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. .This-Fact.Sheet,&cusses . '4 the U;S. D q a d m e h  of,Energy:s(DOE~s)''. ..:,'\ , 

' p?oposal for the remov$l of contaminated stiuchxe? at the/Feifald; I 

' site:. Th'is-Fact SheetbIso:,describes:hbw the publ$ can.participat'e' ~ ._ ~ . 
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_ .  - -  . how. to  Get additihal information. 

.2 . .  
-. . 

, -  

- -I /-  - The Fernald site, formerly,known as the-Feed'Materials Production e ~ 

,,Center?is a-Federal facilit,y that-produced high purity,ura,nium metal 
,+ , - 

products for- th6 DOE "a;lh its predecessor agencies' from-1'952 to ,- -w; c 

1989. :Thorium products were also -manufacrfured on a smaller* I 
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' . Cincinnati;Ohio, 
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. . officially closed Fernald -in 
I. ending the 37-yea? 

T - i  the site's new . .  
D0E;changed , .  
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I .  b/hnagement Corporation ~JFERMCOI assumed' . .activities related tocenvironmental cleany. -Further, 
the majori&of .the,scuctures were bu$t in-thgearly 
.1'95& and ale'at. orbeyond th_eir de'sign~liveS:.-do"st . 

'.( facilities show- signs of significant, deterioration due' 
' .&the age of the structures and,th.e nature .of the ;- 

I I . The Fecriald site was placed on the Na$ohal Prioripies_ ' former processing operations. Be/cause o f .  these 1 
List in 1 98.9; therefore, all : cleanup . 5-c actiyns, I reasons$,qd-others, .D.OE prsposes'in $his,document 'C 
so;n/etimes referred to as rem'ec&al acPlons, are. being- . that all StJ_uctu;/es'and fac'ilities be-dismantdd-. >:* , . 

;,' -r , .~ the-, ComprehGnsiwe -EnwironrPJdntaI ReSpons,e, 
-1. , Co&peFtsatiOn ani  LiabiIigdA&:of,l'98d (CERCLA);. --., ' SMhMAR'tl. 'OedURRkNT SOUE RUSK$' ._ ' 
-, 6y th-e 'Superfund Amendments . % '  - .  qu3t .&ctu& currently cq ta in  ' c-ontaminants_ ! 

7 -  ' sit& The full. nature-:and extent of ,contamination of-: 

x' -:respo'nsibility Tfor. -the cleanup under the-. first,, 
Environmental ,Restoration+ Iklanagement: Contract ' 

:with 'the DOE.,, - . , 
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- - . \  - .. < condu$ted in- accordance ,wit$the .requiremehts of - . , - -* .  . 
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I' as\' amended 
'-. F,. r  associated with-the former production mission-& the 

7 .  . 
I * . Re'authorization. Act_(SARAl. ~ . -  - 
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J <\I. /\ibie:---tein?s ?p Bdd'have Peen -defined in. 

- i :  + -  &\ 4. - ,  ,- . 

o u 3  str"cture5 is not,known at  this time, :since field 
- - &e glo,ssa?y on.page-l.O\of this F A  - .. Sheet.". .$ characteriiation has"only recent19 .&fled, 

.contaminants, existirp'! in .struc&ral materi$s- and 3 ,: . I I -. k '  P' 1; processing eq9ipment;may posejisks t,s workers, the 
u ~ ~ E w $ U A N a O ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ E ~ A ~ ~ E  PhOT .3 - - -  /< $ublic, --and, the \e';lvironment -if not confined ' o r l  ' 
The-fernaldsite-is. diyided into, five separG< operable -. remp,ve'd., . .Uranium' and its '' radioactive, decay. i. 
units. JO@rablec Unit~.3-1(0U3~consists of all, man--\-; product3 are ,expected to be the primary conceh ;  ;. , 
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-made structures a t  F<rnald, 'whether ,_ above or below ?/. however, trace -. metals, solvehts, PCBs, and-asbestos 
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;ontamination may. also be' present at  levels of.. 
:oncer_n.,j These contaminants are expected to .  be 
Irimarily concentrated in' the .' former- process ,' to potential human Fal th and, environmental risks. 3 . ,:* 

cleanup, to begin. in the ye'ar 2000. An 'Interim' : 
Record of Decision would allow an earlier respo3_se'. , '. 

-, 

- I  - 'IuildinG and in waste materials. - 

:ontrols, such-as border fences and a security;force. 

