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LWVYGERR Commernts S5/10/9% -

Excavatiorn and remaoval:
Your plarms call for partial excavation and removal partﬁal irn the
sense of the criteria being used (leaving up to 628 pCisg) which
are well beyond acceptable levels, and also in declaring the sail
bereath Huilding 14 inaccessible, rather tharn removing the
building and thie contamination bermeath it. i

We wish you would make that clear to the media, sirnce th? public
impression is that a full clearup is plarnned.

At the last meeting you armounced an arrangement with ﬁréxair te
"clean" the building. We suspect that demolition will beimacessary
in the long rur, in which case the soil below would bBe accessible.

We hape that at that point you intend to remove it. i

Backpground radiations:

1. It is true that there is natural radioactivity in wany placeas,
but usually not much more tham the 1 pC/or background radiation we
might expect in the soil. Gewlogy plays a part alsa, so that
cartain rock is more likely to comtain radicactive maternal The
rack formation in Torawanda is rot such a type. ‘

2. It might be rmaore accurate to check other similar Furmat1nns S ol
get a probable natural backgrourd level.

3. At a recent presentatiorn somecore asked how the Army dec1des =3}
the amcunt <of background radiation natuwrally cocuring 1n the area.
The reply: we gu upwind., Wind im the area shifis direct;mns mary
times a day, but, assuming it is primarily from the westiar smwth,
our map shows cnly the river., When it comes from the east, it
could be passing over the Linde site, giving rather high%readings
as "rormal' nearer ta the river.

Institutional cuntrol:

1. The Army suggests that readings up ta 6230 pC/gr laverahed to EB8)
Will be safe "“"for interded land use”. Sixty is still tof high for
a populated area, already rnearby, and there will be no c@ntrol
over paopulation shifts amd larmd uge far into the future.

Z. Under preseni laws mo one can guarantee that at some boint some
future government will rnot forget, as happered in a relatively
short %img in the case of Lave Canal, and give permissian for
housing or a schogl or the site. ]

2. Institutional control will be necessary for reascnable future
use of the cite unlegs it is cleaned well belaow &0, '

The Jarnuary 193% EPA Update on Federal Facility Cleanup ?nd Rausea
suggests several steps that might be taken tco solve problems of
institutional contrel, such as: restrictions written into
documents, a simgle unified registry of institutional cmhtrols,
requirements to c¢onsult the registry along with publice access to
it, lorng~term auditing and enforcement beyond the five—yzar review
mandated by the Superfurnd law, and praoperty law that ensures that
institutional contrals “rurm with the larnd! forever, sc that sites
may not be "closed cut” until there is no longer a reed For limits
to protect public health arnd natural ecosystems.
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still be considsred unregliable. Urderstarndably, those rgsporsible
for cleanups wa-nt to save morey and assume restricticons will be
effective."” Tihe article goes v te say that property owners

Wwant to use their land tio the fullest extert, and that dthers may
want to enter restricted land at scme point. EPR :onclu&es:

"As time passes, there is a likelihoosd that even the best laid

corntrols will be breached. "

We are corncerned about the possibility that Fraxair willileave and
that no orne will want to bBuy a contamirmated aite; alsc that the
state of New York will have tc take cver and pay for any further
remediation.

We believe that the federal goverrment is responsible. The prablem
begarn with the secret program to build the bomb, but that was aver
fifty years ago. UWe would like to think that the Army, gs an arm
af the federal goverrment, will do their duty to remove the
material as much as possible and protect the citizens of, the
future. However, we realize it is the will =f Corngress that is
necessary to comne up with funding, bath for cleanup and for
regulatory oversite such as should be handled by the NRC.
The pecple are entitled to protectiorn of their envirorment ard of
human health ard safety. We do rct believe the cleanup plans for
Tarawarnda achieve that goal.
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STATE OF NEW YORK

) OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
ELioTapITIER PETER LI NER
Agamey Cenera:

Ervironmental Prateeticn Buresy

EX_TPLEFAX AND CVERNIGHT MATT
June 11, 1999

Majer Kally 1. Zastman

Acting Commande:

United States Army Engineering Dzstrict
1776 Niagara Street

Buffalo, New York 14207-319S

Re: Propesad Plan, Linde Site, Tonawanda, New York (March,
1953)

Dear Major Eastpan:

Kindly accspt the follewing comments con behalf of the State
of New York with respect to the March 1999 Remedial 2lan for the
Linde radicactive waste site lccatad in Tonawanda, New York
proposed by the United States Arzy Corps of Engineers (“USACE").
These comments are submitted on behalf of tha State 2f New York
and will supplement the April 30, 18399 ccmments subnitted by the
New York State Department Envircnmantal Conservatior ("DEC”). Wa
understand that. the public ccmment paeried for the Linde Plan has
been extended until today, June 11, 19899,

The Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act of 1899
(‘1999 act") gave the USACE funding te clean up radicactively
contaminataed sites operated by the United States “sudject to the
administrative, procsdural, and resqulatoery provisions' of the
Comprehensive Invironmental Response, Compensation and Liakhility
Act, ("CERCIA™), 32 U.S.C. § 5601 et seg. and the Nazional 0il
and HBazardous 3ubstances Pollution Centingency Plan, (“NCP"), 40
C.F.R. Part 30). According to the USACE's represenzations to the
State, we understand that the remedilal actlons underztaken at the
Linde site axe being done pursuant to CERCLA and the undarly:.nq
requlations set forth in the NCP. The USACE is bound to comply
with the express provisions of baoth.

i

Even in the absence of the 15359 Act, the provizions of
CERCLA and the NCP apply to sites like the Linde sitze which were

Tha Caciol. Albany, NY 17224 @& (518) 473-3096 ® fax (3i8) 473-2153~
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owned and/or cparated, under contract or otherwvis Ini
States at the time that radicactive and other haz;éizisthe e
substances ware released to the environment. Sgg 42 U.3.C.
9607(a}. The United States falls within the class of persons
responsibla and otherwise liakle under CERCLA for the remediaticn
of such releasas of radicactive or hazardous substances at sites
in New York such as Linde. CERCLA contains an express waiver of

sovereign lmmunity as applied to the United States, Sea 42
U.S.C. § 9620(a)(1).

This letter will set forth the deficiencies in the Linde
Plan and recormend significant revisions to the remedizl action.
proposed by the USACE under CIRCIA,

FRILURE 70 CONBIDER OR ATTAIN STATE AND FEDERAL ARARS

Of primary céncern to the State is the adbsence of any

referenca in the Linde Plan to the applicable or relsvznt and

appropriate reguirements (“ARARs") of New York State law as
required by CERCLA Section 121, 42 U.$.C. § 9621. 32oth CERCLA
and the NCP regquire USACE %o censider and apply both State and
federal ARARs in propesing to undsrtake remedial actien at the
Linde sita. New York's ARARs have been identified =o the United
States repeatedly sinca CERCLA's enactment.

CERCIA Sectizn 121(d) (2) (A) states in part thaz “ ... the
remedial action selected ... shall regquire, at the complation of
the remedial acticn, a level or standard of centrol for such
hazardous substance or pollutant or contaminant which at least
attains such [State or federal] legally applicable sr relevant
and apprepriate standard, reguirement, criteria or limitation.”
42 U.5.C. § 962128} (2).

The Lindas 2®lan states without sufficient explanation that 40
C.F.R. -Part 132 is not "applicable” but is “relevant and |
appropriate” to the remedial actien at the Linde site (Linde
Plan, p. 9). Tarcle 1 of 40 C.F.R. § 192.04 contains maximund
concentration limits for radio nuclides in groundwvater and
appears to be aprlicable to the remedial action propesed  ln the
Linde Plan. Table 1 identifies a maximum concsntration limit of
30 pei/l for zomkined uranium 234 and uranium 238. Tha very
limited groundwater data for the site indicates the prasence of
70 pci/l of uranium, an chkvious exceedance of the MCLs cpntained
in 40 C.FP.R.§ 197.04, Tabla 1. The Plan fails teo Identify the
vislation of thisz federzal groundwater ARAR, and does nst proposa
a waiver of same. Neverthele=ss, the Plan deoes not prepase any
remedial measures for the centaminated groundwatar ben=ath the
site although tha Plan recognizas that this contaminaticn
occurred as a result of the dispesal of 55 million gallons cf
radicactivaly centaninatad waste in on-gite injection wells.
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The Nuclaar Regulatory Cemmission's ("NRC's") ragulations
governing the handling and disposal of radicactive wvaste (gee 10
C.F.R. Part 20} are a faderal ARAR that the USACE has not
considered in tha Linde Plan., The USACE's experience with
handling radiocactive waste materials is relatively >1imited and,
in the absence <f NRC oversight, the PFlan should at least
censider the NRC's regulatory framework for handlirg and disposal
of radiocactive waste materials., :

Other applicable ARARS ars found in State regulatizas
governing radicactive contamlhation in groundwater. & NYCRR Part
703.5 sets forth the State groundwater standards which must be

achieved by the remedlal actien., Thssa premulgated groundwater

' standards sgat forth maximum cencantration limits of 2 picocuries

per liter (“pCi/l’) for radium=~226, and 5 pCis/l for radium—-226

and radium~22f combined. This applicable standard was nct
identiried ner considered in the Linde Plan so thare cannot be a
showing that it can be attained. The limited grcurdwater data on

'the site of only “sslected” contaminants alse prevents a showing

B

1

that thers will be cverall ceompllance with the Stata's
groundwater standards.

