
Occupational 1.20E + 03 Residential 1.32E + 03 Occupational 2.90
1,1, 1-Trichl oroet hane 3. 00E-01 1.84E + 03
Tetrachl oroet hyl ene 2. 00E-03 2. 03E-03

A Baseline Risk Assessnment was perfornmed to determine if any unacceptab
were associated with the Industrial Waste Ditch. Risk is characterized
four scenarios (current and future occupational, future residential, and
receptors), and Table 6-4 summarizes the results of the |WD Baseline Ri s
(BRA). The risk assessnment calculated risk for exposure to receptors fr
whol e, using 95% upper confidence |evel of the nmean soil concentration,
of the VWD which may have el evated netals concentrations in conparison t
val ues ("hot spots") to ensure these calculations were truly protective
three hot spot areas are identified as outfall to 500", 3000' to 3300
many cases, the risks are probably overestimated due to the conservative
assunptions. An exanple is assunming that residents are exposed to airbo
350 days a year.



The risk of cancer in all scenarios, including background, exceeded the
10-6 due to the consideration of inhalation of hexaval ent chromiumin gr
of the lack of sanmpling data for hexaval ent chromiumin ground water, th
hexaval ent chrom um was consi dered equal to the total chrom um val ue.

I n conclusion, although there may be some health risk associated with th
the risk is not significant when conpared to the background risk, and co
conservative nature of the estimate.

Tabl e 6-4 Summary of Baseline Ri sk Assessnent for the |V

Current Cccupati onal Future Cccupati onal Fut ure

Hazard Ri sk Hazard Ri sk Hazard

Backgr ound 0. 0557 165E- 06 NA NA 0.74
95% UCL 0. 057 165E- 06 0. 0696 1. 66E- 06 1.37
Qutfall to 500" NA NA NA NA 1.32
3000' to 3300 NA NA NA NA 1.99
5500' to 6500 NA NA NA NA 1.94

6.1.4.b Landfill Units

The eval uations perforned in the Track 2 investigations of the Landfil
there may be an unacceptable risk to future receptors from Landfill Unit
6-53 based on the results of soil gas surveys, surface soil sanples, an
Landfill sites 8-06-35 8-06-36, 8-06-48, 8-06-49, and 8-06-50 were evalu
data and historical information, and it was deternined that these areas
mat eri al and equi prent stagi ng areas, and there was no unacceptable risk

6.1.5 Uncertainties and Limtations

Uncertainties are associated with all estinmates of cancer and noncancer

These uncertainties result frominconplete know edge of many physical an
processes, such as carcinogenesis. Were specific information is not av
necessary to nmake assunptions and/or use predictive nodels to conpensate
informati on. The assunptions, nodels, and cal cul ati ons are chosen so th

and hazard estimates are protective of human health. However, these ass
result in a conservative estimate of risk

6.1.5.a Industrial Waste Ditch

Resi denti al scenarios assunmed that receptors consune honmegrown products

day for 30 years and nmethyl mercury woul d be present in future scenari os.
because it does not account for the consunption of comrercially prepared
difficulty in converting inorganic nmercury to methylmercury. The risk a
assunes that the receptor inhales hexaval ent chrom um duri ng showeri ng,

unlikely, and the toxicity data for the inhalation of hexaval ent chromu
particul ates fromindustrial processes, rather than a residential exposu

6.1.5.b Landfill Units



The uncertainty associated with the identification of organic chemcals

this site is considered high. However, since it was assunmed that the pr
landfills (EPA, 1993) was going to be used at this site and this would r
restrict access, and preventing contact with landfill contents, the sour
addi ti onal chem cals of concern was not investigated. Assunptions inclu
reduction in waste volune during incineration, and that nmetals contam na
di stributed throughout the landfill mass. O her uncertainties associate
59 were the location of the disposal pit, the presence of a building ove
suspected site location, the short duration of the disposal period, and

since the occurrence of the disposal

6.2 Environnmental Ri sk Assessnent
6.2.1 Exposure Assessnent
6.2.1.a WD Qualitative Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

The ecol ogical risk assessnment qualitatively evaluated the potential eco
associated with the presence of the Industrial Waste Ditch. This invest
in accordance with the EPA Ri sk Assessnent Gui dance for Superfund Vol une
ecol ogical risk assessnent identified sensitive nonhuman species, and ev
same exposure pat hways and contami nants as the human health assessnent.

There is no evidence of sensitive plants in the IWD vicinity. The close
sensitive plants to the IVWD involves a tree-like Oxytheca (Oxytheca dend
popul ation of interest is |located approximtely six nmles south of the
INEL Central Facilities Area (CFA). Fromthe perspective of the ecol og
endpoint, the risk posed to sensitive plants by the | WD appears to be ne

The only nmetals in the soil significantly above background are chrom um
sensitive species, such as raptors, to receive significant exposure, net
fromthe soil to plants, the plants ingested by the snmall nmanmals, then

consuned by the raptors. The uptake |level of chrom umand nercury is 15
percent, respectively. When the plant is eaten by the small manmal, it

between 5 - 20 percent of the netals content fromthe plant to the anim
between nmetal concentrations in plants and algae at the WD with those o
the control site at Mud Lake indicate that the IWD does not represent a

ri sk through this segnent of the food web than background areas.

The WD poses no significant risk to sensitive plants at the I NEL, since
of these plants to the ditch is known. The risk posed to sensitive anim
small, but is |less well defined, since the animals are nmobile. Conparis
concentrations in WD plants and in plants froma control area indicate
responsi ble for a significantly greater risk through this segnent of the
web segnments, as well as other exposure pathways, have not been quantif
avai |l abl e data.

6.2.1.b Lanfill Units
An ecol ogical risk assessnent was not perforned as part of this eval uat

risk will be assessed in the Naval Reactors Facility Conprehensive Rened
and Feasibility Study.



7.0 DESCRI PTI ON OF NO ACTI ON DECI SI ONS

On the basis of the results of the human health and ecol ogical risk asse
for the RI/FS, it was concluded that there are no unacceptable risks ass
Therefore, the DOE has determined that no renedial action is necessary f

In addition, the DOE has determi ned that no further action is needed for
35, -36, -48, -49, and -50. On the basis of the Track 2 evaluations, it
signi ficant sources of contam nation exist at these sites. Consequently
these sites pose no unacceptable risks to receptors, and therefore, nor
necessary.

The EPA approves of these no action decisions, and the | DHW concurs. Bo
the | DHW have been involved in the devel opment and review of the RI/FS a
reports, the Proposed Plan, this ROD, and other project activities such

The remai nder of this ROD discusses landfill units 8-05-1, -51, and 8-06
may pose unacceptable risks to receptors, and thus require renedial act

8. 0 DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES
8.1 Renedi al Action Objectives
The purpose of renedial action objectives (RAGCs) is to set neasureable g

of human health and the environment. RAOs were not devel oped for the I'W
unacceptabl e risks to human health or the environment were found. RAGCs

27
for the three Landfill Units (OUs 8-05-1, 8-05-51, and 8-06-53) at which
t aken.

The primary renedial action objective is to contain the landfill content

associated with potential contact of the contents with ground water. Th
were not sanpled or characterized. Consequently, it was difficult to ac
risk to future receptors. Devel opnent of the RACs was gui ded by, and co
Presunptive Renmedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites. The Presunptive
t hat contai nnent be acconplished by installing a cover to reduce perneab
| and use restrictions to preserve the cover.

8.2 Sumuary of Alternatives for Landfill Units
The presunptive renedy for landfills (EPA 1993) which requires nonitor
access, and prevention of contact with landfill contents will be used to
receptors. General Response Actionss (GRAs) have been assenbled into a
action alternatives designed to represent a range of options. The rened
devel oped i ncl ude:

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Containment with Native Soil Cover

Alternative 3: Containnent with Single Barrier Cover



The foll owi ng descriptions of the renedial action alternatives explain t
assenbly of GRAs into specific alternatives.

8.3 Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 1 is required for consideration by NCP 300.430 (e)(6) as a b
Under this alternative, the landfill contents, would be left in place.
woul d be perforned for the no action alternative under the Federal Faci
Consent Order (FFA/ CO).

8.4 Alternative 2: Containnment with Native Soil Cover

This alternative involves the containnent of landfill contents by cover
cover. There are four conponents of this alternative: obtaining a deed
each landfill area; nonitoring; and performi ng operations and nai nt enanc
cover. (1) A deed restriction would be obtained for each area, includ
beyond each landfill boundary to protect the integrity of the cover. Th
and use of the property. The area would be surveyed and signs woul d be
of the presence of the landfill and potentially contam nated soils. (2)
be capped usi ng conventional construction equiprment to ensure a native s
thick covers the entire landfill area to prevent contact with the conten
potential for infiltration. The 24 inch thick cover is the mninmm]land
soil cover would be graded, and natural vegetation planted to stabilize
pronmot e evapotranspiration, and decrease erosion of the soil cover. (3)
woul d be performed to assess the effectiveness of the cover, and ground

woul d be perfornmed to assess these areas and other areas at NRF. (4) P
and mai ntenance woul d be performed to ensure the integrity ot the | andf

8.5 Alternative 3: Containment with Single Barrier Cover

Alternative 3 includes the sane conponents as Alternative 2 except that
consi st of a single-barrier cover conposed of a 12 inch layer of conpact
inch clay layer, and at least a 24 inch protective |layer of vegetation a
Conventional construction equi prrent would be used to cap the landfill.
woul d be planted to stabilize the soil surface, pronote evapotranspirat
erosion of the soil cover.

9.0 SUMVARY OF COVPARATATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

Each renedial alternative nmust be conpared according to nine eval uation

as a basis for conducting the analysis of alternatives, and for subseque
appropriate renmedial action. The evaluation criteria are divided into t
threshold criteria that relate directly to statutory findings and nust b
alternative; (2) primary balancing criteria that include | ong and short

i mpl ementability, reduction of toxicity, nmobility, and volune, and cost;
criteria that nmeasure the acceptability of the alternatives to State age
community. The follow ng sections sumrari ze the eval uation of each rene
according to these criteria.



