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M r .  James A. S a r i c ,  Remedial P r o j e c t  D i r e c t o r  
U.S.  Environmental  P r o t e c t i o n  Agency 
Region V - 5HRE-8J 
77 W .  Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, I l l i n o i s  60604-3590 

M r .  Graham E. M i t c h e l l ,  P r o j e c t  Manager 
Ohio Environmental  P r o t e c t i o n  Agency 
40 South Main S t r e e t  
Dayton, Ohio 45402-2086 

Dear M r .  S a r i c  and M r .  M i t c h e l l :  

PROPOSED PLAN FOR THE INTERIM RECORD OF DECISION FOR OPERABLE UNIT 3 

The purpose o f  t h i s  l e t t e r  i s  t o  t r a n s m i t  t h e  f i n a l  v e r s i o n  o f  t h e  Proposed 
P lan  (PP) f o r  t h e  I n t e r i m  Record o f  D e c i s i o n  (ROD) f o r  Operable U n i t  (OU) 3. 
T h i s  f i n a l  v e r s i o n  i n c o r p o r a t e s  change pages r e s u l t i n g  f rom r e v i s i o n s  
necessary due t o  comments r e c e i v e d  from t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  Environmental  
P r o t e c t i o n  Agency (U.S.  EPA) dated December 3, 1993. S p e c i f i c  responses t o  
t h e  U.S.  EPA comments a r e  a t tached .  

As a r e s u l t  o f  ve rba l  approvals  from t h e  U.S. EPA and t h e  Ohio Environmental  
P r o t e c t i o n  Agency (OEPA) a 30 day p u b l i c  comment p e r i o d  was i n i t i a t e d  on 
December 8, 1993. The Department of Energy (DOE) i s  e v a l u a t i n g  a comment 
r e c e i v e d  f rom t h e  OEPA i n  a l e t t e r  da ted  December 8, 1993 and w i l l  respond t o  
t h i s  comment i n  t h e  near  f u t u r e .  

If you o r  y o u r  s t a f f  have any quest ions,  p lease  c o n t a c t  Johnny R e i s i n g  a t  
(513) 648-3139. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

FN:Reising 

Enclosure:  As S t a t e d  

W P r o j e c t  Manager 

. ;  i 
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ATTACHMENT 

Oriqinal General Comment #3 and Oriqinal Specific Comment #6: These comments 
indicate that the U.S. Department of Energy ( U . S .  DOE) should explain the scope 
and role of this OU3 interim action in relation to other OUs and removal actions 
( R A s ) .  U.S. DOE's response states that the relation o f  other OUs and RAs i s  
irrelevant .to the scope of the OU3 interim action. U.S. €PA maintains that other 
OUs and RAs play an important role in overall risk reduction at the FEMP site, 
and therefore, U.S .  DOE should briefly discuss other OUs and RAs in the OU3 
interim action proposed plan. 

- . 

. 
- 

Response: 
U.S. DOE concurs with the approach requested and has added sections to the 
document identifying the status of other operable units and current 
removal actions. These sections clarify the scope of the interim action 
with respect to other FEMP risk reduction actions underway and planned. 
The affected sections of 'the document are as follows: Section 1.4, page 
1-4; Section 1.7, page 1-9; and Section 2.3, pages 2-13, 2-16, and 2-17 
through 2-19. 

Oriqinal General Comment #6 and Oriqinal SDecific Comment #25: These comments 
address U.S. DOE's incorrect application of the criterion of Overall Protection 
of Human Health and the Environment. This criterion is a threshold criterion; 
an alternative either meets the criterion or it does not. If the alternative 
meets this threshold criterion, comparative analysis is conducted using the five 
balancing criteria. Comparative analysis is not accomplished by comparing the  
relative performance of each alternative against the threshold criterion. U.S. 
DOE should revise the text to properly apply the threshold criterion. 

Res Donse : 

- 

U.S. DOE concurs that the criterion of  Overall Protection of Human Health 
and the Environment should be applied as a threshold with comparative 
analysis o f  a1 ternatives using the five balancing criterion. Document 
text associated with the use. of the criterion have been revised to comply -- 
with the guidance given above. Changes to the following sections were 
made: Section 5, pages 5-1 through 5-4, and the Fact Sheet (How 
Alternatives are Evaluated section and Summary Table for the Evaluation of 
A1 ternati ves) . 