The Lincge Plan fails to identify several other significant
State regulations which are applicable or relevant z2nd
appropriata to the remedial acticn at the site. Tie Sctate
regqulaticens for preventing and controlling environcental
pollution by radicactive materials in 6 NYCRR Part 3180 also must
be attained. These regulations govern disposal of rad.ocactive

‘materials and radiation dose limits for members of the public due

to the release of radicactive material to the envizzrment. Thasa
promulgated Sitate standards sheould have been identified and
considered by the USACE as part cf the Linde Plan.

The Linde ®lan alzec fails to identify tha Staza procedural
and substantive reguirements for conducting remecdial actions at
sites in New York. Sae 6 NYCRR Part 373, These rsgulations
define the prucess and criteria for making repedial decisions.
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA") has a
similar guidanca document but it tee 1s not menticred in: the
Plan. :

In addition to the foragoing regquirements, there are federal
and Stats criteria and guidance documents that fall within the
catagory of items “to be considered" ("TBC') by the TSACZ in
datermining the appropriate remedifal action te be undertaken at
the Linde sit=. These TBC's ara tToo nunerous to <etalil hare but
inelude: EPA Oiractive 9200.4-18, "Establishment of Cla2anup
lLevels for CERCLA Sites With Radloactive Contaminacier;"’ EPA
Directive 9%200.4-25, “Soil Cleanup Criteria in 40 C.F.R. Part 182
as Remediation Geals for CERCLA Sites;” Department af Inergy
(“DOE") Draft Regulations Governing Raemadial Actions Undertaken
A= FUSRAP Sitas {10 C.F.R. Part 834): DOE Executivs Order 5400.5;
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NRC Branch Technical Position on Disposal of Uranium Wastes, 46
Federal Register 205, pp. 52081-63 (1981l); DEC's Tachnical and
Administrative Guidance Memoranda. (“TAGM’}) 4003, "“Remediatien of
Soils Containing Radicactive Materials”: and TAGM 4030,
“Selection of Remedial Actiona at Hazardous Waste Sites.”

CERCLA Section 121(f) requires that the State de given the
opportunity to coneur in the remady proposed toc be zelected at
facilities operatad by the United States if such remedy fails to
attain a legally applicable or relevant and appropriate standarad,
criteria or requirement.’ 1In its April 36, 1599 le*tar, DEC has
advised the USACZ that the State does not concur in the remedy
for the Linde site that is propesed in the Plan. The remedy
proposed in the Plan fails te attain State and federal ARARs
since, among cther things, there is no consideration of these
ARARs (cther than 40 C.F.R. § 192), and there is no remedy for
groundwater proposed. The Plan must consider and propose to
attain Stata and federal ARARS.

GROUNDWRIER REMEDIATION

The Marcn 1399 plan fails to propesa any remedy for ground
water despite the fact 55 million gallons of radiocactively
contaminated efiluvent was injacted into wells keneath the site.
The Linde Pl:n bases the USACE decision not to remesdiate
groundwatar bensath the site on “one validated ground water
sanple collectad 2uring the remedial invastigation in 19%2"
(Linde Plan, p. 3j. This is simply not a sufficient basis te
support the USACI's declsion not to ramediate groundwater.
Mcraover, Takhles Z and 4 in the "Synepsis of Historical
Information on Linde Effluent Injection Wells" contain only
“Selected Radio nuclides” and "Select Groundwater Samples” and
appear net to coentain the complete universe cof groundwater data
tor the site.

In short, additicnal data gathered cver a more extended
period of tine and covering a mora extensive, rathsr than
‘selectaed,” group of analytes i1s necessary to deternine the
extent of contamination caused by the injaction prccesses. Such
data is necessary in order to aupport USACE's decision that
groundwater need not be remediated.

As set feortt above, CERCLA 121(d) (2) requiras that:the
remedial acticn oroposed “shall rsquire ... a level or standard
of control ... which at least attains such legally applicable or
ralevant and apprcpriate standard, reguirement, criteria or
limitation.” Thus, any radicactive centamination left in
groundwater Jsenezth the sita must attain the State groundwater
standards in § NYCRR § 703.4. The Linds Plan doas not hention
nor proposa o maet this State ARAR.

oo
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CERCLA Section 121(b) (1) sats forth a preference for
remedial acticns calling for permanent and significant reduction
in the volume, toxicity, and mobility of hazardous substances or
contaminants. Secticon 121(b) (1) regulres that the TSACE

... 8hall select a remedial actien that is

prgtec ive of human health and the env1ro.ment
that is cost effective, and that utilizaes
permanent solutions and alternative treatzent
technologles Qr rescurca racovery technolcgies to
the maximum extent practicable. 2If the President
for the USACE] selacta a remedial acticn not
appropriate fo* a preference under this
suhsiection, the Presidant (ar the USACE] shall
publish an explanation as to why a remedial action
involving such reduction was not selacted '

42 G.5.C. 9621 (b} (1}, Tha Linde Plan fails to propcse a .
perzanent and therefore praferred groundwater remedy. Indeed, no
groundwater remedy is proposed at all and no meaningful
explanation is provided for this decision in the P__“.

CLEANUP GBIECTIVE OF £0% pCi/g FOR SOILS

The Linde Plan propesaes a clean up ceal of 80C nCisg
("pCi/g") feor residual uranjum contamination that will remain at
the site. Th.s 15 a significant departure from the previous
clean up goal of 52 pCi/g proposed by the DOE in the November
1992 “Propesed Plan for the Tonawanda Site” and coniirmed as the
clean up geal by 2CE in a November 23, 12%3 letter o DEC's Dr.
Paul Merges. The USACE has faile8 ko explain eor justify this
significant departure from DOE's previcus propo=zal.

EYALUATT( ‘ :

The Plan alsgo fails to icentify the remedial neasures that
have been or #1111 be undertakmsn purauant to englne =ing
evaluatien/cost analvses (“EE/CA") previcusly issues by DOE.

These EE/CA~drivan remedial measures do not appear zo constitutae
emergency remova. actlaons authorized by CERCLA, 42 7.5.C; § 9604.
Under the guise of DOE's EE/CAs, the USACE has undextaken
remedial actinmns at the lLinde site prior te the forzal igsuance
of a proposad plzn or a Recerd cf Dacisien in vieolazien ef the
NCP.

It is unclear whether the EE/CA remedial meastras by the
USACE have be=n undertaken in compliance with State and federal
ARARs and witin other raegqulatory requirements get fszth in the
CERCIA and “he NC2, These EE/CA remadial measuras lave segmented
the required comrrehensive apprcach to the cleanup cf the site
and ware underetakan witheout being subjaectad to the qq;isita
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written analysis and decision-making protocel that is an integral
part of PEC and, indeed, EPA's remedial action precesses:

The Linde Plan fails to disclose the EE/CA remedial?acticns
already undertaken, and fails to identify the impact such
measures may have had on the long-term ramedial goals for the
site.

IMPROPZR DISPQSAL OF RADIQACTIVE WASTE

Significantly, the USACE's EE/CA remedial measuras have
resulted in the improper dispeosal of radiocactiva waste material
at an unlicensed facility. Specifically, radioactive waste from
the Linde site containing greater than .05% by welcht (or greater
than 339 pCi/g) of teotal uranium was disposed at the Buttonwillow
facility near Bakersfield, california which is not iizansed by
the NRC or the State of California to take such waste. The waste
generated at the Linde site ccnstitutes "byproduct zatarial” as
that term is &efined in Secticn 11(e) (2} of the Atcnic Energy
Act, 42 U.S.C. § 2014(e)(2). This material therefare was not
exempt from the NRC's licensing reguirenents and shculd have been
disposed of at an NRC-licensed facility. The Buttenwiilew
facility 1s meraly a RCRA Part C facility that is rct designad
ner pexmitted te deal with byproduct matarial. Morscvar, neither
USACE ner its contractor, Radian International, which nandled the
radicactive waste, held an NRC license. The State 3f Zalifornia
has expressed disapproval of the USACE's improper dispcsal of
Linde waste at a RCRA facility.

Radicactive waste generated from remsdial activities at
FUSRAF zites historically has bean disposed in facilities
licensed by the NRC or by agreement states, (such as Envirccare
in the State of Utah), or at NDOE-cperatad sites. Federal law
mandatas digpesal of bypreduct material at a licensad facility.
Sce Atomic Energy Act, 42 U.S.C. § 2112 and 2114 (pzohibiting
trapsfar or receipt of byproduct material at an unlizenséd
facility). The NRC has leng had a policy requiring disposal of
bypreduct material only at licensed facilities. This policy is
based on the goal of protecting pubklic health and the
anvironment. The USACE's dispesal of byproduct matarial. frem the
Linde site is a violaticn-of the AEA and is contrary ts long-
established NRC pelicy. S&& ORNL January 1594, "Health Physics
Positions Data Base 190." ¢ .

REOUISITE STATZ AND FEDERAL PERMITS

As you are aware, CERCLA Section 121(e)(l), 42 J7.5.C. §
9621(e) (1), contains an exemptlion for on-site remedial activities
from the rTeguirement to obtain State and federal pe-mits. This
exemption is expressly contingent upon compliance with CERCLA 1in
salecting and carrying out remadial actions. The USACE'Ss
disposal of radicactive wasta at a facility that iz net licensed
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by the NRC t¢ accept such wasta constitutes a violation oﬁ CERCLA
Saction 121(d) (3) which provides:

In tlie case of any removal or remedial action
invelving the transfer of any hazardous substance
or pollutant . or contaminant offsite, such :
hazandous substance or pollutant or cnntaminant;

shall - -
gperating in compliance with ... the Solid Haste
Disposal Act (eor, j~ e i

with the Texic Substancas Contrel Act or piher !
appl..cabie Faderal law) and all apnlicable State
regu. ramants,

Sega CERCLA, 42 U.S.,C. § 9621(&) (3), (ampnasws addad). Tha
‘applicable federal law" referrad to in CERCLA Section 1217(4) (3)
is the Atomic Energy Act (“AEA") which governs the dispcsal of
byproduct material and cther radicactive wasta. The AEA Section
81, 42 U.S.C. § 2111, prohibits the transfer or receipt in
interstate comnerce of any byproduct material unless licansed by
the NRC or otherwise authorized under AEA Sections 82 and 84, 42
U.83.C. § 2112 and § 2114. The USACE and its contraciars held no
such license o authorization from the NRC. :

In light of the USACE's viclation of CERCIA in the dispesal
of radicactive wagte £rom the Linde sitam, and its failure to
recognize the applicable or relevant and appropriate Stata ARARS,
the State believes that the exempticn frocm federal and State
permitting requirements provided in CERCIA Section 121(1)! simply
does not apply to the USACE's activities.

COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

The Plan has falled to discuss community acceptance ¢f the
proposad remed.al acticn. In fact, there is significant :
oppesition to the remedy propoesad. At public meetings on May 27
and June 3, 1999, unlecn officials, citizens' groups, and other
public interest organizations and individuals formally sxpressed
opposition to the Plan and questioned the degree af c*ean up
proposed.

The NCP recuires consideration of the community's ac¢entance
of a proposaed remedial actien. The community's oppesition to the
inde Plan calls for the USACE tec revisit the remedy proposad,
partlcularly with respect to the amocunt of contamination that
will remain in scils and the aksence of any propesal to remediate
groundwater. !
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TIMING QF REMEDIATION

This site has been Xknown te the United States for pany years
yet nc ccmprehenszive clesan up has been undertaken to date othar
than limited work pursuant t¢ DOE's EE/CAs. It is imperative
that remedial efforts be undertaken forthwith but in a manner
that is consistent with both State and federal law., We reques:
that the propesed Plan for the Linda Site be revised within so
days consistert with the Stata's comments, including the
consideration of all Stats and federal ARARS. We further request
that the USACE target the issuance of a record of decision
{*ROD") for tha Linde site no later than sixty (60) days from the
issuance of the revised Plan, assuming that the State concurs in
the Plan., Undcer this time frame, remedial activities approved by
the State may commence hefore the close of 1995.

The State is aware that remediation of the Linds snte has
invelved a complex and attenuated process dating from the early
1980s. It appears that some progress has been made by the USACE
in the last eighteen (18) months. The State does net wlsh to
foster further delays to the remedial activities proceeding as
socn as pessikile. Neverthelesss, remedial activities must ke
undertaken ccnsistent with State and federal law and the |«&lesanup
must be protective of puklic health and the environment. ' We
trust that the USACE will work clesely with DEC in the ruture to
assure that both of the feregoing objectives are met.

A representative of the USACE has advised that thersz may be
a complete cegsation of remedial efforts at the Linde site if tha
State voices its ¢oncerns regarding the manner in whick the USACE
has been proceading. We trust that this is not reprasentativa of
the USACE's pasition and that tha Plan will be revised consistent
with the State's comments so that a ROD can ke issued rforthwith
and the clean up can procead as scon as possible. '

Very truly yours,

1l

- ,,,~——“'“"::2£igtch<_/tfxr ”ﬁmjfiiifﬁifi:_,f~

,me/
_MAUREEN F. LIARY .~
Assistant Attorney General
(518) 474-7154
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

Division of Solid & Hazardous Materials
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233-7250
518-457-6934 FAX 518-457-0629

John P. Cahiit

AUG 2 3 1999 Commuissiorer

Mr. George B. Brooks

Deputy District Engineer for Project Management
U.S. Army Engineering District, Buffalo District
1776 Niagara Street

Buffalo, NY 14207-3199

Dear Mr. Brooks:

Re:  Record of Decision and Appendix A Responsiveness Summary for
the Linde site, Tonawanda, New York (August 12, 1999)

This responds to the July 22, 1999 and August 12, 1999 letters from Mr. Raymond Pilon. of
vour staff, to Dr. Paul J. Merges, of this Department, requesting a position statement on the
United States Army Corps of Engineers’' (US A.CE) Review Draft of the Record ot Decision (ROD)
and Appendix A Responsiveness Summary for the Linde site, Tonawanda, New York.

[t is our goal to work with the USACE throughout the remediation of the Linde site to
achieve a successful cleanup. However, at this time our position is that, pirsuant to CERCLA and
the New York State Environmental Conservation Law, we cannot concur with the draft ROD as
written. We believe the Techrical Memorandum and Proposed Plan need to be revised because of
the recently identified applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement (ARAR), 10 CFR 40.
Appendix A, Criterion 6(6). Other primary issues that prevent our concurrence are: (1) the
proposed uranium cleanup criterion of 600 picocuries per gram (pCi/g) for total uranium; (2) the
unsupported use of averaging over a 2000 m* by three-meter-thick area to meet the stated goal that
the remaining soils will not exceed an average of 60 pCi/g of total uranium; (3) the inconsistency of
the proposed 600 pCi/g cleanup level with that of other USACE cleanup levels at FUSRAP sites in
New York State; and (4) the assumption that the long-term use of the property will be industrial or
commercial. These and other issues are described briefly in this letter, and in detail in the enclosed

comments.
Newly Identified ARAR

Title 10 CFR 40, Appendix A, Criterion 6(6) as an ARAR includes the "as low as is
reasonably achievable" (ALARA) concept. This new ARAR puts the 600 pCi/g cleanup criteria as
developed by the USACE at odds with the cleanup criteria developed with ALARA considerations
by the United States Department of Energy (DOE) in 1993. The draft ROD states that the
decontamination criterion for the Linde site will include removing all soil containing a concentration
of total uranium greater than 600 pCi/g, and is only meeting the DOE's criteria of 60 pCi/g by
averaging over an unacceptable large area and depth.
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Decontamination Criterion

In addition, this proposed decontamination criterion is inconsistent with the New York State
regulations that apply to uranium. Under New York State laws and regulations. uranium in any
chemical form or compound in concentrations greater than 0.05 percent by weight is subject to
radioactive materials regulations. The 0.05 wt percent translates to approximately 12.5 Bq/g (339
pCi/g) for natural uranium (including U-238, 235, and 234, and omitting consideration of decay
products). As such, we cannot support the value proposed by the USACE.

Average Concentration

In the draft ROD, the cleanup criterion for total uranium inciudes a requirement that the
concentration of uranium in the remediated soils wili not exceed 60 pCi/g when averaged over an
area of 2,000 square meters and to a depth of three meters. This cleanup guideline was not presented
in the proposed plan; therefore, the USACL should issue a revised proposed plan if it intends to
apply this guideline. As the draft ROD 1s currently written, it is not apparent why the concentration
of uranium should be averaged over 2,000 square meters by three meters deep. This area contrasts
with the 100 m* area specified in 10 CFR 40 as well as the six-inch depth as discussed in the United
States Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Draft Guidance on the Benchmark Dose Modeling For the
Radiological Criteria For License Termination of Uranium Recovery Facilities. According to the
1993 Remedial Investigation Report, the maximum depth of contamination is 1.2 meters, except for
one small portion of Area 4, where the maximum depth is nearly three meters. It is not this
Department’s practice, when calculating the average concentration of residual contaminants, to
include large volumes of uncontaminated soil.

Inconsistency with Other USACE Cleanup Levels at FUSRAP Sites in New York State

The USACE is currently remediating the Colonie FUSRAP site. At that site, the USACE has
agreed to remove U-238 contamination to a 35 pCi/g level, which could translate to a total uranium
cleanup level of 69 pCi/g. Thus, the USACE total uranium cleanup level of 600 pCi/g for the Linde
site is over eight times higher than the criterion applied in Colonie, New York. Indeed, the USACE
will require institutional control by the Federal Government for all Coic.... wastes in eastern New
York State, between 35 pCi/g and 100 pCi/g. Yet, the USACE proposes to remediate the Linde site
in western New York State to only 600 pCi/g total uranium. Why is the USACE proposing such
different cleanup levels in New York for sites with similar residential/industrial environs?

Industrial/Commercial vs. Residential Uses

The USACE's position is that for purposes of planning the remediation, the future use of the
Linde site should be assumed to be industrial or commercial. This Department's position is that
given the current zoning of the property and its proximity to residential neighborhoods, there exists
the possibility of residential future uses of this prop.:ty during the hundreds of years when the



Mr.George M. Brooks

residual radioactive material will be present. Therefore, the goal of any remedial effort should be.
from the start, to meet the requirements for residential use. This is particularly justified given the
assertion in the draft ROD that the remediated site will be suitable for residential use. If that 1s trulyv
the expected outcome, we believe it should be the stated goal.

For the above reasons, we urge the USACE to reconsider this draft ROD. I[fyou have any
questions or need further information, please contact me at (518) 457-6934.

Sincerely,

o Llo—8_

Stephen Hammond, P.E.

Director
Division of Solid & Hazardous Materials

Enclosure

cc: w/encl. - Lt Col. M. Feierstein, USACE
R. Pylon, USACE
D. White, NRC
S. Page, EPA
R. Aldrich, NYSDOL
K. Rimawi, NYSDOH
D. Conroy, Praxair, Inc.
P. Kranz, Erie County



New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Solid & Hazardous Materials
Bureau of Radiation & Hazardous Site Management

Comments on the
USACE Review Draft Record of Decision for the Linde Site, Tonawanda, New York
(August 12, 1999)

August 20. 1999

We believe the USACE should refrain from issuing a Record ot Decision (ROD) for the
Linde site until it complies with 40 CFR 300.430()(3)(ii)(B), which requires the USACE

to

Seek additional public comment on a revised proposed plan, when
the lead agency determines the change could not have been
reasonably anticipated by the public based on the information
available in the proposed plan or the supporting analysis and
information in the administrative record. The lead agency shall,
prior to adoption of the selected remedy in the ROD, issue a
revised proposed plan, which shall include a discussion of the
significant changes and the reasons for such changes, in
accordance with the public participation requirements described in
paragraph (f)(3)(i) of this section.