9.1 Threshold Criteria

The renedial alternatives were evaluated in relation to the threshold cr
protection of human health and the environnental, and conpliance with AR
criteria nmust be nmet by the renedial alternatives to be considered as po

9.1.1 Overall Protection of Human Heal th

The renedial alternatives for the Landfill Units were assessed to determ
protect human health and the environnent. Protection is determ ned by a
the risks associated with each exposure pathway are elinminated, reduced,
t hrough treatnment, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative, would not satisfy the criterio
human health and the environnent. Alternative 2, Containnent with Nativ
Alternative 3, Containment with Single Barrier Cover, satisfy the criter
both alternatives protect human health by potentially reducing the |eve
mgration to the ground water and the rel ease of contami nants to the atm
anount of reduction under Alternatives 2 and 3 is unclear because the po
contam nants may be affected by factors other than noisture infiltration
[andfill.

9.1.2 Conpliance with ARARs

The sel ected renedial action nust conply with identified substantive app
under Federal and State |laws. Renedial actions nmust also conply with la
that are not directly applicable, but do pertain to situations sufficien
encountered at the site, so that use of the requirenents is well suited

Det erm ni ng conpliance with ARARs requires evaluation of the renedial a

conpliance with chemical, |ocation, and action-specific ARARs.

The ARARs for Alternatives 2 and 3 are identified in Tables 11-1 and 11-
neet the identified ARARs through engi neering controls and operating pro
Action alternative for the landfills is for conparative purposes only, a
ARARS.

9.2 Balancing Criteria

Each alternative that satisfies the threshold criteria is evaluated aga
criteria. The balancing criteria include: (1) long-termeffectiveness
reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volune through treatment; (3) short-
i mpl ementability; and (5) cost.

9.2.1 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

This criterion evaluates the long-termeffectiveness of the alternatives
protection of human health and the environnent.

Alternatives 2 and 3 prevent direct contact with contaninated soils, and
m gration of contam nants fromsoils and landfill contents to the ground
alternatives do not, however, provide permanent treatnent. The covers p
alternatives would be equally effective in the long-termw th proper nmai



and |l and use restrictions. The No Action Alternative provides the | owest
ef fectiveness and pernmanence because it does not provide recovery or nea
the m gration of contam nants to the ground water

9.2.2 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treat nment

This criterion addresses the statutory preference for selecting renedia
treatment technol ogies that permanently reduce toxicity, nmobility, or vo
subst ances.

Alternatives 2 and 3 reduce the nobility of contaminants by restricting
wat er through the landfills. The alternatives do not, however, reduce e
vol une of contam nated soils, or treat any of the contam nants. The No
provi des no reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume of the contan nan

9.2.3 Short-Term Ef fecti veness

Short-term effecti veness addresses the effects of each alternative durin
i mpl ement ati on phase until renmedi al action objectives are met. The alte

with respect to their effects on human health and the environnment during
the alternative.

Both Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 will require a significant |evel of
install a cover over the landfill units. Alternative 2 would require le
Alternative 3 and therefore, provides greater short-term effectiveness.

Al ternative ranks the highest under this criterion because it requires n
activities, and does not result in additional hazards to human health or

9.2.4 Inplenentability

The following three factors nmust be eval uated under the inplenmentability
technical feasibility; (2) adm nistrative feasibility; and (3) the avai
mat eri al s.

Alternatives 2 and 3 are both highly inplenentable because they use esta
and materials. Alternative 2 is considered nore inplenmentable because t
construction activity and soils may be available locally.

9.2.5 Cost

Eval uati on of project costs requires an estinmation of the net present va
and operation and nmai ntenance costs. The costs presented are estimates.
could vary based on the final design and detailed cost item zation. Tab
cost estimates for each Altemative.

Table 9-1 Cost Estimate for Alternatives for Landfill Units

Al ternative Sanpl e Deed Moni t ori ng Exc
Col | ection Restrictionsl el |

and O & M $ Installationl Ca

(%) (3)



Alternative 1 NA NA NA

Al ternative 2 21,400 2 12, 000 800, 000
379, 000 3

Alternative 3 21,400 y 12, 000 800, 000 6,3
379, 000 3

NA Not Applicable

1 These are one tine only costs to conduct the work in 1994 and
have to be anorti zed.

y These costs are costs associated for 1994 only, tinme val ue of
are used to determ ne 30 year cost.

3 This is the |ife cycle cost for 30 years of operation and 5% d

4 The total cost is an upper-limt cost estimate. The actual co
be I ess than these values, and will be determ ned during the R
Desi gn/ Renedi al Action (RD/ RA) phase.

9.3 Mdifying Criteria

The nmodifying criteria are used in the final evaluation of renedial alte
nodi fying criteria are state and community acceptance. For both of thes
that are considered include the elenents of the alternatives that are su
of the alternatives that are not supported, and the elenents of the alte
strong opposition.

9.3.1 State Acceptance

The I DHW concurs wifh the selected renedial alternative for the Landfil
Section 10.0. The |IDHW has been involved in the devel opment and review
report, the Proposed Plan, this ROD, and other project activities such a
Comments received from | DHWwere incorporated into these docunments, whic
i ssued with | DHW concurrence.

9.3.2 Comunity Acceptance

Thi s assessnment eval uates the general comunity response to the proposed
presented in the Proposed Plan. Specific conments are addressed in the
Summary (Appendi x A) of this document.

10. 0 SELECTED REMEDY

The results of the investigations of QU 8-05-1, 8-05-51, and 8-06-53 sho
not fully characterized, and that sone future unacceptable risk may exis
of potential contam nants fromthe landfills to the Snake River Plain Aq
intruction into the landfill contents. The selected renmedy for these Op
the installation of a native soil cover designed to incorporate erosion

reduce the effects fromrain and wind. The selected renedy provides for



landfill covers, including subsidence correction and erosion control. M
landfills will include sanpling of soil gas to assess the effectiveness

sanpling the ground water to evaluate these areas and other areas at NRF
concentrations. The Agencies will continue to review this action within
every five years thereafter. Institutional controls (access/land use re
public access, posting signs, and erecting and maintaining barriers) w|l
prevent direct exposure to the landfill contents. Short-termrisks wll
m nim zed during inplementation of the sel ected renedy.

The sel ected renmedy provides a barrier against direct contact, restrict
| and use, and early detection of potential contaninant m gration.

The renedi ation goals for the landfill areas were devel oped in accordanc
CERCLA Landfill Guidance (EPA 1991). These goals include preventing dir
landfill contents, and neeting all ARARs.

11. STATUTORY DETERM NATI ON

Renmedy sel ection is based on CERCLA, as anmended by SARA, and the regul at
contained in the NCP. All renedies nust neet the threshold criteria est
protection of human health and the environnent, and conpliance with ARAR
requires that the renmedy use permanent solutions and alternative treatne
t he maxi mum extent practicable, and that the inplenmented action nust be

Finally, the statute includes a preference for renedies that enploy trea
and significantly reduce the volunme, toxicity, or nmobility of hazardous

principal elenent. The follow ng sections discuss how the selected rene
statutory requirenments

11.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment

As described in Section 10, the selected remedy satisfies the criterion

human health and the environnent by mininmzing the risk of potential con
to ground water and by preventing direct contact with the landfill waste
remedy will ensure that curmul ative risks are maintained within the NCP r

11.2 Conpliance with ARARs

The sel ected renmedy of containment with a native soil cover with vegetat
to meet all ARARs of Federal and State regulations. The ARARs that will
sel ected alternative are described in Sections 10.2.1 and 10. 2. 2.

11.2.1 Chenmical -Specific
No chemical -specific ARARs are identified for the sel ected renedy.

The future concentrations of inorganic contam nants in the groundwater a
bel ow the risk-based concentrations as deternined by the GASCREEN nodel
However, due to the uncertainty regarding the source term (regardi ng bot
i norgani c constituents), long-termnonitoring of the ground water and |l a
provide early indications if mgration of contam nants occurs. The soi
not exceed any known soil contanmi nation standards.



11.2.2 Action-Specific

The selected renmedy triggers the applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirenents listed in Table 11-1. Although 40 CFR 258 is al so appropr
Units, the nore rigorous requirenents for Hazardous Waste Managenent Uni
in this instance due to the uncertainty in the types of wastes disposed.

11.2.3 Location-Specific

The selected renmedy will trigger ARARs under the Archeol ogi cal Resources
Archeol ogical and Historic Preservation Act, and Preservation of America
These acts are applicable to the renedy since the cultural resources nus

33

addi tional native soil fromanother site is needed for the installation
Tabl e 11-3 provides a description of the pertinent ARARs.

Tabl e 11-1 Federal and State Action-Specific ARARS tor Landfil

Regul ati on Title
40 CFR 264.310 (RCRA Cl osure and Post-Cl osure Care
Subtitle C
| DAPA 16. 01. 05. 008 Cl osure and Post-Cl osure Care
| DAPA 16.01. 01. 650 - Rul es for Control of Fugitive Dust
01651 and Ceneral Rul es

Tabl e 11-2 Federal and State Location-Specific ARARS for Landf

Units
Regul ati on Title Cat eg
36 CFR 800 Protection of Historic and Applic

Cul tural Properties

43 CFR 7 Protection of Applic
Archeol ogi cal Resources

11.2.4 To-be-Consi dered Gui dance

In inplenenting the selected renedy, the agencies have agreed to conside
procedures or gui dance docunents that are not legally binding. The fol
docunents are to be considered as gui dance docunents:

- OSVER 9234. 2- 04FS, COctober 1989, "RCRA ARARs: Focus on Cl osure
Requi renent s";

- OSWER 9476.00-1, Septenber 1982, "Eval uating Cover Systems for S
Hazar dous Waste" (Revised).



These OSWER directives provide additional guidance on the design specif
constructing and mai ntai ning a cover system

11. 3 Cost Effectiveness

The selected renedial action is cost effective because it is protective
envi ronnent, achi eves ARARS, and its effectiveness in neeting the renedi
proportional to its costs.