In addition to the modifications of the Proposed Plan/Environmental Assessment 
required by the two comments above, Appendix H, page H-6, was modified to be 
consistent with the FONSI to be issued for the Environmental Assessment. The 
addition to this appendix describe requirements for mitigation impacts. This 
change page is also attached. 



.. OU3.Proposed Plan/Gl (Rev. 1 )  1-4 November 1993 

As previously stated, this document presents a Proposed Plan for an interim remedial action 

to be undertaken within OU3 a t  the FEMP. A separate Proposed Plan for final actions will be 

issue'd for OU3 following completion of the ongoing RI/FS. Operable Unit 3 consists of the 

following: 

Production Area and Production-associated facilities and equipment (including 
all above- and below-grade improvements); 

All other facilities and equipment not specifically included in OUs 1, 2, 4, and 5; 

Drummed Waste Inventories; 

Waste Product Materials, Feedstocks and Thorium; 

Wastewater Treatment Facilities and Effluent Lines; 

Fire Training Facilities: 

Scrap Metal, Coal, and Existing Soil Piles; 

Identified Storage Ponds and Basins; and 

Storage Pads, Roadways, and Railroad Tracks. 

1.5 Purpose and Need for the Interim Remedial Action 

The buildings, equipment and other facilities contained within O U 3  exhibit elevated 

concentrations of radiological and other hazardous substances at levels which exceed certain 

standards and guidelines for protecting human health and the environment. The existence of 
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Once the final ROD has determined the treatment and disposal options to be implemented, 

materials from the interim action will be controlled and managed to  meet the requirements of 

the final ROD. Discussion of this unified remedial strategy will be provided within the RD/RA 

Work Plan issued subsequent to the final ROD. 
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it should be noted that contaminated environmental media, including soils and groundwater 

in the vicinity of or underlying the OU3 facilities are being addressed under a separate 

1 1  

12 

operable unit (Operable Unit 5 )  which is examining such media on a site-wide basis. 13 

Remediation interfaces between OU5 and OU3 will require the highest degree of integration 14 

during remedial actions to  assure removal of above- and below-grade facilities as coordinated 15 

with remediation of environmental media. OU3 interfaces with OUs 1, 2, and 4 are physically 16 

minimal due t ; however, remediation 17 

activities and waste storage facilities planning are coordinated to 

maximize available resources and limited space. 

1.8 Organization of this Proposed Plan 

This Proposed Plan has been prepared to satisfy each of the listed objectives. This Proposed 

Plan is organized such that: 

0 Section 2 provides a summary of relevant site background information including 
a more thorough description of OU3 and its associated radiological and 
chemical contamination. Section 2 also presents a brief discussion of related 
site actions. 

0 Section 3 describes each of the alternatives considered for implementation. 

0 Section 4 presents a detailed evaluation of the alternatives employing the 
criteria identified under'CERCLA for use in the RI/FS process. 
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f I * -  

Each item on the component list was reviewed for past and current uses. Many of the 

facilities have been used for more than one type of process during the 41 -year history of the 

major associated equipment and provides a subdivision of the major components by processes 

I 

2 

site. Table A.2.1 in the OU3 RVFS Work Plan Addendum describes these processes and the J 

i: 

performed. Segregation by process provides a basis for more detailed description of activities I c 

within each facility and supports a structured approach to  identification of potential 6 

contamination resulting from past and current activities. 7 

2.3 Description of Removal Actions- 8 

+JV&&X&Several EPA approved removal actions are currently in progress. These removal 

actions, as defined in the Amended Consent Agreement (EPA 1991 1, represent the major 

projects- and will be coordinated with the proposed interim remedial 

action. The removal actions are group categories according to their 12 

9 

IO 

1 1  

. *  

relationship with the interim action. Each removal action is described in the subsections 13 

below. 14 

2.3.1 OU3 Removal Actions Completed Before Interim Action 15 

The following removal actions are anticipated to be complete prior to initiation of the interim 

action. Some of these removal actions will support the RD/RA work plan design and 

scheduling. Each of the removal actions detailed in this section have previously obtained 