A revised proposed plan (and a revised technical memorandum supporting it) is called for
in this case because the USACE has identified a new applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirement (ARAR), 10 CFR 40, Appendix A, Criterion 6(6). This ARAR
contains several items which directly conflict with the draft ROD, specifically the
averaging over 100 m? (6 inches deep) and the application of the as low as reasonably
achievable (ALARA) principle.

The draft ROD refers to the new ARAR in 10 CFR 40, Appendix A, criterion 6(6). This
criterion requires the calculation of a benchmark radiation dose from radium, which must
then be used to set a decontamination criterion in terms of picocuries per gram of
uranium and thorium. It is a new requirement and not yet a common approach to
deriving cleanup criteria. The United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission has only
recently issued some guidance on applying this guidance, in the form of a draft standard
review plan, posted for public review on that agency’s website. [t is not by any means a
simple process, nor is there yet an agreed upon standard approach.
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The draft ROD acknowledges that following the requirements of 10 CFR 40.
Appendix A, criterion 6(6) may result in a decontamination criterion different from
the 600 pCi/g the USACE has chosen to use for total uranium at the Linde site. In
several places (including pages 13. 17, and 19) the draft ROD states.

USACE then used the information contained in [the USACE’s
March 1999 technical memorandum for the Linde site] to
determine whether the cleanup criterion for radium contained in 40
CFR 192 along with a total uranium cleanup guideline of 600
pCi/g maximum and 60 pCi/g average, when average . _ ver a soil
volume of 2,000 m? by 3 m thick, would be more or less stringent
than cleanup of 40 CFR 192 and the newly promulgated standards
(underlining added)

This implies that the USACE has gone through the process of developing a benchmark
dose for the Linde site and has derived from that a cleanup criterion for uranium and
thorium. The reader expects the sentence quoted above to be followed by the results of
the determination the USACE states it has made, for example, "The USACE found that
the total uranium criterion derived unuer 10 CFR 40 would be _ pCi/g, which is
less/greater than the 600 pCi/g presented in the proposed plan." This is essential
information. If the USACE’s application of 10 CFR 40 results in a urantum cleanup
criterion less than 600 pCi/g, the latter criterion should be dropped from the draft ROD,
and the rest of the ROD revised accordingly. For example, a lowe: uranium cleanup
criterion may result in higher costs for the remediation.

Developing a the benchmark dose and the uranium cleanup criterion involves making
some assumptions about the site, determining site-specific characteristics, deciding on the
parameters to be used in the dose assessment, performing pathway analyses and dose
assessments, and completing an ALARA analysis. This process should be documented,
with the details discussed and agreed upon by the landowner, the State, local
governments, and other interested parties. We recommend that the NRC also be
consulted, inasmuch as this will be one of the first applications of this new provision in

the NRC’s regulations.

As noted in the August 26, 1999, USACE Demolition Work Plan for Linde Building 30,
"the radiological component of the contamination at the site has been classified as 11(e)2
waste as defined by the Atomic Energy Act (AEC) of 1954, as amended." As such, the
radioactive wastes at the Linde site should be disposed of in a facility licensed to accept
11(e)2 material. In addition, the disposal facility should not have any constraints on its
permit relative to acceptance of radioactive wastes from the United States Department of
Energy, which originally took possession or the MED wastes at the Linde site.
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Section 5.2.1 should discuss the applicability of "DOE Guidelines for Residual
Radioactive Materials at FUSRAP and Remote SEMP Sites." Revision 2. March 1987

(CCN 046176).

Section 5.7.1 proposes a background level for U-238 of 3.1 pCi/g. This lavel is very
high. (See Eisenbud, "Natural Radioactivity," Table 7-6, which states the highest U-238

concentration was in [gneous rock at 1.3 pCi/g.)

Section 5.7.2 should be revised to note that the DOE identified FUSRAP material in the
Town of Tonawanda Landfill which was placed there as a result of dredging the
sediments in the Two Mile Creek downstream of the Linde site. The Department of
Energy added this landfill to the list of Linde associated vicinity properties in December
1992 (see letter W. Alexander Williams, DOE, to Cal Chaplin, Town Clerk Tonawanda).

Section 6.4 states that USACE believes the use of the 5/15/600/60(ave.) criteria "should
satisfy the standards in 10 CFR 40, Appendix A, Criterion 6(6). Yet that criterion

requires an ALARA analysis, averasing over 100 square meters, a benchmark dose, and
use of the "unity" rule. The ROD must explain how USACE will meet Criterion 6(6) in

light of the fact that

USACE proposed 600 pCi/g total uranium cannot be considered ALARA when
another federal agency (DOE) agreed to clean up the Linde site to 60 pCi/g.
ALARA should not be considered an agency dependent analytical tool, but the
application of good health physics practices.

No benchmark dose analyses was presented.

Criterion 6(6) requires an averaging over a maximum of 100 square meters.
Yet the USACE proposes averaging over 2000 square meters by 3 meters deep.

The ROD cleanup criteria has not proposed to use the "unity" rule.
The estimated cost on page iii should be consistent with that presented in Table 8-1
of $28,217,000 in 1999 dollars, not the $27,700.00 presented. Likewise, the estimated

cost in tne last sentence on page 37 should be consistent with that in Table 8-1.

The bottom paragraph on page 1 discusses a subsurface storage vault which may contain
radioactive wastes. What special precautions is USACE planning to take in order to
assess this potential unknown radiological hazard?
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10.

On page 25, Section 6.4, it is stated that the USACE Linde Site assessment "the most
likely future land use at Linde will be commercial/industrial.” While this land use may
well be the "most likely," the use ot the site for residential uses is not precluded as noted
in Section 1.2.3. Thus, the USACE should use a residential use scenario as the basis for
their dose modeling. Please see additional comments supplied in our enclosed responses
to the USACE's Review Draft for Appendix A - Responsiveness Summary.
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Solid & Hazardous Materials
Bureau of Radiation & Hazardous Site Management

Comments on the
USACE Review Draft for Appendix A - Responsiveness Summary
for the
Record of Decision for the Linde Site, Tonawanda, New York
(August 12, 1999)

August 20, 1999

The form ot our comments will be first, New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation’s (DEC) original comment in bold, followed by USACE's response, and then
DEC’s comments on the USACE’s response.

Cleanup Criteria

l.

This Department's Cleanup Guideline for Soils Contaminated with Radioactive
Materials, Division of Solid & Hazardous Materials Technical Administrative
Guidance Memorandum 4003 ("TAGM 4003'") should be in the category of "To Be
Considered' when setting cleanup criteria for sites in New York State. It is one of
the documents by which this Department judges the adequacy of proposed cleanup
criteria.

The USACE responded that,

It is USACE's position that the adequacy of the remedy selected and applied will
be measured by evaluating compliance with the ARAR's and the risk based
uranium cleanup criteria, not TAGM 4003. However, USACE understands what
NYSDEC must do to address the NYS administrative guidelines and believes that
implementation of the preferred remedy will result in a level of protectiveness at
the Linde Site is acceptable to the State.

DEC Comment on USACE Response
DEC will evaluate the effectiveness of the remediation based on TAGM-4003.

One principle of TAGM 4003 is that radiation doses are to be assessed under,
"reasonable scenarios for current and plausible future uses of the land." We agree
with the Corps that the reasonable scenario for current use of the Linde site is
industrial or commercial, but we cannot agree that industrial is the only plausible
use of the land in the future. As we stated in our March 10, 1999 letter to
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Mr. Raymond Pylon on the Draft Technical Memorandum Linde Site Radiological
Assessment, Tonawanda, New York, we do not agree with the proposed future use of
the Linde site as discussed in that document, or in the proposed plan. The fact that
the site has been industrial for the past 50 years does not assure that it will not be
put to residential use sometime in the future. Pursuant to the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), a
reasonable maximum exposure scenario should be assumed and cleanup goals set
accordingly to ensure protectiveness, using best professional judgement. We believe
that future uses of this property over the next 1,000 years could easily be of the
residential nature (DOE had conservatively assumed a resident subsistent farmer
scenario). Therefore, the USACE should model and discuss this scenario.
Otherwise, it is difficult to conclude that the proposed alternative will meet the long-
term effectiveness criterion of 40 CFR 300.430(e)(()(iii)(C).

The USACE responded that,

It is the USACE's position that the implementation of a remedial action in
compliance with 40 CFR 192 and 10 CFR Part 40, Appendix A, Criterion 6(6)
will allow for future unrestricted use, including residential, at the Linde Site. In
addition, USACE believes that when MYSDEC completes their assessment,
NYSDEC will come to the same conclusion.

DEC Comment on USACE Response

Our comment pertained to the selection of the likely future use of the site, not the
outcome of the remediation. We agree that the remediation may result in a site suitable
for residential use. However, we do not agree that the remediation plan should be based
on an assumption that the land will only be used for industrial or commercial purposes.
This assumption cannot be relied upon for the time span in which the residual
radionuclides will be present on the site. Such an approach is inconsistent with the
Department’s guidelines for cleanup of radioactive sites.