11.4 Use of Pernmanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogies t
Maxi mum Extent Practicable

The sel ected renmedy represents the maxi num extent to which pernmanent so

treatment technol ogies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner. 1In a
EPA' s Presunptive Renmedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites, the select
provi des protection by mnimzing the risk of contam nant migration to t
access to the landfill contents. Presunptive renmedies, such as the cont
selected for the landfill units, are based on historical patterns of rem
scientific and engi neering eval uation of performance data on technol ogy

simlar sites.

| mpl ement ation of the selected cover renmedy will reduce the nobility of

subst ances, pollutants, and contam nants fromthe landfill units to the

cover renmedy does not enploy alternative treatnment or resource recovery

use of alternative treatnment technol ogi es was determ ned to be inpractic
availability and applicability of a presunptive renedy.

11.5 Preference for Treatnent as a Principal Elenent

The statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnment as a princip
met. Extraction and treatnent of the landfill contents is not considere
means of reducing the risks to human health and the environnent. The id
be reduced to acceptable I evels by inplenenting the presunptive renedy.
whi ch includes contai nment, nonitoring, and | and use controls, is based
patterns of effective risk reduction

12. DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

No significant changes have been nmade fromthe recomendati ons presented
Proposed PI an.

APPENDI X A:  RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY



Overvi ew

A Renedi al Investigation of the Naval Reactors Facility Industrial Waste
8-07) was perfornmed due to known di scharges of waste water containing or
i norgani c constituents. Track 2 investigations were perforned on nine s
landfill areas (operable Units 8-05 and 8-06) based on past disposal pra
simlar to those found in municipal landfills. The Proposed Plan was re
on April 9, 1994, with a comment period fromApril 12 to May 12, 1994.
summari zed renedial action alternatives for the two different types of
the first to include Track 2 investigations for public cormment. The age
each Track 2 site would need to be presented in a Proposed Plan in order
decisions on Track 2 sites. Agency representatives proposed no action f
Waste Ditch and, based upon cleanup renedi es used at simlar sites, reco
contai nnent of three historical landfill areas.

Thi s Responsi veness Sunmary recaps and responds to the comments received
comment period. |In general, coments supported the selected alternative
commentors of fered suggestions on cleanup nethods for the Track 2 invest
consi dered during the renedi al design phase. A few comments opposed inp
the preferred renedial alternatives, but supported an action of sone typ
were subnmitted in witing during the comment period and verbal conmments

during public nmeetings held the week of April 18, 1994.

Community | nvol verment Highlights
I nformative Publications

The March issue of the INEL Reporter contained an events cal endar hi ghl
i nvol venent activities scheduled for the Naval Reactors Facility.

The INEL Citizens Guide to Environnmental Restoration at the INEL contain
projects at the Naval Reactors Facility and was distributed on April 9,

An informative update on the investigations conpleted at the Naval React
provi ded through an update fact sheet on both the Industrial Waste Ditch
The fact sheets were distributed to approxinmately 7,500 citizens via the
Rel ations Plan mailing Iist on March 17, 1994, and conveyed general info
public invol vement opportunities.

In March 1994, the INEL News, a newspaper distributed to all enpl oyees,
concerning the Naval Reactors Facility Proposed Plan and associ ated pub

Notice of Availability

The first public informational neetings ever held concerning environnent
i nvestigations perforned at the Naval Reactors Facility were announced

Availability display ad. Display ads were published in eight major |dah
March 15 and March 23, 1994: the Post Register in Idaho Falls, |daho St

Pocatell o, South Idaho Press in Burley, Tines News in Twin Falls, |daho
| daho Press Tribune in Nanpa, Lew ston Morning Tribune in Lew ston, and
Moscow. Personal telephone calls were nmade to key individual stakehol de



groups, and comrunity organi zations from | NEL regional offices in Pocate
Boi se, and Moscow.

Press Rel ease

During the week of March 27, 1994, a press release regarding the Naval R
public neetings and general information on the investigations was rel eas
40 nmedi a centers for dissemnation to the public. Also during this tine
press rel ease was sent to | NEL enpl oyees.

I nformati on Sessi ons/Briefings

Prior to holding the public neetings, information sessions were held at

Pocatello on April 12, 1994, from 10 a.m to 9 p.m, and the INEL region
on Aprli 14, 1994, from 10 a.m to 7 p.m Representatives fromthe Depa
Envi ronnental Protection Agency Region 10, and |daho Departnent of Healt
attended these events to discuss the project and answer questions. On A
agency representatives conducted a technical briefing via a teleconferen
of the League of Woman Voters in Mscow and the Environnental Defense In

The Community Rel ations Plan coordinator and INEL Twin Falls regional of
participated in two radio talk shows; talk shows were broadcast from Bur
fromJerome on April 14, 1994. Topics covered during the radio shows in
on the public nmeetings, how the public could obtain infornmation on the p
the local INEL regional office, and other upcom ng public involvenent op

Newspaper and radi o adverti sements regarding the information sessions at
Twin Falls were run during the week of April 10, 1994. Advertisenents w
| ocal newspapers and radi o adverti senents were broadcast by six l|local st
Pocatello, Burley and Twin Falls for three days - five tines a day at ea

Publ i c Meeti ngs

Public neetings on the Naval Reactors Facility Industrial WAaste Ditch an
areas were held in ldaho Falls on April 18, Boise on April 20, and in M
1994. A total of 83 people attended the public neetings. Display sess

| ocations from10 a.m to 9 p.m, and informal discussion periods preced
neeting. Representatives fromthe Departnment of Energy, Environmental P
Regi on 10, and I daho Department of Health and Welfare attended the neet
the project and answer questions. Project nanagers were al so avail able
or provide detailed information during the informal discussion periods a
public neetings. Each public neeting was recorded by a court reporter

Newspaper advertisenents regarding the public neetings were placed in on
newspaper in Boise, Mscow, and Idaho Falls the week of Aprii 18, 1994.

advertisenents were also run by nine local radio stations in Boise, Msc
during the week of April 18, 1994 for three days - five tinmes a day at e

Publ i ¢ Comrent Peri od

The public comment period on the Proposed Plan for the Naval Reactors Fa
fromApril 12 to May 12, 1994. No requests to extend the public coment



received. A total of nine witten comments and six verbal comrents were
the comrent period for both projects presented in the Naval Reactors Fac
No oral comments were received during the information sessions in Pocate

Thi s Responsi veness Sunmmary has been prepared as part of the Record of D
comments, as given at the public neetings, and all witten comments, as

repeated verbatim |f appropriate, individual coments have been furthe
categorized in order for DOE to address specific issues raised by each ¢
matri x is provided that associates the nunbered comment in the Responsiv
to the coomentor. The Departnent of Energy has provided a response to e
and or issue raised by the cormentors. |If the coment inpacted the agen
outlined in the Record of Decision, this fact is highlighted and i npacts

The Naval Reactors Facility Record of Decision presents the No Action a

I ndustrial Waste Ditch, the presunptive renedy of containment for three

No Action for six landfill areas. The decisions neet and satisfy the in
Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, a
t he Superfund Amendnments and Reaut horization Act. The decision for thes
based on information contained in the Administrative Record.

Copi es of the proposed plan and the entire Adm nistrative Record are ava
in six regional INEL information repositories: the INEL Technical Libra
University of ldaho Library in Mdscow, Shoshone-Bannock Library in Fort
regional offices located in Pocatello, Twin Falls, and Boi se.

Summary of Comments Receivea During Public Comrent Period

Comments on both the Naval Reactors Facility Industrial Waste Ditch and
submtted during the entire comment period are addressed and categori zed
sections bel ow. Responses address issues pertinent to the |WD and Landf
Al pha/ nunerical characters contained in brackets after the comrent rel at
the comrentor in the matrix provided in Appendi x B

Naval Reactors Facility Industrial Waste Ditch
General Coments on Proposed Alternatives

General Background Information on the Naval Reactors Facility

1. Comment: The way these systens operate is that when you put water
nost of it seeps in the ground. A little bit evaporates,
percent or |ess evaporated. Most of it infiltrates into t
down t hrough the sand, gravel, silt, and clay down to the
basal t.

And while basalt in itself is highly perneable, sone of th
permeabl e rocks any where in the country, the top of the b
spreads the water out, contrary to your drawi ng which was
But it spreads the water out, and the perched water is abo
not in the top of the basalt.



2.

Response:

Comment :

It spreads it out, which is a really good system because t
as the water noves through, renpves a | ot of the contam na
then spreads out and seeps down in nuch smaller quantities
can be perched on other sedinent beds within the basait be
each one of these hel ps renpve contami nants. And so the s
a lot of natural cleanup just during the operation of it.

And the fact that the aquifer is Iike 365 feet below there
with a lot of these processes to attenuate the waste. And
noni tori ng we have done over the past 30 years in the Snhak
Pl ai n Aqui fer bel ow Naval Reactors Facility has only shown
sodi um and chloride principally and a little bit of nitrat
doesn't show any of the heavy netals. And so the systemh
operated over the years, you already have the conclusion t
not many contam nants going down. (T-13)

And | carried a deal in the legislature this year that to

the first in Idaho that introduces the fact that risk is a
| ooki ng at any contam nants. W'Il|l never be able to affor
all the waste to what Lewis and Cl ark woul d have found had

a well there. But we need to spend our nmoney wi sely and a
in what is the risk to humans with these contam nants. (T

And so | strongly support the No Action alternative with
And then when NRF is ever closed, | would use sone native
and fill it in. (T-19)

The agenci es appreciate the time and effort that the comme
evaluate the material, attend the presentations, and provi
on the information. Visual aids used in future presentat
reviewed in detail to ensure that they are nore representa
condi tions.

Ri sk Assessnent

Wil e the hazard index ratings of 1.2 and 1.3 are indicat
fruits and vegetables, etc., are grown in the area and per
consuned these materials. The probability of this neans o
extrenely small due to the arid climatic conditions which
area unsuitable for farming and due to the fact that acces
Previous irrigation attenpts under the Powell project in 1
showed i nsufficient water reserves for surface irrigation
land that is involved.

I am concerned however that the tack taken by the Environm
Protection Agency is overly conservative and costly in tha
consi dered the associated risks based on nethyl nmercury (a
formof nercuric conmpound frequently found in grain treatm
fungi cide and rodenticide). Wiile this is a hazardous mat
the formof nercury that is involved in the NRF ditch. Th
areas in the western United States where mning activities



3.

4.