16 

17 

18 

19 NEPA approval through categorical exclusions or Environmental Assessments. 

2.3.1.1 Removal No. 7 -- Plant 1 Pad Continuing Release 20 

This interim action was initiated to mitigate the continuing release of contaminants from 

Plant 1 Pad until final remediation. This removal action was approved in 1991 in the 22 

21 

Amended Consent Agreement and involves three stages of activity: (1 ) interim runoff control; 

(2) soil removal, new pad addition, and covered, controlled storage pad construction; and (3) 

installation of sealed concrete over existing contaminated concrete. 

2 3  
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2.3.1.10 Removal No. 28 -- Fire Training Facility 

This removal action is intended to remove contamination associated with the Fire Training 

Facility (Building 63) structures, equipment, surficial soils, and surface water. Prior to 

dismantling and removal activities, all liquids will be removed from the open top tank, the skid 

tank pond, the sump, and the horizontal pressure vessel end piece. These liquids will be 
treated prior to disposal. Each of these structures, in addition to the block building and 

asphalt pad, will be demolished and removed for disposal. Recycling or disposal of the 

structure materials (debris) will be managed in accordance with Removal No. 17 and Removal 

No. 9. 

2.3.2 VU3 Removal Actions Ongoing and Unrelated to the Interim Action 

These removal actions are programmatic in nature and represent actions being applied to 0U3 

as a whole. The Removal of Waste Inventories and Asbestos Abatement programs are 

unconnected to  the interim action because they would occur and be completed within specific 

.components before implementation of the interim action. Both of these programs have 

received NEPA approval. 

2.3.2.1 Removal No. 9 -- Removal of Waste Inventories 

. Since 1986, low level wastes generated by production, maintenance, and construction 

activities a t  the FEMP have been containerized and stored for future disposition. A t  that time, 

the FEMP was also the DOE repository for thorium materials, maintaining an inventory of over 

15,000 containers. Much of this thorium remains in storage at the FEMP. Removal No. 9 

was initiated to establish waste management procedures and to implement packaging, 

shipment, and disposal of these materials a t  the Nevada Test Site (NTS). Activities under this 

removal action comply with all EPA and Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations, DOE 

Orders, and NTS waste-acceptance criteria. For the interim remedial action, it is assumed that 

all inventories addressed by this removal action would be previously removed from buildings, 

facilities, or structures prior to beginning decontamination and dismantlement activities. 
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2.'2.2.2 Removal No. 26  -- Asbestos Abatement Program 

November 1993 

1 

The Asbestos removal action documents asbestos abatement activity at the FEMP to mitigate 

potential asbestos release and migration. Abatement within this program includes in-situ 

repairs, encasement and encapsulation, and removals. Actions under this removal action are 

a necessary step prior to initiation of decontamination and dismantlement activities. It is 

assumed that only transite and other non-friable Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) will 

remain within the buildings, facilities, or structures after completion of this removal action. 

Air monitoring for occupational protection purposes showed no levels as high as the 0.2 

fiber/cc limit for occupational exposure. ACM removal under the interim remedial action will 

be in accordance with this removal action. 

2.3.3 Ut13 Removal Actions Related to the Interim Action 

Two actions are directly related to the interim action proposed: these actions are EPA- 

approved removal actions and impact or are significantly impacted by activities under this 

Proposed Plan. The t w o  removal actions are Safe Shutdown (Removal No. 12) and Improved 

Storage of Soil and Debris (Removal No. 17). Safe Shutdown is a related activity because 

Safe Shutdown activities must occur and be completed before the interim remedial actions 

can be implemented on a component basis. Improved Storage of Soil and Debris is a related 

activity, which provides the management structure for interim storage of debris from the 

proposed action. These t w o  removal actions, their NEPA compliance status, and their impacts 

on this Proposed Plan are described in the following sections and in Appendices E and F. 