In the USACE's draft ROD for the Linde site document, section 1.2.3 states,

The Linde property is locat::d in a Performance Standards Zoning
District. The purpose of the Performance Standards District is to
encourage and allow the most appropriate use of the land available
now as well as approaching future commercial and industrial uses
unhampered by restrictive categorizing, thus extending the
desirability of flexible zoning, subject to change with changing
conditions. Restrictions in this district permit an institution for
human care or treatment or a dwelling unit only if the development
abuts a residential zoning district . . . Zoning in the Linde property
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vicinity includes a business district to the north. a low-density
residential area to the west. and th2 Performance Standard District
to the south and east . . . Because the west boundary of the site
abuts a residential zone, construction of an institution for human
care or treatment or a dwelling unit are not strictly prohibited under
the Performance Standard zoning category.

These statements support a conclusion that residential uses are possible for this land.
Examples of industrial property being put to residential use are increasingly common. In
fact, the day after the June 3, 1999 public hearing on the Linde site, on the front page of
the local section of the Buffalo News was an article about a developer turning the Trico
complex into apartments. Therefore, this Department concludes that residential uses of
the property are strongly possible and that the USACE should use a residential use
scenario as the basis for their dose modeling.

This Department questions why the USACE decided to perform another
radiological risk assessment at 2!, since the United States Department of Energy
(DOE) had already performed one, which established a uranium cleanup level of 60
picocuries per gram (pCi/g). That criterion met two important objectives, doses
calculated under the residential scenario (conservatively modeled as the resident
farmer scenario) and the application of the ALARA (As Low As Reasonably
Achievable) principle. All of the soil remedial efforts at the Linde site performed to
date have been undertaken to meet this cleanup criterion. The Corps has not
provided a justification for decontaminating the rest of the site to a less protective

standard.
The USACE responded that,

The cleanup criteria proposed by USACE was developed to provide for an
acceptable level of protection in accordance with CERCLA and was based on an
industrial exposure scenario, which is the most likely future land use. The
proposed criteria were the standards in 40 CFR 192 for radium, which includes
consideration of thorium, and 600 pCi/g total uranium. Based on modeling
results, remediation of the site to the 40 CFR 192 criteria and the cleanup level
of 600 pCi/g for total uranium should resuit in a residual total uranium
concentration of 60 pCi/g, or less, when averaged over a soil volume of 2,000
square meters by 3 meters thick. The expected residual total uranium
concentration in the soils is equal to or less than the earlier DOE recommended
guideline of 60 pCi/g for total uranium in residual soils that would allow for
release for residential use and no further radiological restrictions. After
consideration of these concerns and the modeling results, USACE has agreed to
commit to a post-remedial total uranium concentration in the soils of 60 pCi/g
when averaged over a soil volume of 2,000 square meters by three (3) meters
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thick. Based on this commitment. the cleanup criteria for the soils at the Linde
site will be (1) the removal of all soils exceeding the total uranium cleanup criteria
of 600 pCi/g; (2) the removal of soils exceeding the 40 CFR 192 standards for
radium, which includes consideration of thorium, when averaged over 100 square
meters; and (3) ensuring that the total uranium concentration remaining in the
soils after remediation to the first two standards is equal to or less than 60 pCi/g
when averaged over a soil volume of 2,000 square meters by 3 meters thick.

On June 11, 1999, subsequent to the release of the PP, an amendment to 10 CFR 40,
Appendix /A, Criterion 6(6) became effective. That regulation requires that remaining
byproduct material containing concentrations of radionuclides other than radium, such as
uranium in the soil, and surface activity on remaining structures, do not result in a total
effective dose equivalent exceeding the benchmark dose, which is the dose associated
with cleanup to the radium standards and must be as low as reasonably achievable. While
the regulation is not applicable, it is considered relevant and appropriate. USACE
believes that the application of the site specific concentration guidelines should effect
corpliance with that ARAR. Regardless, USACE will comply with 10 CFR 40.
Appendix A, Criterion 6(6).

DEC Comment on USACE Response

At this time, the only proposed plan on record is the one issued for public review in
March 1999, which set a decontamination criterion ten times the level previously
proposed by the USDOE for this site. As a result of public protest, the USACE changed
its cleanup criterion to add a goal of 60 pCi/g total uranium when averaged over a 2,000
square meter area, to a depth of three meters. USACE has never presented any
supporting documentation for this proposal or any modeling results for it, to the DEC.

The draft ROD should explain the derivation of this criterion. As the ROD is currently
written, it is not apparent why the concentration of uranium should be averaged

over 2,000 square meters. This area contrasts with the cleanup criterion for both
radium-226 in 10 CFR 192 and uranium in 10 CFR 40, which calls for averaging over
an area of only 100 square meters and a depth of six inches. According to the 1993
Remedial Investigation Report, the maximum depth of contamination is 1.2 meters,
except for one small portion of Area 4, where the maximum depth is nearly 3 meters.
[t is not this Department’s practice, when calculating the average concentration of
residual contaminants, to include large volumes of uncontaminated soil. This approach
to establishing a cleanup criteria is unfounded in radiological remediation projects that
we are aware of for the following reasons:

A volume three meters thick by 2,000 square meters will result in obtaining credit for
the clean soils, most of which can be expected to exist for most of a three-meter depth.
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It would of necessity, on a site such 1s Linde. result in recerving credit for many clean
areas since most remedial areas ot the Linde site do not entail a 2,000 square meter area.

New York State radiation control reg ..ations requires that exposures to radiation be kept
ALARA. The USACE cleanup criteria do not provide for any consideration of ALARA.

Even if a 6,000 cubic meter volume of soils met a 60 pCi/g level, areas where the total
uranium concentration exceeded 339 pCi/g would be subject to the need to be regulated

as source materials.

The proposed plan includes a cleanup criterion for total uranium (natural uranium)
of 600 pCi/g, which is about 286 pCi/g of U-238, 301 pCi/g of U-234, and 13 pCi/g
of U-235. Uranium and thorium in concentrations greater than 0.05% by weight
are subject to licensing under the federal Atomic Energy Act, 10 CFR 40, and
Agreement State laws and regulations. For U-238, a concentration of 0.05% by
weight is approximately equal to an activity concentration of 167 pCi/g. We cannot
agree to a cleanup criterion that could theoretically result in leaving on site
radioactive material that would require a radioactive materials license. Such a
cleanup criterion is not consistent with the goals of FUSRAP, nor is it acceptable to
this Department. While the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission is currently
declining to regulate the 11(e)2 by-product material on this site, to our knowledge, it
has not yet exempted any source material that the Corps may leave behind for the
landowner to possess.

This Department would like to point out to the USACE that a cleanup criterion is
not a below regulatory concern level. Licensed radioactive material is always
licensed material unless it is disposed of under the radioactive materials laws and
regulations. We are unaware of any USACE regulation authorizing licensed
radioactive material to be disposed of without consideration of its licensed status.
While the Linde wastes are not under a radioactive material license, the
"substantive requirements' provision of CERCLA would impose similar
constraints. For example, this Department might not approve soils contaminated
with hazardous components and containing radionuclides below a cleanup criterion
being disposed of at a RCRA-C disposal facility in New York State. This fact is
important to all parties involved in cleanups which result in higher than
background levels of residual radioactive materials remaining on site.

The USACE provided one response to these two comments,

All material present at the Linde site is considered pre-1978 byproduct material
that is not subject to NRC jurisdiction. It is, therefore, by definition, not source
material and, in accordance with a March 2, 1998 letter from the NRC specifically
addressing the Linde site, not subject [to] license requirements to remain at the
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site or be handled. In addition there are no NRC rules or regulations that would
preclude disposal of the materials in a RCRA disposal facility. However,
acceptance at such a facility would be subject to its operating permit and the
agreement of state agency that regulates the facility's permit compliance.

DEC Comment on USACE Response

With respect to the USACE response to our comment number 4, we recognize that the
NRC has determined that the uranium extraction wastes on the Linde property are not
subject to regulation under the federal Atomic Energy Act. However, this proposed
decontamination criterion is inconsistent with the New York State regulations that apply
to uranium. Under New York State laws and regulations, uranium in any chemical form
or compound in concentrations greater than 0.05 percent by weight (or 339 pCi/g of total
uranium) is subject to radioactive materials regulations. As such, we cannot support

the 600 pCi/g value proposed by the Corps.

With respect to the USACE response to our comment number 5, this Department does not
support a federal remediation plan that transfers to the property owner the obligation for
controlling the future use of the soils on this site. If the State considers this material
licensable, these soils would not be allowed to be removed trom the site nor moved about
the site without adequate controls. This would be unfair to the property owner.

The preferred alternative presented in the proposed plan includes meeting the
radium-226 standards in Subpart B of 40 CFR Part 192 (i.e., S pCi/g in the top 15
c¢m of soil and 15 pCrg in any 15-cm layer below the top 15 cm). However, the
proposed plan does not demonstrate that the 15 pCi/g criterion is appropriate.

On February 12, 1998, the US Environmental Protection Agency issued directive
No. 9200.4-25, Use of Soil Cleanup Criteria in 40 CFR Part 192 as Remediation Goals

Jor CERCLA sites. In that document, the EPA states,

If the contaminants at a site are the same (i.e., radium-226,
radium-228, and/or thorium) and the distribution of
contamination is similar to that existing at Title I sites as
described in 40 CFR Part 192 (i.e., little subsurface
contamination from 5 to 30 pCi/g), then the 15 pCi/g standaru
is a potentially relevant and appropriate requirement for the
site. ... If the radioactive contamination at the site is unlike
that at the uranium mill tailings sites regulated under 40 CFR
192, in that significant subsurface contamination exists at a
level between 5 pCi/g to 30 pCi/g, the use of the 15 pCi/g
standard is not generally appropriate.
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Before the Corps concludes that the 15 pCi/g criterion is appropriate at the Linde
site, it should revise the proposed plan to address the EPA directive and to
demonstrate that the conditions described in the directive are met at that site.