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

contami nated soils with non-organic forms of nercury. Ele
mercury or nitrated forns such as found in the ditch shou

ri sks applied which are applicable to their type as oppose
non-rel ated nmethyl nercury. When one | ooks at the broad o
the many mining sites, which may require cleanup, the uti

i ncorrect conmpounds in the figuring of associated risk fac
translate into excessive costs. Wen this is nmultiplied b
| ocations it denobnstrates a callous |ack of prudence and f
responsibility towards the taxpayers. (W] 25)

The species of mercury was not identified in the | aborator
The nethyl nmercury formwas used for risk assessment purpos
two reasons; mcroorgani snms in an aquatic environment can

inorganic mercury to nethylmercury, and the risk assessnen
is conservative by nature. The uncertainties of the calcu
presented in Section 6.5 of the Renedial |nvestigation rep
used by risk managers to reach the no further action decis
EPA gui dance provides a process for obtaining toxicologica

on substances. such as inorganic nmercury, when information
available in the published sources. |If the risk cal cul at
an unacceptabl e risk, then the uncertainty and conservatis
been reduced with nore specific information. However, una
ri sks were not shown using the conservative assunptions.
further refinenent of the species of nercury present was n

Assessnent and pl anni ng seem exceptionally thorough and we
Too nmuch reliance on conputer nodeling, unless assunptions
techni cal basis are periodically reeval uated based on actu
i nspection, can be very msleading and result in gross err
(W B6)

The comrentor is correct that nodeling alone should not be
Modeling is used to standardi ze assessnents and predict fu
i mpacts from potential releases. The selected renedy inc
nmoni toring and periodic evaluations (every five years) of
actions to ensure early detection of any potential nigrat
contami nants and periodically assess nodeling results.

No Action Reconmmendati on

As far as the ditch project goes, | would nmuch rather see
evaporation pond being used for on-site discharges, becaus
have...|l would not like to see continued washing | eachate

those contaminants that are already in that ditch and the
i ntroduci ng nore contam nants into the ditch. (T-M)

Field investigations indicate that there is little |leachin
time, and the Baseline Ri sk Assessnment determined that the
unacceptabl e risks. The agencies have determ ned that the
potential for mgration does not warrant the need for add
Additionally, the shut down of two of the three prototype



5.

6.

Naval

7.

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

significantly reduced the volume of water discharged to th
Waste Ditch because npst of the discharge was cooling wate
prototype plants. The planned shut down of the renaining

plant will further reduce the discharge.

I"d like to come back to the industrial waste ditch and th
recommendation. |'mstill struggling with the inplied...o
that it's okay to have continued six mllion gallons per y
whi ch presumably woul d consist largely of site runoff and

continuing to go through this area. To nme, | guess, 1'd h
little bit nore about the costs involved if possibly reloc
site runoff could go versus leaving it here. |If it costs

dollars to relocate it, why not relocate it versus--you kn
mllion dollars to relocate it so it no | onger runs throug
ditch, why, that's a different story. So | guess it's a q

geography is and what it would cost to convince the runoff
somewhere else. (T-M)

The NRF site drainage flows naturally to the northwest cor
the outfall of the Industrial Waste Ditch. |In order to re
a new run off collection systemwould be required which wo
excavation and installation of at |east 2,000 feet of pipi
stations. Creation of a new discharge point would cost in
mllion. Because the Renedial Investigation showed that c
| evel s are only slightly above background | evels, and the

assessnment determ ned that there is no significant health

environnental risk present, these additional costs would n

Four comrents (three written and one verbal) agreed with t
Action Alternative for the NRF Industrial Waste Ditch. (W
111, T-112)

The Agenci es appreciate the time and effort that the comme
to evaluate the naterial, attend the presentations, and pr
conments on the information.

Reactors Facility Landfill Units

General Coments to Proposed Alternatives

Several years ago DOE-ID created a |large gravel pit about
of NRF along the road way to Test Area North. It is |ocat
the Big Lost River bridge on the west side of the road as
north. Gravel mining stopped as the lacustrine clay |ayer
Anci ent Lake Terreton were encountered. The utilization o
for the cover of the landfills serves several purposes:

1. It avoids natural surface disturbance of additional ar
site, hence |arger anpunts of forage and native grasse
remain for wild life. Environnental inpact for this a
al ready been determ ned and noney could be saved by re



Response:

this same area

2. It provides a short haul path for materials to NRF the
tax dollars. | would estimate that it could be acconp
within the $2 m|llion budget estinmate of option #2.

3. It provides a clay and silt content greater than nativ

tend to be largely alluvial gravels and | oess type mat
woul d i nprove the inpervious nature of the cap.

4. The final closure of the pit could be done with a port
clay materials and thereby sealing the bottomof the p
woul d transforma dry pit into a water storage reservo
to the Big Lost River.

During hi gh-water years when there is flowin the Big Lost
gravel pit basin could be filled and provide a 20 to 25-fo
VWhile the INEL area near NRF area has about an 8 to 9-inch
rainfall, the evaporation rate is about 3 to 4 tinmes that
in a net evaporation | oss of about 2 feet per year. A pon
could provide a wetland environnment for mgrating waterfow
watering hole for wildlife. Wth the depth created, it co
carry-over for several years. Sonme funding offset nay be
under wetl and i nprovenent prograns or |daho state wildlife
i mprovenment prograns.

Wth the downsizing of NRF and the reduced fl ows of sewage
| agoons, and reduced industrial waste ditch flows, the ava
ditch for wildlife watering will dimnish. Renediation of
a pond could provide the needed transitional establishnment
wat er source.

Currently, the state of Idaho is paying deprivation noney

to the north as antel ope and other wildlife seek forage an
farmers irrigated acreages. This is largely caused by DOE
of the Big Lost River to diversion areas near the Big Sout
Upstreamirrigation uses of the water have al so contribute
of this traditional water source for wildlife. Nowadays w
flows to the traditional "sink" areas of the playas where

m grated for centuries.

By using this pit | feel that the followi ng can be acconpl

a. Costs could be controlled

b. An inproved product could be delivered

c. Another dry hole in the desert will not be fornmed

d. It provides the DOE the opportunity to finally do sone
positive for the environment. (WI13)

The gravel pit described in the cooment will be considered

of material during the engineering evaluation and design o
covers. The landfill covers will consist of native soil



8.

9.

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

factor is the perneability of the cover material. The pri
of the cover are to prevent direct contact with the |andf

reduce infiltration, which can be effectively done with na
whi ch neets the design criteria at a mnimum cost can be f
to the landfill areas than the referenced gravel pit, it w
landfill cover. Oher cost factors indude excavation, tra
contouring, conpaction, and revegetation. Although the cr
pond may inprove the wildlife habitat in the area, it is u
outside the scope of this renedial action. The comentors

suggestion will be shared with the I NEL organi zati ons resp
evaluating wildlife habitat.

As far as the characterization, that is, the self-characte
constituents in the landfills, I'mreal dubious of that pa
the context of what's going on right now when the Navy has
nearly two years to release its worker exposure and dosine
to the National Centers for Disease Control that's conduct
dossi er construction study of workers on the INEL site and
effective off-site populations. You know, when the Navy

stunts like that and refusing to rel ease those records for

studies, I"'ma little bit concerned when there's not an in
assessnment of sone of those records of material that may h
into those landfill sites. That's it. (T-M4)

The Agenci es acknow edge that the contents of the | andfil
not fully characterized. Available historical information
estimate the landfill contents. However, because of the u
i nvol ved, the agencies support the sel ected renedy, which
monitoring. The full characterization of a heterogenous s
that found in nunicipal landfills is a costly and difficu
stated in the Investigation Reports, Feasibility Study, an
Deci si on, the Agencies believe that Governnment funds are b
on remedi al actions rather than further characterization.
remedy is designed to control and nonitor any releases fro

Regardi ng the Naval Reactors Facility Industrial Waste Dit
areas, | have read the three renedial alternatives and | r
none of the alternatives be used. Too much risk in assum
the alternatives could be successful

Use the same logic as used in the disposal of underground
gasoline tanks (this portion of statenent was unreadable d
damage to the response formin the mail)...By EPA and All.
There will be no deviation, no changes, regardl ess. The s
deci si ons shoul d be used on landfill units.

The Federal Govenment caused the problem they should rep
land like it was originally. (WI118)

The nethodol ogy used for the assessnent of the NRF Landfi
the Presunptive Renedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites



10.

11.

12.

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

nmet hod of capping and nmonitoring landfill sites has been d
across the country in a variety of settings to be protect
environnent. The Agenci es' expectation was that containne
t echnol ogi es generally woul d be appropriate for nunicipa
because the vol ume and heterogeneity of the waste general
treatment inpracticable. On the other hand, petroleum pro
generally liquid, and | eave a honbgeneous waste pattern in

The investigation tecnniques, the renedi ati on technol ogi es
ri sks associated with these two types of renediation sites
significantly different, and are not readily conparable.

But my thoughts about the landfills kept com ng back that
much worse sites in the U S. that need to be cleaned up an
now a threat to drinking water supplies of a |arger popula
probl em of potential contam nation after 30 years of being
appear to be an energency whereas $2 mllion - the propose
expenditure - could be used better el sewhere. (W ML9)

The Agenci es agree that the funding for aggressive renedia
be used for high priority sites. W have evaluated the po
associated with these sites in conparison to other renedia
on the INEL. Since these areas are not fully characterize
uncertainties regarding the site risk. To reduce these un
woul d cost nearly as nuch as the selected alternative. Th
Agencies believe that this level of funding is appropriate
Capping the landfills and nonitoring is a reasonable actio
conpensate for the uncertainties, and yet be protective of
and the environnent.

Agree with INEL preferred alternatives. Suggest that |and
treated even nore conservatively, if possible, i.e., highe
and frequent nonitoring to assure contam nati on has not sp
waste contains high |levels of |ead and ot her hazardous com
ot her industrial chem cals could have included VOCs which
nore rapidly than anticipated. (W B20)

The primary purposes of a soil cover are twofold: (1) pre
contact by personnel with the landfill contents, and (2) r
infiltration. Based on the low precipitation and infiltra
the installation of a clay cover would not provide enough

benefit to warrant the additional expense. Monitoring wil
to provide early detection of any potential contan nant m

On the landfills, | did nmention the bio-barrier, and the v
at all is something that has a geonenbrane and then about
material on it so that the -- and the gravel sold cover fo

animals so that the water can infiltrate the cap, be held
evaporation renoves all the water, and you actually can--
how caliche is formed. So you actually nake the soil cove
permeable with tine by natural processes. (T-121)



13.