2.3.3.1 Removal No. 12  -- Safe Shutdown 

This removal action was created to perform the safe shutdown of all process facilities in 

preparation for final remediation. Safe Shutdown entails the engineering, planning, scheduling 

and the actual isolation of process equipment, piping systems, and associated utilities and the 

removal of residual process materials (e.g. equipment hold-up) and other excess materials, 

supplies, and com bustibles to appropriate disposition and approved storage locations. 

Activities associated with the interim remedial action would be coordinated with the Safe 

Shutdown schedule to  allow scheduled Safe Shutdown activities to  precede or be 

2 

.2 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

'16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 



OU3 Proposed Plan/EA (Rev. l l  2-18 Novemqer 1993 

&:@$;S 0 
The NEPA review for Safe 

P- . 

incorporated with activities of the interim remedial action. 

Shutdown activities was a categorical exclusion. 

2.3.3.2 Removal No. 17 -- Improved Storage of Soil and Debris 

Improved Storage of Soil and Debris was initiated to provide controlled storage of excess 

contaminated soils and debris generated during maintenance, construction, removal, and 

remedial actions a t  the FEMP. This removal action includes the implementation of a soil and 

debris management plan and the installation of a number of tension support structures (TSS). 

Removal No. 17 would provide a scrap metal pad cover ( 1  6,000 ft'), a decontamination 

facility pad cover (1 0,000 ft2), and a 40,000 ft2 CSF. Five storage facilities in addition to the 

CSF would be needed to support interim waste storage from activities under this Proposed 

Plan. The NEPA review for the scrap metal pad cover and the decontamination facility pad 

Cover was a categorical exclusion. However, additional documentation is needed to complete 

the NEPA review for the CSF; this documentation is being provided as part of this Proposed 

Plan. Although EPA has approved Removal No. 17, construction of the CSF cannot begin until 

the NEPA review by DOE is completed. 

To facilitate the NEPA review, construction and operation of the CSF has been included within 

the scope.of Alternative 3 in this Proposed Plan. Appendix E contains details of the CSF and 

the risks involved in construction and operation. 

2.3.4 Removal Actions Ongoing in 0 t h  Operabfe Units 
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= 4.,. 
. .  
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2.4 Nature and Extent of Contamination 

The processes and operations within the former Production Area at the FEMP required the use 

of a variety of source feed materials and other radioactive and chemical reactants for both 

production and secondary operations. The production operations also generated a wide 

variety of waste materials containing both radiological and chemical constituents. During 

operations a t  the FEMP, material handling procedures resulted in chemical and radiological 
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5.0 SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

November 1993 

’. . 

In this section, Alternatives 1, 2. and 3 are compared to allow selection of a preferred 

alternative. This comparative evaluation is performed based on EPA‘s standard evaluation 

criterion, which are defined-in Section 4.1. The comparative evaluation is summarized in 

Section 5.1. DOE‘S preferred alternative is selected in Section 5.2. 

- 

OU3 components have generally exceeded their design life and no use has been identified for 

them other than support for remedial activities at the site. In time, the components will pose 

a safety hazard. Therefore, DOE will propose eventual decontamination and dismantlement 

of the components independent of the interim remedial action implemented. As a 

consequence, the comparison of Alternatives 1, .2, and 3 presented here assumes eventual 
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9 

to  

1 1 .  decontamination and dismantlement of OU3 components. This assumes that if Alternative 3 

is not implemented, then decontamination and dismantlement is assumed to be selected under 12 

the final ROD. 13 

5.1 Summary of Comparative Analysis of Alternatives 14 

- The comparative evaluation of the alternatives for interim remedial action is summarized in 

Sections 5.1.1 through 5.1.9 and Table 5-1. 

5.1.1 Overall Protection of  Human Health and the Environment 
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g,; .i '., . . 
,. - ~. . TABkE 1.5-1 Alternative Evaluation Summary 

\.: ' . . ' . ,  :-, -,.; ... 
. .  

Alternative 2 Alternative 3 . : I .. 

Decontaminate Surfaces Decontaminate and Evaluation Alternative 1 L 

Criteria No Interim Action Only Dismantle 

Overall protection 
of human health 
and the 
environment 

Compliance with 
ARARs 

Long-term 
Effectiveness and 
Permanence 

Short-term 
Effectiveness 

- 
P 

Before the final ROD, 
deteriorating conditions of 
the buildings may result in 
potential exposures to the 
public and Contaminant 
releases to the 
groundwater. 