The USACE responded.

"The circumstances and history of the site have been carefully reviewed and it has been
determined that 40 CFR Part 192 and 10 CFR 40, Appendix A. Criterion 6(6) are relevant

and appropriate for the site."
DEC Comment on USACE Response

Our original comment suggested that the USACE review the directive issued by the
USEPA and include a discussion of it in a revised proposed plan. The iesponse from
USACE does not refer to the directive. We found the document to be pertinent and
informative and we encourage the USACE to review it.

Groundwater Impacts

7. In our March 10, 1999 letter to Mr. Pylon, we informed the USACE that we would
like additional time to review the information presented on the impacts of the deep
well injections. In the interim, our geologist has reviewed the data. At this time we
do not agree with the conclusion that "' ... groundwater at the Linde site does not
require remediation," as expressed in the last paragraph of section 2.1, Description
of the Impacted Property, on page 6. We recommend that a limited extension of the
monitoring within the contact zone aquifer be performed which would be designed
(1) to provide a reasonable definition on the extent of the zone of disposal and the
zone of contamination and (2) to characterize the nature of contamination within
these two zones. Despite the statements made in the reports that the levels of
contamination seen to date, and the levels of activity in the injected wastewater
itself, were consistently below regulatory standards, given the tremendous volume of
material injected we need to be vigilant to insure that there are not some areas that
contain unexpectedly high levels of activity.

The USACE responded that,

The original RI, FS and PP for the Linde (Tonawanda) site(s), proposed that no
action was warranted to address on-site groundwater. USACE further investigated
existing available information relating to the groundwater at the Linde site and
presented findings in a document entitled "Synopsis of Historical Information on
Linde Effluent Injection Wells" (USACE 1999b). The result of that assessment
was also a conclusion that no remediation of the groundwater is warranted. This
conclusion was re-stated in the 1999 Linde PP (USACE 1999d). However, based
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on the comments received during the comment period. USACE has decided to not
make a final decision regarding ¢roundwater in this ROD. USACE will further
assess the groundwater conditions at the site and address the need for any
remediation in a future ROD.

DEC Comment on USACE Response

The USACE has excluded from consideration in this ROD the groundwater
contamination issues and the remediation of Building 14 and MED contaminated soils
under this building. It has also given no time frame when these ROD(s) will be issued.
Segmentation of a project such as this is inappropriate pursuant to the CEQ regulations
implementing NEPA.

Institutional Control

8.

This Department would like to see documentation that the United States
Department of Energy (DOE) has concurred with the proposed cleanup level and
the use of institutional control for this site. Since the USACE turns over to the DOE
the responsibility for long-term monitoring two years after the completion of
brown fielded sites cleanup, we would like to make sure DOE agrees with this
approach and recognizes its future obligation. When exposure controls are used,
restrictions by USACE, and later DOE, should be employed to ensure that the
controls remain in place, that they remain protective, and that they are effective in
preventing exposure for as long as the radionuclides present at the site remain
hazardous. Since the Linde site radionuclides have very long half-lives, DOE's
acceptance of this role and potential liability should be obtained and documentation
of it provided to us.

In addition, the plan should state how institutional controls will be applied.
Specifically, will the USACE require Praxair, Inc. to place a deed notation or deed
restriction on their deed in order to assure institutional control? If so, USACE
should identify what law and regulation authorizes them to do so. The USACE
should state whether it is prepared to address issues regarding the taking of
property, which could result from requiring institutional control and thereby
reducing the value of the property and limiting the landowner's ability to use it.

The USACE provided one response to these two comments,

The two action alternatives presented in the PP for remediating the Linde site
(Alternatives 2 and 4) differed only in the way Building 14 (and soils remaining
under the building slabs and footings that contain contaminants exceeding the
cleanup guidelines) would be addressed during the remediation process. The
preferred alternative presented in the PP, Alternative 4, proposed that the building
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would remain on the site and that inctitutional controls would be implemented to
protect workers in the building, and future site users from inadvertent exposures
to residual contaminants remaining within and under the building. Alternative 2
included the demolition and disposal .1 the building and residual contaminated
soils currently remaining under the building. Comments received during the
public comment period. including the public meetings, indicated that the
community is concerned about leaving residual contamination on the site, even if
institutional controls would prevent exposure to the contaminants. USACE has
decided that additional assessment of the possible remedies for Building 14 (and
residual sotls under the building) is warranted. Therefore, the building and soils
under the building are being excluded from this ROD and will be addressed
separately, allowing for the initiatior of remedial actions to proceed on the
remainder of the site. A future ROD will be developed to address Building 14
and any residual contaminated soils under the building.

DEC Comment on USACE Response

DEC acknowledges this response.

Vicinity Properties

10.

Also, since the Town of Tonawanda landfill is a vicinity property to this site, it
should be added to the listing on page 4, the first paragraph of section 2, Site
Background, and some discussion to the fact that this site will be addressed under a

separate record of decision at a later date should be added.

The USACE responded that,

This ROD only addresses specific media and areas of the Linde site and its
immediately adjacent properties. Issues raised regarding health problems,
Building 14, the groundwater at the site or other properties off the current Praxair
property are not within the scope of this decision document. Those issues will be

addressed separately, if appropriate, at a future time.

DEC Comment on USACE Response

The Federal Government added the Town of Tonawanda landfill to the FUSRAP program
in 1992. We encourage the USACE to address that site as soon as possible.
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Independent Verification Contractor

11.

The use of independent verification contractors is a routine practice by other federal
radiological agencies, such as the Depar‘ment of Energy and the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. As such, New York State expects the USACE to do likewise at the
Linde site. It is very disappointing that a federal agency remediating radiological
contamination in New York State's environment is unwilling to subject its cleanup
efforts to peer review, as would occur if the USACE employed an independent
verification contractor. It is especially unfortunate when other federal radiological
agencies are willing to do so when they are involved in similar cleanups in this State.

The USACE responded that

All remediation efforts conducted at the Linde site will be monitored and verified by
government personnel in accordance with the USACE Quality Assurance Program. In
addition, NYSDEC will be conducting independent assessments of the remedial work.
USACE believes that with adherence to the Quality Assurance Program and the
independent assessment by the state, the use of an Independent Verification Contractor is

unnecessary.
DEC Comment on USACE Response

This Department acknowledges this response.

Application of Cleanup Criteria

12.

This document does not discuss what mechanism will be used to determine
compliance with the cleanup level. While the averaging over 100 m” areas is
discussed, more recently, at site cleanups the Multi-Agency Radiation Survey and
Site Investigation Manual (MARSSIM) techniques are being applied. The
document needs to address how a successful site cleanup will be determined.

The USACE responded that, "USACE will apply MARSSIM techniques.”

DEC Comment on USACE Response

MARSSIM is not being applied if the USACE intends to average residual uranium soil
contamination over a depth of three meters. MARSSIM only applies to surface (0 to 6
inches) contamination of soil. The USACE needs to better explain their methods,

especially in view of the application of 10 CFR 40.
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Generic Comments and Generic Responses
4.7 Comment Response ID-G - State and Community Acceptance

This section of the Responsiveness Summary should be re-titled "Community
Acceptance," as it does not describe the USACE’s contacts with the State, nor does it describe
the State’s position on the proposed plan. [f not retitled, the section should be rewritten to
accurately report that the State notified the USACE by letter dated April 30, 1999, that it could
not concur with the proposed plan as written, that the USACE provided no additional written
information to the State, and tha. state representatives were not among the speakers at the second

public meeting who spoke in favor of the revised criteria.
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

Division of Solid & Hazardous Materials
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233-7250
Phone: (518) 457-6934 Fax: {518) 457-0629
Website: www.dec.state.ny.us

John P. Cahill
Commissioner

NOV 0 8 1939

Mr. George B. Brooks

Deputy District Engineer for Project Management
U.S. Army Engineering District, Buffalo District
1776 Niagara Street

Buffalo, NY 14207-3199

Dear Mr. Brooks:

Re: Linde FUSRAP Site, September 1999 Draft Record of Decision

This letter responds to the most recent proposed Linde Record of Decision, which
was sent to this Department on September 16, 1999 by Raymond Pilon. His letter
transmitted a third draft of the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Linde FUSRAP site in
Tonawanda, New York. In his letter, the Corps asked that we review the revised draft
ROD and consider if there 1s cause for modification to the Department’s position, which
was presented in our August 23, 1999 letter to you. Mr. Pilon provided additional
information (a one-page fax) to John Mitchell of this Department on September 29, 1999.

Our August 23, 1999 letter listed several issues that prevented our concurrence
with the August 12, 1999 draft ROD. In particular, we could not concur with the
proposed averaging over 6,000 cubic meters in assessing the remediation, the future use
of the site as only industrial/commercial, and the 600 pCi/g decontamination criterion for

uranium.

The September 1999 draft ROD proposes to average residual radionuclide
concentrations over 100 square meters, in layers of 15 centimeters. This proposed
averaging would be acceptable to this Department and would resolve the averaging issue.

Our concerns regarding the future use of the land remain. The proposed ROD sets
a goal of meeting a benchmark dose of 8.8 mrem/y for surfaces, under a commercial/
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industrial worker scenario. We believe that the scenarios the Corps adopts for such a
dose should be consistent with those used by other federal radiological agencies (DOE,
NRC, and EPA). Applying their subsistence farmer scenario, including the drinking
water pathway, would result in a cleanup criterion of about 60 pCi/g, which we could
support. This Department will evaluate the completed remediation, based on a residential
scenario, to determine whether radiation doses will be below the 10 mrem/y level set in
our Cleanup Guideline for Soils Contaminated with Radioactive Materials, Division of
Solid & Hazardous Materials Technical Administrative Guidance Memorandum 4003
(“TAGM 4003"). If we find that the site does not meet our TAGM-4003, we will not be
able to agree that the site can be released for unrestricted use.