14.

15.

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

The excact design of the soil cap will be deternined by an
eval uation during the renedial design stage. This comment
consi dered when the final design specifications are determ

Ri sk Assessnent

| didn't see any results of a baseline risk assessnent for
and 3 considered for landfill areas. Was there any perfor

Due to the inconplete characterization of these sites, a q
baseline risk assessnment was not possible. The Agencies a
presunptive remedy process to these areas to reduce the ov
of the project and still inplenent the appropriate renedia
baseline risk assessnment was performed. The qualitative r
calculations are provided in the Summary Assessnent report
show there is no significant risk to human heal th.

...in ny judgenment, the anount of risk fromthe contam nan
landfills and the relatively small anount of water infiltr
going to be an insult to the aquifer. So, | really suppor
alternative on that: on the landfills.

And again, | think your analysis is very good ... basical
confirms ny preconceived notion. (T-116)

The agenci es appreciate the time and effort that the comme
evaluate the material, attend the presentations, and provi
on the infommtion.

Landfill Units Alternative #1. No Action

Gentl enmen, again, given an un-pressured choice, it would m
sense to apply alternative 1, No Action. It is doubtful t
be an occasion to build honmes and pl aygrounds over that s
or four lifetimes. Wen we becone serious about spending
the above would apply. (WT22)

[Having said that,] the only alternative would be alternat
shoul d be nore than adequate to neet the criteria of the N
We see the day when our government will be bankrupt. Then
alternative will you apply? (WT24)

The Agencies rejected Alternative One (No Action) because
were not fully characterized, and the cost to support a No
deci sion woul d be prohibitive. Alternative One has no pro
restrict access to these areas. Although it may appear un
these areas will be used for residential purposes, it is p
Agenci es believed that the cost of Alternative Two is reas
protection it will provide to public health and the enviro



16.

17.

18.

Landfill Alternative #2. Containnment with Native Soil Cover

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

I do not agree that a $2,026,000 expense is warranted for

operable units. Wth finite funds avail able and the n nus
these landfill units, it would appear that an inexpensive

"monitoring only" program would be satisfactory. |If there
little mgration of contanminants that sone landfill units

found after 30 to 40 years, it is a waste of resources to

monitor (call it Alternative 1).

Wth either alternative 2 or 3, nonitoring could show the
action after 30 years. Do the same with alternate 1 and s
dollars to attack the problens that can use additional res
(W123)

Currently, the landfill areas are unevenly covered and deb
on the surface in sone places. This condition does not re
potential for wind erosion, infiltration by rain or snowre
mnimze the potential mgration of |eachate to the aquife
there is no current evidence that migration has occurred,
not protective of the environment.

The installation of the soil cover is only a small portion
i mpl ement this action. The installation of nonitoring we
term anal ysis of water sanples nmake up the ngjority of the
Agencies believe that the cost to install the cover is rea
wort hwhil e for the added protection achieved.

The Agenci es concur that Alternative 2 is the best choice.

At the public presentation, | noted that the proposed nat
(option #2) is the proposed nethod of capping the |andfil
Option #3, which was over 3 tines nore costly would includ
engi neered soil covering with clay to prevent the infiltra
t hrough the cap.

| support the proposed action of capping, however, | fee
combi nation of these two options could be acconplished in
reasonably easy manner. (WI125) (See conment WI113 for co
comment) .

Alternative 2 will prevent contact with the landfill conte
native soil will cost |less than any conbination of soil wi
arid climate, such as that present at the INEL, |eaching
concern as it would be in other areas, and the additiona
result in any additional benefit.

Landfill Alternative #3, Containnent with Single Barrier Cove

Comment :

Two or more of the audience and a respected engi neer with
experience differed regardi ng whether or not the inperviou
shoul d be installed over the municipal waste. The inpervi



19.

20.

21.

Response:

vital and might be as presented the preferred choice (#3 -
mllion) but |ess costly and nore effective in the long ru
#2 (about $12 MIlion). (WB26)

The Agenci es have determ ned that a native soil cover is a
prevent direct contact with the landfill contents; in an a
of an inpervious |ayer does not necessary provide a signif
benefit. Monitoring will also be perforned to ensure the

t he covers.

General Coments on Public Meeting/Public Participation

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

I'"d like to thank the presenters for bringing this to us t
that they were kind of |lunped together in that | would hav

have bl own a perfectly good evening on a landfill and a d
that in mind, | think that the landfills and ditches certa
m nor part of the problenms we have at INEL. | woul d hope,

that DOE and others do continue to nonitor these sites for
probl ems and that they continue to bring these sites, as

they may seem forward to the public and et the public na
deci si ons based on the information that is avail able rathe
assum ng that these are too small for our concern. Thank y

Monitoring will continue at the Industrial Waste Ditch and
and the Agencies will continue to provide public coment o
for all INEL renediation projects.

I would Iike to comment on your plans for clean up at nine

landfills at your Naval Reactors Facility at INEL. | atte
i nformati on neeting in Moscow, ID on April 21, 1994 and wa
i npressed by the presentation. | feel that any cleanup is

good and worthy. (W M28)

The Agenci es appreciate the time and effort that the comme
evaluate the material, attend the presentations, and provi
on-the information presented by the Agencies.

The ampunt of advertising on radio and T.V. before the 20
Boi se neeting was commendabl e and probably responsible for
publ i c attendance.

The visuals of the presentation boards on easels were supe
speakers seened cordial and well prepared with others ava
on-site experience to address questions and ot her aspects.

| hope the presentation boards and visuals will be preserv
agai n at schools and other public neetings. W do hope fo
conti nuous consi deration of costs for effective solutions.

The Agencies will evaluate the use of the presentation mat
settings. The INEL Conmunity Rel ations once retains these
for future use. A conparison of cost versus benefit wll



performed for all environnmental restoration activities at

22. Conment: No coments at this tinme, but would |ike to receive a copy
Record of Decision and Responsiveness Sunmary. (W P30)

Response: The Agencies appreciate the tinme and effort that the comme

evaluate the material. Copies of the Record of Decision w
Responsi veness Sunmary will be provided to individuals who
t hem

23. Conment: First, | would Iike to thank both you and the Westi nghouse
Corporation representative. M. Nieslanik, for the presen
at the Grand Teton Mall. It was informative, well present

vi sual displays were easily understood. (WI31)

Response: The Agencies appreciate the tinme and effort that the comme
evaluate the material, attend the presentations, and provi
on the information presented.

APPENDI X B: PUBLI C COMMVENT/ RESPONSE LI ST

PUBLI C COMVENT/ RESPONSE LI ST

Al of the comrents subnitted by the public in either witten or verbal
and assigned a code nunber. The comentors are |listed al phabetically in
the comrent code appears in the second columm. The first synbol in the
the comment was witten (W or transcribed by the court reporter present
nmeetings. The second synbol indicates the geographic area the conment w
from 'B for Boise, 'I' for Idaho Falls, 'M for Mscow, 'P for Pocat
The page nunber the response to the comment appears on is listed in the

NAVE COMMENT CODE RESPONSE
Bar racl ough, Jack T-13 A-5
Bar racl ough, Jack T-14 A-5
Bar racl ough, Jack T-19 A-5
Bar racl ough, Jack T-116 A-11
Bar racl ough, Jack T-121 A-10
Barry, Warren W T24 A-11
Barry, Warren W T22 A-11
Bj ornsen, Fritz T- B27 A-13
Bri ssenden, Marjorie W B26 A-13
Bri ssenden, Marjorie W B29 A- 14
Br osci ous, Chuck T- ML A-6
Br osci ous, Chuck T- ML4 A-9

Creek, Al ex W18 A-10



Drewes, Kenneth WI11 A7, A
Drewes, Kenneth W113 A-8
Drewes, Kenneth W1 25 A-5 A
Drewes, Kenneth W31 A- 14
Ham | t on, Joel T- M7 A7
Hanpsen, W L. W B6 A-6
Hanpsen, W L. W B10 A7
Hanpsen, W L. W B20 A- 10
Leedom George L. W ML9 A-10
Leedom George L. W M8 A-13
Rice, Charles M W18 A7
Rice, Charles M W23 A-12
Sor ensen, Stan W P30 A-14
Straka, M W15 A-11
Wite, C E T-112 A7
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| DAHO NATI ONAL ENG NEERI NG LABORATORY

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD FI LE | NDEX FOR THE NRF
TRACK 2 | NVESTI GATI ON OPERABLE UNI' T 8-05
05/ 25/ 94
FI LE NUVMBER
AR3. 6 TRACK 2 | NVESTI GATI ON

0 Docunent #:
Title:

Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

AR3. 14 TRACK 2

Docunent #:
Title:
Aut hor :
Reci pi ent: Ny
Dat e:
AR4. 2 FEASI BI

NR- | BO- 94/ 082

DOE Deci sion Statenment and Feasibility Study for Opera
8-05 and 8-06 and Summary Report for Operable Unit 8-0
Newbry, R.D.E.

Nygard, D.; Pierre, W

04/ 11/ 94

SUMVARY REPCRTS

NR: | BO- 93/ 301

Track 2 Summary Report for NRF Operable Unit 8-05
Newbry, R.D.E.
gard, D., Pierre, W

11/ 15/ 93
LI TY STUDY REPORTS

0 Docunent #: NR- | BO- 94- 048

Title:

Aut hor :

Draft Feasibility Study for NRF Landfill Areas (Operab
05 and 8-06)
Newbry, R.D.E.



Reci pi ent:

Dat e:

0 Docunent
Title:

Aut hor :

#:.

Reci pi ent:

Dat e:

Nygard, D., Pierre, W
03/ 11/ 94

5668

Feasibility Study for NRF Landfill Areas (Operable Uni
8- 06)

Newbry, R.D.E.