Because this alternative is 
an interim action, this 
criterion was not 
evaluated. 

This alternative would 
allow final remediation of 
OU3 in a manner 
protective of human 
health and the 
environment. However, 
this alternative would not 
accelerate the 
remediation, and the time 
until remedial objectives 
are reached would be 
longer than for 
Alternative 3. 

This alternative would 
comply wi th  ARARs during 
the action, but before the 
final ROD, deteriorating 
conditions of the buildings 
may result in potential 
exposures to  the public 
and contaminant' releases 
to the groundwater. 

Same as Alternative 1 .  

Same as Alternative 1 .  
Additionally, this 
alternative would be 
protective of human health 
and the environment 
during implementation. 

This alternative would 
comply wi th  ARARs. 

Same as Alternative 1 

This alternative would be 
protective of human health 
and the environment during 
implementation. Engineering 
and administrative controls 
would be used to  maintain 
worker and public protection. 
This alternative would allow 
acceleration of  remediation 
and would achieve remedial 
action objectives and 
protection against threats 
earlier than for Alternatives 1 
and 2 and would accelerate 
OU5 remediation of  
environmental media. 
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TABLE 5-1 Alternative Evaluation Summary (Cont’d) - 4 9 8 0  
Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Evaluation Alternative 1 Decontaminate Surfaces Decontaminate and 
Criteria No Interim Action Only Dismantle 

_ _  

- Reduction in 
toxicity, mobility, 
or volume 
through 
treatment 

lmplementability 

Cost (Millions) 
Current year 
(FY94) 

Present worth 

State acceptance 

Community 
acceptance 

This alternative provides 
no treatment before the 
final ROD. In the interim 
before final remediation, 
releases to  the 
environment might occur 
increasing the volume of 
contaminated material. 

Easier and more direct to 
implement in the short- 
term than Alternatives 2 
or 3. However, requires 
duplication of multiple 
studies, documents, 
regulatory reviews, and 
public comment periods. 

$2,520 

$1,548 

State concerns will be 
incorporated into the 
IROD and included into 
the final version of this 
Proposed Plan. 

This criterion cannot be 
addressed until comments 
on this Proposed Plan are 
received from the public. 

.~ 

This alternative would 
reduce contaminant 
mobility through removal 
of gross surface 
contamination, but uses 
only physical treatment. 
In the interim before final 
remediation, releases to  
the environment might 
occur increasing the 
volume of contaminated 
material. 

Easier and more direct to 
implement in the short- 
term than Alternative 3. 

$2,602 

$1,619 

State concerns will be 
incorporated into the ROD 
and included into the final 
version of this Proposed 
Plan. 

This criterion cannot be 
addressed until comments 
on this Proposed Plan are 
received from the Dublic. 

This alternative would reduce 
the mobility of contaminants 
by removing contaminants t o  
an improved storage 
configuration and would 
minimize waste generation as 
compared to  Alternatives 1 
and 2. 

Technically and 
administratively feasible to 
implement. In the long-term, 
similar t o  Alternatives 1 and 
2. 

$2,164 

$1,476 

State concerns wIll be 
incorporated into the IROD 
and included into the final 
version of this Proposed Plan. 

This criterion cannot be 
addressed until comments on 
this Proposed Plan are 
received from the public. 
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The proposed action may result in long-term and direct impacts from the permanent filling of 

approximately 1.2 acres of wetlands on the east and west sides of O U 3 .  Continuous 

equipment traffic and stockpiling of building and structure contents will alter the topography, 

resulting in sediment deposition into wetland areas. Additionally, removal of roads, utilities, 

trenches, and piping may impact wetlands through excavation and soil stockpiling activities, 

resulting in possible sediment deposition into wetland areas. Impacts t o  wetland areas, 

however, would be positive due to the removal of contaminant sources. 

~ 

The impacted wetland areas consist of man-made drainageways with minimal quality habitat. 

Best management practices will be utilized to minimize the amount of wetland area impacted. 

The area north of the proposed CSF locations will not be impacted by the proposed action. 
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