The September 1999 draft ROD proposes new uranium criteria based on the
recently adopted 10 CFR 40, Appendix A, Criterion 6(6). In the specific comments
enclosed in our August 23, 1999 letter, we stated that the process of developing those
criteria should be documented, with the details discussed and agreed upon by the
landowner, the State, local governments, and other interested parties. To date, this has
not occurred. We appreciate the explanations provided by telephone to our staff on
September 27, 1999, and the RESRAD input data your staff provided. However, our
concern was that the process of applying this regulation for the first time in the country
was being done without the public’s being informed or allowed to comment. Absent a
public review of the derivation of the uranium criteria, our comment stands.

The comments we presented in our August 23, 1999 letter regarding the 600 pCi/g
criterion for uranium also apply to the newly derived uranium criteria presented in the
September 1999 draft ROD, which are 554 pCi/g surface, and 774 pCi/g, subsurface. As
we have informed the Corps in recent meetings and conversations, these criteria are so
high as to be unacceptable. This Department has overseen a number of decontaminations
at radioactively contaminated sites in New York State. We have also worked closely with
several federal agencies in their cleanups of such sites. We have never seen proposed,
nor have we agreed to, decontamination criteria of such magnitude. Doing so, we
believe, would set a very dangerous precedent and would be in conflict with the mission

established for this Department in State Law.

In addition, we are unaware of any federal remediation which “free released” a site
at such high levels. We requested the Corps to provide us documentation where it has
been used, and the information from Mr. Pilon confirms that cleanup levels of this
magnitude have not been applied at any other site in the country. Indeed, the USEPA’s
September 23, 1999 letter to the Corps regarding the draft ROD lists several sites across
the country where significantly lower uranium decontamination criteria apply.
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This Department has an obligation to protect not only the environment, but also the
economic health of New York State. We are deeply concerned about the effect that an
incomplete cleanup could have on Praxair, an important employer in the Town of
Tonawanda, and on future uses of the property.

We understand you are confident that the residual levels of uranium at the site will
be far below the 554 pCi/g and 774 pCi/g criteria presented in the draft ROD. In light of
that expectation, we suggest that the Corps revisit its application of the ARAR found in
10 CFR 40.

As you know, that ARAR contains two parts: the benchmark dose derivation and
the application of ALARA. The benchmark dose calculation produced the 554 and
774 pCv/g criteria. The next step is to adjust those figures, based on consideration of
ALARA.

ALARA is defined in state and federal regulation as,

"ALARA" (as low as reasonably achievable) means making every
reasonable effort to maintain exposures to radiation as far below the dose
limits in this part as is practical consistent with the purpose for which the
licensed activity 1s undertaken, taking into account the state of technology,
the economics of improvements in relation to state of technology, the
economics of improvements in relation to benefits to the public health and
safety, and other societal and socioeconomic considerations, and in relation
to utilization of licensed radioactive materials in the public interest.

[6 NYCRR 380-2.1(a)(5)]

As stated in the NRC’s Draft Guidance on the Benchmark Dose Modeling for the
Radiological Criteria for License Termination of Uranium Recovery Facilities, “In
conjunction with the activity limit [derived from the radium benchmark dose], the
ALARA principle is considered in setting cleanup levels.”

According to the supplemental information provided to us by Mr. Pilon on
September 29, 1999, after the remediation of the Linde site, “the 95% upper confidence
level (UCL,,) concentration for the residual total uranium would be less than 60 pCi/g.”

If this is true, then decontaminating the site to 60 pCi/g is clearly achievable and, hence, it
1s ALARA. Therefore, we could only concur with a ROD that unequivocally stated that
the uranium decontamination criterion would be at least as low as 60 pCi/g.
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We support the Federal Government’s mission to remediate the Linde Site. This
support is based on the success of the Ashland 2 remediation and the August 1999 draft
work plans for the Linde site, which you have provided to our staff for review. As stated
in staff’s comments to the Corps, we concur with the intent of those draft work plans to
remove from the site all soils containing uranium at concentrations greater than
60 picocuries per gram. We encourage the Corps to move ahead with remediation of the

Linde site as proposed in the August 1999 work plans.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft ROD. We look forward to
working with the Corps to resolve the remaining issues.

Sincerely, ,
. ~/

Stephen Hammond, P.E.
Director
Division of Solid & Hazardous Materials

cc:  P. Giardina, USEPA
D. Conroy, Praxair
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RESPONSES AND CONSIDERATION OF NYSDEC LETTER OF 8/23/99

The following are the responses to the general issues raised in the cover letter. The title only is repeated to reference
back to the letter.

Newly Identified ARAR
The provisions of 10 CFR Part 40 Appendix A, Criterion 6(6) are the same as those found in 40 CFR Part
192 Subparts D and E, which in turn are the same as the requirements found in 40 CFR part 192 Subparts A
and B. However, 10 CFR Part 40 Appendix A, Criterion 6(6) contains an additional provision, added to it
by an amendment effective June 11, 1999. This amendment provides a methodology for addressing
radionuclides other than radium that may be present in the soil and on the surface of remaining structures.
This methodology is based on meeting a benchmark dose, the dose that would result from exposure to
radium alone after cleanup to the radium standards stated in 10 CFR 40, Appendix A, Criterion 6(6). The
new amendment to 10 CFR 40, Appendix A, Criterion 6(6) only provides a method of calculating the
cleanup level for a portion of the site contamination and results in a cleanup level that is not significantly
different from that included in the PP and does not change the expected future land use assumed and
discussed in the PP. As discussed in the revised Section 11 of the ROD, the NRC benchmark dose will
result in a soil cleanup level for all radioactive contaminants that is as protective as that applicable to
radium, which was included in the PP. A discussion of the sum-of-the-ratios method for ensuring the
overall level of protection will be obtained is provided in response to comment #2, below. Based on the
evaluations provided in Section 11 of the ROD, there were no significant changes justifying a new public
comment period.

Decontamination Criteria
The definition of source material in 6 NYCRR § 383-2.1 is as stated: “(46) Source material means: (i)
uranium or thorium, or any combination thereof, in any physical or chemical form; or (ii) ores which
contain by weight one-twentieth of one percent (0.05 percent) or more of (a) uranium; (b) thorium; or (c)
any combination thereof.". This definition follows the definition of source material included in the AEA.
The AEA specifies that there are two different source materials. One is the ores which contain 0.05% by
weight uranium or thorium or a combination thereof. The other is that designated by the NRC pursuant to
the provisions of 42 USC Section 2901. USACE is not aware of any such designations by NRC that would
make the residual materials at Linde source material. The remediation at Linde does not involve uranium
ores, only residual radioactive materials as defined in 40 CFR 192, § 192.01(a)(1) and (2), which state that
residual radioactive material is “(1) Waste ... in the form of tailings resulting from the processing of ores
for the extraction of uranium...; and (2) Other wastes ... at a processing site which relate to such
processing, ...” or byproduct material as defined in 42 USC § 2014(e)(2) and 10 CFR Part 40.1. 6 NYCRR
§ 383 further states that the regulations of Part 383 do not apply to “disposal of the tailings or wastes
produced by the extraction or concentration of uranium ... from any ore processed primarily for its source
material content...” (6 NYCRR § 383-1.1(b)(3)).

Average Concentration
The goal of the site cleanup is to meet the standards of the ARARSs, not the previously proposed site
specific uranium criteria. The averaging method to be used to demonstrate compliance with the ARARs
will be averaging to 100m” over a 15 cm thickness in accordance with the ARARs. Remediation to that
standard will result in a residual concentration of uranium that is lower than was originally presented in the
PP.
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Inconsistency with Other USACE Cleanup Levels at FUSRAP Sites in New York State
As NYSDEC is aware, cleanup levels are dependent on a number of factors such as the radiological and
non-radiological contaminants of concern (COCs) present, the site characteristics, likely exposure
scenarios, and relevant risk and health based standards. The COCs at the Colonie Site (e.g., uranium, Th-
232, lead, TCE, etc.) are very different than those at the Linde Site (e.g., uranium, Th-230, Ra-226). The
ARARs are also different as well as the site characteristics. Comparing specific cleanup levels for specific
radionuclides at various sites could be misleading. Instead, the cleanup levels at a particular site should be
based on the COCs at the site, the site characteristics, the appropriate ARARs, and likely land uses.

Industrial/Commercial vs. Residential Uses
USACE believes that the most likely land use is commercial/industrial. USACE has, however, also
evaluated the residential scenario for general reference. USACE estimated the benchmark dose and
associated uranium concentration limit for surface and subsurface cleanups conservatively considering the
critical group to be a resident gardener eating 5% of his produce from a garden on the site. The results of
that assessment are presented in our response to comment #10.

The following are responses to the detailed comments attached to the subject letter regarding the ROD. These also
address their continued concerns expressed in comments on the Responsiveness Summary, where appropriate.