Nygard, D., Pierre, W

11/ 15/ 93

TRACK 1 | NVESTI GATI ON OF QU 8-05 05/ 25/ 94

FI LE NUVMBER
AR4. 3 PROPOSED PLAN
O Docurent #: NR:'|1BO- 94/034
Title: Transmittal Letter and Draft Proposed Plan for NRF Ope
Units 8-03, -20 and 22 (Track 1 Investigations), 8-05
(Landfill Site Track 2 Investigations, and 8-07 (Exter
Waste Ditch RI/FS)
Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.
Reci pi ent: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W
Dat e: 02/ 28/ 94
O Document #: 5770
Title: Proposed Plan for NRF QU 8-03, -20 and 22 (Track 1), 8
(Landfill Site Track 2) and 8-07 (Exterior Industrial
Rl / FS)
Aut hor : I NEL Community Rel ations
Reci pi ent: N A
Dat e: 04/ 01/ 94
AR6. 1 COOPERATI VE AGREEMENTS

0 Docunent #:
Title:

Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

0 Docunent
Title:
Aut hor :

#:.

Reci pi ent:

Dat e:

0 Docunent
Title:

Aut hor :

#:.

ERD1-070-91*

Pre-signature | nplenentation of the CERLA |Interagency
Agreenment Action Plan
EPA, Findley, C E.

DOE, Sol ecki, J.E.
05/17/91

3205*

U.S. DOE I NEL Federal Facility Agreenent and Consent O
N A

N A

07/ 22/ 91

2919*

I NEL Action Plan For Inplenmentation of the Federal Fac
Agreenment and Consent Order

N A



Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

N A
07/ 22/ 91

TRACK 1 | NVESTI GATI ON OF QU 8-05 05/ 25/ 94

FI LE NUVMBER
AR6. 1 COOPERATI VE AGREEMENTS (conti nued)
O Docunent #: 1088-06-29-120*
Title: U.S. DOE I NEL Federal Facility Agreenent and Consent O
Aut hor : N A
Reci pi ent: N A
Dat e: 12/ 04/ 91
O Document #: 3298*

Title:

Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

0 Docunent #:

Title:

Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

0 Docunent #:

Title:

Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

AR9. 1

0 Docunent #:

Title:

Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

Response to Comments on the I daho National Engi neering
Laboratory Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Orde
N A

N A

02/ 21/ 92

DOE/ | D- 10340(92) *

Track 1 Sites: Guidance for Assessing Low Probability
Sites at the | NEL

| NEL, EPA, | DHW

N A

07/ 21/ 92

DOE/ | D- 10389 Rev. 6*

Track 2 Sites: Guidance for Assessing Low Probability
Sites at the | NEL

| NEL, EPA, | DHW

N A

01/ 01/ 94

NOTI CES | SSUED

AM SES- ESD- 92- 256*

Nat ural Resource Trustee Notification
Pitroli, A A

Andrus, C, D,

07/07/ 92

TRACK 1 | NVESTI GATI ON OF QU 8-05 05/ 25/ 94

FI LE NUMBER

AR9. 1

NOTI CES | SSUED (conti nued)



O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-92-257*

Title: Nat ural Resource Trustee Notification
Aut hor : Pitrolo, A A

Reci pi ent: Polityka, C.

Dat e: 07/07/ 92

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-92-258*

Title: Nat ural Resource Trustee Notification
Aut hor : Pitrolo, A A

Reci pi ent: Ednmo, K.

Dat e: 07/07/ 92

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-93-007*

Title: Invitation to Natural Trustee Representatives to Discu
Resources and Environnental Restoration at the | NEL

Aut hor : H nman, M B.

Reci pi ent: Addr essee Li st

Dat e: 01/ 25/ 93

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-93-097*

Title: Agenda for Meeting of Potential Natural Resource Trust
March 17, 1993

Aut hor : Twi tchell, R L.

Reci pi ent: Addr essee Li st

Dat e: 03/ 02/ 93

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD- 93- 159*

Title: I NEL Natural Resource Trustee Meeting "Group Menmory" M
17, 1993

Aut hor : Hi nmann, M B.

Reci pi ent: Addr essee Li st

Dat e: 03/ 30/ 93

TRACK 1 | NVESTI GATI ON OF QU 8-05 05/ 25/ 94
FI LE NUMBER

AR9. 1
NOTI CES | SSUED (conti nued)

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-93-162*

Title: Department of Energy ldaho Field Office (DOE-1D) Propo
Consul tati on and Coordi nati on between Natural Resource

Aut hor : H nman, M B.

Reci pi ent: Addr essee Li st

Dat e: 04/ 02/ 93

Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-93-276*

Title: Department of Energy ldaho Field Office (DOE-1D) Actio
Report to Potential Natural Resource Trustees
Aut hor : Hi nmann, M B.

Recei pt: Addr essee Li st



Dat e: 06/ 16/ 93

0 Docunent #: 5357*

Title: Nat ural Resource Trustee Representation Designation
Aut hor : Andrus, C.D., Governor
Reci pi ent: Pitrolo, A A
Dat e: 08/ 11/ 92
O Document #: 5338*
Title: Response to Natural Resource Notification
Aut hor : Polityka, C.S.
Reci pi ent: Pitrolo, A A
Dat e: 08/ 28/ 92

AR10. 4 PUBLI C MEETI NG TRANSCRI PTS

Docunent #: 5703

Title: Public Meeting Transcripts for the NRF I ndustrial Wast
and Landfill Areas

Aut hor : Ecol ogy and Environnent, Inc.

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 05/ 24/ 94

Thi s docunent can be found in the INEL OU 8-07 Admi nistrative Record Bin

TRACK 1 | NVESTI GATI ON OF QU 8-05 05-25-94

FI LE NUMBER

AR10. 6 PRESS RELEASES

0 Docunent #: 5640

Title: DOE Seeks Public Comment on Industrial Waste Ditch and
Landfills at the NRF
Aut hor : N A
Reci pi ent: N A
Dat e: 03/ 01/ 94

AR11.1 EPA GUI DANCE

O Docunent #: 5163 Revision 3*

Title: Adm ni strative Record List of Guidance Docunents
Aut hor : EPA

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 08/ 12/ 92

AR11. 4 TECHNI CAL SOURCES

Document #: NR-1BO-94-076
Title: Radi oactivity controls In Prototype Plants at the Nava
Facility
Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.



Thi s

Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

Nygard, D.; Pierre, W
03/ 31/ 94

document can be found in the INEL OU 8-01 Adm nistrative Record Bin

AR12. 1 EPA COMMVENTS
O Document #: 5636
Title: Track 2 Summary Report for the Naval Reactors Facility
Unit 8-05
Aut hor : Meyer, L.
Reci pi ent: Newbry, R.D.E.
Dat e: 12/ 20/ 93
TRACK 1 | NVESTI GATI ON OF QU 8- 05 05- 25-94
FI LE NUVMBER
AR12. 1 EPA COMMENTS (conti nued)
O Document #: 5663
Title: Draft Feasibility Study for NRF Landfill Areas (Operab
(QU) 8-05 and 8-06)
Aut hor : Meyer, L.
Reci pi ent: Newbry, R.D.E.
Dat e: 03/ 29/ 94
AR12.2 | DHW COMVENTS
O Document #: 5657
Title: | DHW DEQ Recomendati ons for Track-Two Operable Units
8-05 and 8-06
Aut hor : English, M
Reci pi ent: Newbry, R.D.E.
Dat e: 03/ 23/ 94
O Document #: 5664
Title: Revi ew of the Draft Proposed Plan for Operable Units (
8-06, and 8-07
Aut hor : English, M
Reci pi ent: Newbry, R.D.E.
Dat e: 03/ 31/ 94
O Document #: 5666
Title: | DHW Comment s - Review of the Draft Focused Feasibilit
for Operable Units (OQU) 8-05 and 8-06
Aut hor : English, M
Reci pi ent: Newbry, R.D.E.
Dat e: 04/ 04/ 94

Docunment filed in INEL Federal Facility Agreenment and Consent Order
(FFA/ CO) Adnini strative Record Binder
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05/ 25/ 94
ADM NSTRATI VE RECORD VOLUME 1
FI LE NUMBER
AR3. 14 TRACK 2 SUMVARY REPORT

Docunent #: 5669

Title: Track 2 Summary Report for Naval Reactors Facility OU
Aut hor : Gol der Associ ates, Inc.

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 04/ 01/ 94

ADM SNI TRATI VE RECORD VOLUME | |

AR3. 6 TRACK 2 | NVESTI GATI ON

O Docunment #: NR:|1BO- 94/082

Title: DOE Deci sion Statenment and Feasibility Study for Opera
and 8-06 and Summary Report for Operable Unit 8-06

Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.

Reci pi ent: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W

Dat e: 04/ 11/ 94

AR3. 21 SCHEDULES

O Docunment #: NR:|1BO-94/018

Title: Revi sed Schedules for QU 8-06 and 8-09 Track 2 Investi
Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.

Reci pi ent: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W

Dat e: 02/ 07/ 94

AR4. 2 FEASI Bl LI TY STUDY REPORTS

O Docunment #: NR-1BO- 94/048

Title: Draft Feasibility Study for NRF Landfill Areas
(Operable Units 8-05 and 8-06)

Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.

Reci pi ent: Nygard, D., Pierre, W

Dat e: 03/ 11/ 94

| DAHO NATI ONAL ENGI NEERI NG LABORATORY
ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD FI LE | NDEX FOR THE NRF
EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH Rl / FS OPERABLE UNIT 8-07
05/ 25/ 94



ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD VOLUME |

FI LE NUMBER

AR3. 3 Rl / FS WORK PLAN

0 Docunent #: 5195

Title: RI/FS Final Work Plan For the Exterior Industrial Wast
Naval Reactors Facility, ldaho Falls, Idaho

Aut hor : West i nghouse El ectric Corporation

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 09/ 24/ 94

O Docunment #: NR-1BO-92/328

Title: DOE/ I BO Transmittal of Final Work Plan for the RI/FS f
I ndustrial Waste Ditch

Aut hor : Newbry, R D.E., DOE-I|BO

Reci pi ent: Nygard, D., EPA

Dat e: 11/ 26/ 91

0 Docunent #: 5196

Title: Cor espondence between EPA, State of |daho, and DCE-|BO
Aut hor : N A

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 09/ 24/ 92

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD VOLUME | |
AR3. 4 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON REPORTS

O Docunent #: NR-1BO-93/198, VOL. 1

Title: Transmittal Letter and Draft Renedial |nvestigation Re
Operable Unit 8-07

Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.

Reci pi ent: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W

Dat e: 07/ 15/ 93

EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH RI/FS QU 8-0 05/ 25/ 94
ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD VOLUME |1 |
FI LE NUMBER
AR3. 4 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON REPORTS (conti nued)

0 Docunent #: NR: | BO-93/198, VOL. 2

Title: Draft Remedi al |nvestigation Report for NRF OU 8-07
Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.
Reci pi ent: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W

Dat e: 07/ 15/ 93



ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD VOLUME |V

AR3. 12 Rl / FS REPORTS

0 Docunent #:

Title:

Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

NR: | BO-93/ 296, VOL. 1

Transmittal Letter and Draft Renedial |nvestigation /
Report for NRF Operable Unit 8-07 (Exterior Industrial
Newbry, R.D.E.

Nygard, D.; Pierre, W

11/ 08/ 93

ADM NI STRAI TVE RECORD VOLUME V

0 Docunent #:

Title:

Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

NR- | BO- 93/ 296, VOL. 2

Draft Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study Repor
Unit 8-07 (Exterior Industrial Waste Ditch)

Newbry, R.D.E.

Nygard, D.; Pierre, W

11/ 08/ 93

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD VOLUME VI

0 Docunent #:
Title:

Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

5626, VOL. 1

Final Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study Repor
Unit 8-07, (Exterior Industrial Waste Ditch)
Lee, S.D.

N A

02/ 01/ 94

EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH RI/ FS QU 8- 07 05/ 25/ 94

ADM NSTRATI VE RECORD VOLUME VI

FI LE NUMBER

AR3. 12 Rl / FS REPORTS (conti nued)

0 Docunent #:

Title:

Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

5626, VOL. 2

Final Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study Repor
Unit 8-07 (Exterior Industrial Waste Ditch)

Lee, S.D.

N A

02/ 01/ 94

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD VOLUME VI |

AR4. 3 PROPOSED PLAN

0 Docunent #:
Title:

NR- | BO- 94/ 034

Transmittal Letter and Draft Proposed Plan for NRF OU



8-03, -20 and 22 (Track 1), 8-05 and 06 (Landfill Site
(Exterior Industrial Waste Ditch RI/FS)

Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.
Reci pi ent: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W
Dat e: 02/ 28/ 94

0 Docunent #: 5770

Title: Proposed Plan for NRF QU 8-03, -20 and 22 (Track 1), 8
(Landfill Site Track 2) and 8-07 (Exterior Industrial

Aut hor : I NEL Community Rel ations

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 04/ 01/ 94

ARG. 1 COOPERATI VE AGREEMENTS

0 Docunent #: ERDI - 070- 91*

Title: Pre-signature | nplenentation of the CERLA |Interagency
Action Pl an

Aut hor : EPA, Findley, C E.

Reci pi ent: DOE, Sol ecki, J.E.

Dat e: 05/ 17/ 91

EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH RI/ FS QU 8- 07 05/ 25/ 94

FI LE NUMBER
ARG. 1 COOPERATI VE AGREEMENTS (conti nued)

0 Docunent #: 3205*

Title: U.S. DOE I NEL Federal Facility Agreenent and Consent O
Aut hor : N A

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 07/ 22/ 91

0 Docunent #: 2919*

Title: I NEL Action Plan For I|nplenmentation of the Federal Fac
and Consent Order
Aut hor : N A
Reci pi ent: N A
Dat e: 07/ 22/ 91

O Docunent #: 1088-06-29-120*

Title: U.S. DOE I NEL Federal Facility Agreenent and Consent O
Aut hor : N A
Reci pi ent: N A
Dat e: 12/ 04/ 91

O Document #: 3298*
Title: Response to Comments on the I daho National Engi neering
Federal Facility Agreenment and Consent Order
Aut hor : N A



Reci pi ent: N A
Dat e: 02/ 21/ 92

O Docunent #: DOE/ID-10340(92)*

Title: Track 1 Sites: Guidance for Assessing Low Probability
| NEL
Aut hor : | NEL, EPA, | DHW
Reci pi ent: N A
Dat e: 07/ 01/ 92

0 Docunent #: DOE/ | D- 10389 Rev. 6*

Title: Track 2 Sites: Guidance for Assessing Low Probability
| NEL

Aut hor : | NEL, EPA, | DHW

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 01/ 01/ 94

EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH RI/ FS QU 8- 07 05/ 25/ 94

FI LE NUMBER

AR9. 1 NOTI CES | SSUED

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-92- 256*

Title: Nat ural Resource Trustee Notification
Aut hor : Pitrolo, A A
Reci pi ent: Andrus, C, D,
Dat e: 07/07/ 92

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-92-257*

Title: Nat ural Resource Trustee Notification
Aut hor : Pitrolo, A A

Reci pi ent: Polityka, C.

Dat e: 07/07/ 92

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-92-258*

Title: Nat ural Resource Trustee Notification
Aut hor : Pitrolo, A A

Reci pi ent: Ednmo, K.

Dat e: 07/07/ 92

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-93-007*

Title: Invitation to Natural Trustee Representatives to Discu
and Environmental Restoration at the |NEL

Aut hor : H nman, M B.

Reci pi ent: Addr essee Li st

Dat e: 01/ 25/ 93

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD- 93- 097*
Title: Agenda for Meeting of Potential Natural Resource Trust
March 17, 1993
Aut hor : Twi tchell, R L.



AR9. 1

O

Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

Docunent #:

Title:

Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

Addr essee Li st
03/ 02/ 93

AM SES- ESD- 93- 159*

| NEL Natural Resource Trustee Meeting "Group Menmory" M
H nman, M B.

Addr essee Li st

03/ 30/ 93

EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH RI/ FS QU 8- 07 05/ 25/ 95
FI LE NUMBER

NOTI CES | SSUED (conti nued)

Docunent #:

Title:

Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

Docunent #:

Title:

Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

Docunent #:

Title:
Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:

Dat e:

AR10.

AR10.

Docunent #:

Title:

Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

AM SES- ESD- 93- 162*

Department of Energy ldaho Field Ofice (DOE-1D) Propo
Consul tati on and Coordi nati on between Natural Resource
H nman, M B.

Addr essee Li st

04/ 02/ 93

AM SES/ ESD- 93- 276*

Department of Energy ldaho Field Office (DOE-1D) Actio
to Potential Natural Resource Trustees

H nman, M B.

Addr essee Li st

06/ 16/ 93

5337*

Nat ural Resource Trustee Representative Designation
Andrus, C.D., Governor

Pitrolo, A A

08/ 11/ 92

5338*

Response to Natural Resource Notification
Polityka, C.S.

Pitrolo, A A

08/ 28/ 92

4 PUBLI C MEETI NG TRANSCRI PTS

Docunent #:

Title:

Aut hor :
Reci pi ent:
Dat e:

5703

Public Meeting Transcripts for the NRF I ndustrial Wast
Landfill Areas

Ecol ogy and Environnent, Inc.

N A

05/ 24/ 94

6 PRESS RELEASES

Docunent #:

5640



Title: DOE Seeks Public Comment on Industrial Waste Ditch

Aut hor : N A
Reci pi ent: N A
Dat e: 03/ 01/ 94

EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH RI/ FS QU 8- 07 05/ 25/ 94

FI LE NUMBER

AR11.1 EPA GUI DANCE

O Docunment #: 5163 Revision 3*

Title: Adm ni strative Record List of Guidance Docunents
Aut hor : EPA

Recei pt: N A

Dat e: 08/ 21/ 92

AR11. 4 TECHNI CAL SOURCES

0 Docunent #: NR- 1 BO-94- 076

Title: Radi oactivity controls In Prototype Plants at the Nava
Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.

Reci pi ent: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W

Dat e: 03/ 31/ 94

Thi s docunent can be found in Admi nistrative Record Bi nder QU 8-01

AR12.1 EPA COMMENTS

0 Docunent #: 5634

Title: EPA Comments: Draft Renedial Investigation for the Ex
Waste Ditch Operable Unit 8-07

Aut hor : Meyer, L.

Reci pi ent: Newbry, R.D.E.

Dat e: 09/ 02/ 93

0 Docunent #: 5638

Title: EPA Comments: Draft Renedial Investigation/Feasibilit
Exterior Industrial Waste Ditch
Aut hor : Meyer, L.
Reci pi ent: Newbry, R.D.E.
Dat e: 12/ 23/ 93

AR12. 2 | DHW COMVENTS

0 Docunent #: 5635

Title: | DHW Comment s: Technical Review of the Draft RI/FS
Aut hor : English, M
Reci pi ent: Bradley, T.M

dat e: 09/ 02/ 93



EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH RI/ FS QU 8- 07 05- 25- 94
FI LE NUVMBER
AR12.2 | DHW COMMENTS (conti nued)

0 Docunent #: 5637

Title: | DHW Comrents: Techni cal Review of the Draft RI/FS
Aut hor : English, M

Reci pi ent: Newbry, R.D.E.

Dat e: 12/21/93

0 Docunent #: 5664

Title: Revi ew of the Draft Proposed Plan for Operable Units (
and 8-07

Aut hor : English, M

Reci pi ent: Newbry, R.D.E.

Dat e: 03/ 31/ 94

AR12. 3 DOE RESOLUTI ONS TO COMMENTS

O Docunment #: NR-1BO-93/272

Title: Response to EPA/| DHW Conments On | WD Rl Report
Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.
Reci pi ent: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W
Dat e: 10/ 04/ 93
* Document filed in INEL Federal Facility Agreenment and Consent Order (F

Adm ni strative Record Bi nder

| DAHO NATI ONAL ENGI NEERI NG LABORATORY
ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD FI LE | NDEX FOR THE NRF
EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH RI/ FS OPERABLE UNI T 8-07

05- 25-94
ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD VOLUME 1
FI LE NUVMBER
AR3. 3 Rl / FS WORK PLAN
O Document #: 5195
Title: RI/FS Final Work Plan For the Exterior Industrial Wast
Naval Reactors Facility, ldaho Falls, Idaho
Aut hor : West i nghouse El ectric Corporation
Reci pi ent: N A
Dat e: 09/ 24/ 92

O Docunment #: NR:|1BO 92/328



Title: DOE/ | BO Transmittal of Final Work Plan for the RI/FS f

I ndustrial Waste Ditch

Aut hor : Newbry, R. D.E., DOE-IBO
Reci pi ent: Nygard, D., EPA
Dat e: 11/ 26/ 91

0 Docunent #: 5196

Title: Correspondence between EPA, State of |daho, and DOE-1B
Aut hor : N A
Reci pi ent: 09/ 24/ 92

Dat e: 7/ 15/ 93

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD VOLUME | |
AR3. 4 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON REPORTS

0 Docunent #: NR: | BO-93/198, VOL. 1

Title: Transmittal Letter and Draft Renedial |nvestigation Re
Operable Unit 8-07

Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.