Response to Comment #1: The provisions of 10 CFR Part 40 Appendix A, Criterion 6(6) are the same as those
found in 40 CFR Part 192 Subparts D and E, which in turn are the same as the requirements found in 40 CFR part
192 Subparts A and B. However, 10 CFR Part 40 Appendix A, Criterion 6(6) contains an additional provision,
added to it by an amendment effective June 11, 1999. This amendment provides a methodology for addressing
radionuclides other than radium that may be present in the soil and on the surface of remaining structures. This
methodology is based on meeting a benchmark dose, the dose that would result from exposure to radium alone after
cleanup to the radium standards stated in 10 CFR 40, Appendix A, Criterion 6(6). The new amendment to 10 CFR
40, Appendix A, Criterion 6(6) only provides a method of calculating the cleanup level for a portion of the site
contamination and results in a cleanup level that is not significantly different from that included in the PP and does
not change the expected future land use assumed and discussed in the PP. As discussed in the revised Section 11 of
the ROD, the NRC benchmark dose will result in a soil cleanup level for all radioactive contaminants that is as
protective as that applicable to radium, which was included in the PP. A discussion of the sum-of-the-ratios method
for ensuring the overall level of protection will be obtained is provided in response to comment #2, below. Based on
the evaluations provided in Section 11 of the ROD, there were no significant changes justifying a new public
comment period.

Response to Comment #2: New regulations amending 10 CFR 40, Appendix A, Criterion 6(6) were promulgated
and became effective on June 11, 1999. This new amendment addresses areas contaminated with radionuclides
other than radium, while the radium criteria remains to the 5 pCi/g and 15 pCi/g radium above background standards
included in the first paragraph of Criterion 6(6) as well as 40 CFR 192, Subpart B. 10 CFR 40, Appendix A,
Criterion 6(6) defines the benchmark dose as the total effective dose equivalent (TEDE) to the average member of
the critical group when exposed to radium at the 5 pCi/g (surface) or 15 pCi/g (subsurface) concentrations. Each
radionuclide contaminant, including radium, is limited to the concentration that would individually produce the
benchmark dose. Criterion 6(6) also states if more than one residual radionuclide is present in the same 100-square-
meter area, the sum of the ratios for each radionuclide of concentration present to the concentration limit will not
exceed “1” (unity).

USACE evaluated the new standard, the draft NRC guidance included in the Federal Register (Vol. 64, NO. 69,
dated April 12, 1999, pp. 17690-17695), and the Linde Radiological Assessment (USACE 1999a), which has been
provided to NYSDEC for review and includes all of the site assumptions used for RESRAD modeling. Based on the
current understanding by USACE of the new standard and associated guidance, USACE was able to use the data and
information contained in the Linde Radiological Assessment (USACE 1999a) to establish the benchmark doses and
associated radionuclide concentration limits for surface cleanups as well as subsurface cleanups. The results in the
Linde Radiological Assessment were based on RESRAD runs modeling the conditions at the Linde site. The
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document also included what the allowable concentrations would be for various radionuclides to meet dose
objectives both with and without cover materials for the most likely scenario at the site, the industrial/commercial
scenario. These results are contained in Table 3-3 of the Linde Radiological Assessment. Using those results,
USACE was able to derive the benchmark dose for surface cleanup by dividing the 10 mrem/y (no cover) by the 5.7
pCi/g of Ra-226 associated with that dose and then multiplying the result by 5 pCi/g of Ra-226, which results in a
benchmark dose of 8.8 mrem/y for surface cleanups. Table 3-3 data was then used to derive the allowable
concentrations for total uranium, Th-230 and Th-232. The same methodology was used in deriving the same
information for subsurface cleanups. The data used were the results in Table 3-3 based on a cover depth of 6 inches.
The resulting benchmark dose for subsurface cleanups was calculated to be 4.1 mrem/y. The following tabulates the
results of the assessment and what the radionuclide limits are for surface and subsurface cleanups:

Allowable Residual Concentration Limit for
Indicated Benchmark Dose (Commercial/lndustrial Use)
(pCilg)
Radionuclide Surface: 8.8 mrem/yr Subsurface: 4.1 mrem/yr
Ra-226 5.0 15
Th-230 14 44
U-total 554 774

During remediation, the actual radionuclide concentrations within a 100 square meter area will be divided by their
corresponding concentration limit from the table above. These ratios are then added and must be equal to or less
than “1” (unity). If the sum of these ratios exceeds unity, additional soil removal is necessary.

The allowable residual radionuclide concentrations on structure surfaces would be computed for specific structures
and the associated exposure scenarios and would be based on meeting the benchmark dose of 8.8 mrem/y for surface
cleanups.

Response to Comment #3:

(1) 11(e)(2) byproduct material that is regulated by the NRC or held under a license by the NRC must be
disposed in a facility that is licensed by the NRC, per NRC rules. NRC has expressly declined to
assert jurisdiction over the radioactive materials at Linde because it was created prior to 1978 when
Congress provided the agency authority to regulate the material. This material is therefore not subject
to NRC requirements, including the requirement to dispose of the waste at an NRC-licensed facility.

(2) The USACE has been granted authority to manage and execute the FUSRAP program by the U.S.
Congress. In the Memorandum of Understanding entered into between the USACE and the DOE, the
USACE has complete control over FUSRAP cleanup activities, including disposal of the waste.
Constraints regarding DOE-owned wastes do not extend to the USACE.

Response to Comment #4: USACE assumes that the comment meant for USACE to consider, possibly as a TBC,
the referenced DOE document. First, since this cleanup activity is governed by applicable or relevant and
appropriate regulations, it is not necessary to rely on TBCs for additional standards, criteria, requirements or
limitations.

Secondly, DOE guidelines do not apply to USACE activities and this section has been deleted

Response to Comment #5: The background value used is that established by the DOE when they characterized the
Tonawanda Sites and obtained background values for the various radionuclides. This information is documented in
the RI for the Tonawanda Sites.
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Response to Comment #6: In December 1992, DOE designated the Tonawanda Landfill as a FUSRAP vicinity
property for Linde, but did not include it in the 1993 Proposed Plan. As indicated in earlier response to a similar
comment by NYSDEC, the Town of Tonawanda Landfill is not within the scope of this ROD since it was not within
the scope of the PP. USACE will address the Town of Tonawanda Landfill FUSRAP site separately.

Response to Comment #7: USACE has included a discussion within the ROD regarding what the benchmark dose
and associated cleanup concentration limits are for uranium and thorium associated with surface and subsurface
cleanup using the industrial/commercial use scenario. The response to comment #2 above includes a discussion of
how the calculations were done and the results.

As for an ALARA evaluation, USACE has evaluated the benefit and cost associated with reducing the total
allowable residual uranium concentration from levels expected through application of the ARAR benchmark dose
concentration limits, considered to be approximately 600 pCi/g or less, to 60 pCi/g. The evaluation considered both
commercial/industrial and residential use scenarios. The results were documented in a document entitled
“COMPARISON OF UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS AND DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
LINDE CLEANUP CRITERIA, LINDE FUSRAP SITE, TONAWANDA, NEW YORK?”, dated July 29, 1999. A
copy of this evaluation has been included in the Administrative Record. Based on these results using 3-D modeling
of impacted areas, the reduction in dose for the commercial/industrial worker scenario in using 60 pCi/g total
uranium was less than 1 mrem/year at an increase in costs of over $15M. For the residential scenario, the dose
reduction was approximately 3 mrem/year at an increase cost of over $15M. Based on these results, USACE does
not believe it is reasonable to reduce the uranium cleanup criteria to anything less than limits associated with the
appropriate benchmark dose. Another ALARA practice used by USACE is the actual over-excavation of materials
as materials exceeding criteria are removed thus resulting in the residual concentrations being much lower than the
criteria. The practice of removing an additional 2 inches of soil as an ALARA practice was recognized by NRC in
their draft guidance included in the Federal Register (Vol. 64, NO. 69, dated April 12, 1999, pp. 17690-17695), as an
ALARA approach used is some past mill site cleanups.

Response to Comment #8: The cost stated in the Declaration is the estimated cost associated with the selected
remedy. The costs originally presented in Section 8 referred to the estimated costs associated with the alternatives
as they were discussed in the 1999 PP. Section 8 has been revised and Table 8-1 deleted to reflect only those
alternatives being considered within the scope of the ROD, which excludes Building 14 and the groundwater
system.

Response to Comment #9: The specific precautions will be prepared and included in the site remediation work
plan, which would include detailed radiation protection and health and safety plans. Location and investigation of
the subsurface vault is best done when the properly trained personnel and equipment are available using procedures
written specifically for addressing radiological materials. For this reason, USACE felt that this effort would be best
done using the remediation contractor to provide for minimal impact on the public health and safety as well as the
environment.
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Response to Comment #10: USACE believes that the most likely land use is commercial/industrial. USACE has,
however, also evaluated the residential, as discussed in response to comment #7 above. USACE estimated the
benchmark dose and associated uranium concentration limits for surface and subsurface cleanups considering the
critical group to be a resident gardener eating 5% of his produce from a garden on the site. The methodology used is
the same as discussed in response to comment #2, only using preliminary Dose-to-Source ratios (DSRs) for the
residential scenario. The results of that assessment are as follow:

Allowable Residual Concentration Limit for
Indicated Benchmark Dose (Residential Use)
(pCilg)
Radionuclide Surface: 30 mrem/yr Subsurface: 79 mrem/yr
Ra-226 5.0 15
Th-230 14 38
U-total 577 1490

As shown in the table, the results for the uranium are considerably greater than the results using the
commercial/industrial use scenario. USACE believes that the concentration limits now contained in the ROD will
be protective and will meet the ARARSs for all reasonable land uses.

In addition to the NYSDEC comments on the ROD, there was attached to the NYSDEC letter their responses to
USACE responses to previous State comments on the Responsiveness Summary. All of their remaining concerns
have been addressed in the responses above, except for the following comment:

Generic Comments and Generic Responses (Page 11 of 11)
Response to Comment: 4.7 Comment Response ID-G — State and Community Acceptance

A statement has been added to the Declaration in the ROD, as well as the Responsiveness Summary, that
the State of New York does not concur with the selected remedy.
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