Reci pi ent: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W

Dat e: 07/ 15/ 93

EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH RI/ FS QU 8- 07 05/ 25/ 94
ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD VOLUME |1 |
FI LE NUMBER
AR3. 4 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON REPORTS (conti nued)

0 Docunent #: NR: | BO-93/198, VOL. 2

Title: Draft Remedi al Investigation Reports for NRF QU 8-07
Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.

Reci pi ent: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W

Dat e: 07/ 15/ 93

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD VOLUME |V
AR3. 12 Rl / FS REPORTS

0 Docunent #: NR: | BO-93/ 296, VOL. 1

Title: Transmittal Letter and Draft Renedial |nvestigation /
Report for NRF Operable Unit 8-07 (Exterior Industrial

Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.

Reci pi ent: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W

Dat e: 11/ 08/ 93

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD VOLUME V

O Docunent #: NR-1BO-93/296, VOL.2

Title: Draft Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study Repor



Unit 8-07 (Exterior Industrial Waste Ditch)

Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.
Reci pi ent: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W
Dat e: 11/ 08/ 93

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD VOLUME VI

0 Docunent #: 5626, VOL. 1

Title: Final Remedi al Investigation / Feasibility Study Repor
Unit 8-07 (Exterior Industrial Waste Ditch)

Aut hor : Lee, S.D.

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 02/ 01/ 94

EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH RI/FS QU 8-07  05-25-94
ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD VOLUME VI
FI LE NUMBER
AR3. 12 Rl / FS REPORTS (conti nued)

0 Docunent #: 5626, VOL. 2

Title: Fi nal Remedi al Investigation / Feasibility Study Report f
Unit 8-07 (Exterior Industrial Waste Ditch)
Aut hor : Lee, S.D.
Reci pi ent: N A
Dat e: 02/ 01/ 94

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD VOLUME VI |
AR4. 3 PROPOSED PLAN

O Docurent #: NR:'|1BO- 94/034
Title: Transmittal Letter and Draft Proposed Plan for NRF OU
8-03, -20 and 22 (Track 1), 8-05 and 06 (Landfill Site Track) a
(Exterior Industrial Waste Ditch RI/FS)

Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.
Reci pi ent: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W
Dat e: 02/ 28/ 94

0 Docunent #: 5770

Title: Proposed Plan for NRF QU 8-03, -20 and 22 (Track 1), 8
(Landfill Site Track 2) and 8-07 (Exterior Industrial

Aut hor : I NEL Community Rel ations

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 04/ 01/ 94

ARG. 1 COOPERATI VE AGREEMENTS

O Document #: ERD1-070-91%*
Title: Pre-signature | nplenentation of the CERLA |Interagency



Action Plan

Aut hor : EPA, FIndley, C E.
Reci pi ent: DOE, Sol ecki, J.E.
Dat e: 05/ 17/ 91

Aut hor :

Title:

EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH RI/FS OU 8-07 05- 25-94
FI LE NUVMBER
AR6. 1 COOPERATI VE AGREEMENTS (conti nued)
Document #: 3205*
Title: U.S. DOE I NEL Federal Facility AG eenent and Consent O
Aut hor : N A
Reci pi ent: N A
Dat e: 07/ 22/ 91
Document #: 2919*

I NEL Action Plan For I|nplenmentation of the Federal Fac

and Consent Order

Aut hor : N A

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 07/ 22/ 91

Docunent #: 1088-06-29-120*

Title: U.S. DOE I NEL Federal Facility Agreenent and Consent O

N A

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 12/ 04/ 91

Document #: 3298*

Title: Response to Comments on the I daho National Engi neering

Federal Facility Agreenment and Consent Order

Aut hor : N A

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 02/ 21/ 92

Document #: DOE/ID-10340(92)*

Title: Track 1 Sites: Guidance for Assessing Low Probability
I NEL

Aut hor : I NEL, EPA, | DHW

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 07/ 01/ 92

Docurent #: DOE/ID-10389 Rev. 6*

Title: Track 2 Sites: Guidance for Assessing Low Probability
I NEL

Aut hor : I NEL, EPA, | DHW

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 01/ 01/ 94



EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH RI/ FS QU 8- 07 05/ 25/ 94

FI LE NUMBER

AR9. 1 NOTI CES | SSUED

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-92- 256*

Title: Nat ural Resource Trustee Notification
Aut hor : Pitrolo, A A
Reci pi ent: Andrus, C, D,

Dat e: 07/07/ 92

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-92-257*

Title: Nat ural Resource Trustee Notification
Aut hor : Pitrolo, A A

Reci pi ent: Polityka, C.

Dat e: 07/07/ 92

O Docunent #: AM SES/ ESD-92-258*

Title: Nat ural Resource Trustee Notification
Aut hor : Pitrolo, A A

Reci pi ent: Ednmo, K.

Dat e: 07/07/ 92

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-93-007*

Title: Invitation to Natural Trustee Representatives to Discu
and Environmental Restoration at the |NEL

Aut hor : H nman, M B.

Reci pi ent: Addr essee Li st

Dat e: 01/ 25/ 93

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-93-097*

Title: Agenda for Meeting of Potential Natural Resource Trust
March 17, 1993

Aut hor : Twi tchell, R L.

Reci pi ent: Addr essee Li st

Dat e: 03/ 02/ 93

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD- 93- 159*

Title: I NEL Natural Resource Trustee Meeting "Group Menmory" M
Aut hor : H nman, M B.

Reci pi ent: Addr essee Li st

Dat e: 03/ 30/ 93

EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH RI/ FS QU 8- 07 05/ 25/ 94
FI LE NUVMBER
AR9. 1 NOTI CES | SSUED (conti nued)

O Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-93-162*



Title: Department of Energy ldaho Field Office (DOE-1D) Propo
Consul tati on and Coordi nati on between Natural Resource

Aut hor : H nman, M B.

Reci pi ent: Addr essee Li st

Dat e: 04/ 20/ 93

Docunent #: AM SES- ESD-93-276*

Title: Department of Energy ldaho Field Office (DOE-1D) Actio
to Potential Natural Resource Trustees

Aut hor : H nman, M B.

Reci pi ent: Addr essee Li st

Dat e: 06/ 16/ 93

Docunent #: 5337*

Title: Nat ural Resource Trustee Representative Designation
Aut hor : Andrus, C.D., Governor

Reci pi ent: Pitrolo, A A

Dat e: 08/ 11/ 92

0 Docunent #: 5338*

Title: Response to Natural Resource Notification
Aut hor : Polityka, C.S.
Reci pi ent: Pitrolo, A A
Dat e: 08/ 28/ 92

AR10. 4 PUBLI C MEETI NG TRANSCRI PTS

O Document #: 5703
Title: Public Meeting Transcripts for the NRF I ndustrial Wast
Landfill Areas
Aut hor : Ecol ogy and Environnent, Inc.
Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 05/ 24/ 94

AR10. 6 PRESS RELEASES

FI LE

AR11.

Docunent #: 5640

Title: DOE Seeks Public Commrent on Industrial Waste Ditch
Aut hor : N A

Reci pi ent: N A

Dat e: 03/ 01/ 94

EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH RI/ FS QU 8- 07 05-25-94

NUVBER

1 EPA GUI DANCE

Docunent #: 5163 Revision 3*

Title: Adm ni strative Record List of Guidance Docunents
Aut hor : EPA

Reci pi ent: N A



Dat e: 08/ 12/ 92

AR11. 4 TECHNI CAL SOURCES

0 Docunent #: NR- 1 BO-94- 076

Title: Radi oactivity controls In Prototype Plants at the Nava
Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.

Reci pi ent: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W

Dat e: 03/ 31/ 94

Thi s docunent can be found in Admi nistrative Record Bi nder QU 8-01
AR12. 1 EPA COMVENTS

0 Docunent #: 5634

Title: EPA Comments: Draft Renedial Investigation for the Ex
Waste Ditch Operable Unit 8-07

Aut hor : Meyer, L.

Reci pi ent: Newbry, R.D.E.

Dat e: 09/ 02/ 93

0 Docunent #: 5638

Title: EPA Comments Draft Renedial Investigation/Feasibility
Exterior Industrial Waste Ditch

Aut hor : Meyer, L.

Reci pi ent: Newbry, R.D.E.

Dat e: 12/ 23/ 93

AR12.2 | DHW COMVENTS

0 Docunent #: 5635

Title: | DHW Comrents: Techni cal Review of the Draft RI/FS
Aut hor : English, M

Reci pi ent: Bradley, T.M

Dat e: 09/ 02/ 93

EXTERI OR | NDUSTRI AL WASTE DI TCH RI/ FS QU 8- 07 05-25-94
FI LE NUMBER

AR12. 2 | DHW COMVENTS (conti nued)

0 Docunent #: 5637

Title: | DAH Comrents: Technical Review of the Draft RI/FS
Aut hor : English, M
Reci pi ent: Newbry, R.D.E.
Dat e: 12/ 21/93

0 Docunent #: 5664

Title: Revi ew of the Draft Proposed Plan for Operable Units (
and 8-07
Aut hor : English, M

Reci pi ent: Newbry, R.D.E.



Dat e: 03/ 31/ 94

AR12. 3 DOE RESOLUTI ONS TO COMMENTS

O Docunment #: NR-1BO-93/272

Title: Response to EPA/| DHW Conments On | WD Rl Report
Aut hor : Newbry, R.D.E.
Reci pi ent: Nygard, D.; Pierre, W
Dat e: 10/ 04/ 93
* Docunment filed in INEL Federal Facility Agreenment and Consent Order

Adm ni strative Record Bi nder