The interim action was pursued because of concerns - .. 
~ . with the-increased potential for releases. from the -.. 

deterioratiqg structures-which could be a potential.. 
risk to human' health-and the environment. 

This Fact Sheetsummarizes theiesults .of evaluating, 

Included are a description of each alternativeha a 
i - - 7 ,comparative analysis examining ;the trade-offs 

Iowering.potential exposures to contaminants, more . - ..al~ernative focinterim action is identified for possible 
sig%ificant releases of contaminants and resulting selection. in the'OU.3. Interim .Record Gf Decision. . ' 
e x p k r e s  could occyr in ?he<future. The .majo"r 

- 
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i o  prevent direct contact by the public with these- 
'iazards, DOE currently maintains aytive access 

.DOE als? cojitinues a'n active maintenance program 

. ... . ., . . . .  - -. ,. 
q -  

._ .. 
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to;minimize-the potential release of Sontaminants due the F u r  alternatives considered for interim action. - . i  : 
- .  b. 

r 'to deterioration of the aging-facilities. .. 
. 

Although these administrative controls k s i s t  in , between the alternatives. ' DOE'S ,,preferred . --I . *  
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' concern,is the potential-for increased future risks as,. -,-: 

. 
L 

. .  
.- 

., > 
\ 

. .  
- 

1 . ,  

'- . the buildings further age and deteriorate; increasing DESCRIP?ION ,OF THE AiTERNATlVEs ., 
A '  .. - 

t3e chances for the release Of Contaminants. If.the -'_,Four :alternatives haye been develop2 'for &e 
potential.3or releases ofhazardous substances from-i. Proposed pia> and'are-summarized below: -7 . . > 

OU3. are not adhressed,; these 'hazards may present 
a.@.rrent o i  potential threat to puthc health, welfarer;, . iA/terhati&. 0 ---NO Aciion .i 7 . . . . , . , 

I 

- - .  ;i , 
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_ J  
,? 7. ,,- :Under this alternative, OU3 would be abandoned and c. . ' ./ 

, . . h allo6ed to further 'deteriorate. This action, w ~ u l d  ~ . 7 : ' 
: c. 

, .  - or ttie. environment. / -.- 
& .  - .  

'. 

\ &  J increase 'the .probability'fy releases -of radioactive - --a,: 

' ' I  

I. 

and'chemical contaminants to the environment. This 
. . -DOE is- proposing to implement an 'interim action -to - alternative would not protect human-health and, the 
'further redu6e or eliminate the potential fwreleases , > envirpnment.. Because this is unkcceptable to DOE,' 
of hazLrdous substah& from. tlie OU3 facilities. EPA, and otver slakeholdersTttiis,'alternative has not. 
The'Proposed Plan j ,  Environmental-Asses'sment for b&n further evaluated. 

- - WHY DEVELQP,A.PROPOSED / PLAN? - , \ . 1 / ,  . 
- .  
r -  

: c. . j' . /  . -  _ -  
, _  --- . I  

I -:- l ' -  - <  
. c  

-- ~ 
h I ,  Interim'Remedial A&on,.also re/erred to simply as. ' ' ' i+ , ' . 

the Proposed Plan, w e  prepared6document the ' ' Alternative 1 :- No interim Action . ' ' . ./ 
various interim action- alternatiSs, ayailable..to'DOE - . .  . This- alternative represents . the continuation of . 

' .i - 

participation, and incorporater-public input into the - .OU3 would be addressed in the final Record of ' 
A-second 'purpose of .the Pjoposed Plan is to provide . Alternative 2 -i\Surface Decont6knaie Qnly 

of the National Environmental Policy Act qNEPA) . addition- . o f '  r interior and -exterior Turface .. < -  . *  

addresses the proposhd interim- actLon. and ,related'. ;-risks ,to people 'ahd .to the environment. 

health or the eGironment. ' 9 ' , [ . .  

-,leg51 document, signed by EPA and'DOE,,that give9 - and dlsmantlement (tearing down and removing) of I 

action. The final Record of Decision for,OU3 will not-' Alternative 3 includesyp!acin.g'the bulk of the debris 
be submitted'to EPA until 1997, which would allow and. rubble generated .before the final Record of : 

e - - -  1" 

'. . < 
<- 

for reducing potential 'risks quickly and& support , 
ea_rliest initiajion of cleanup of pU3., The Proposed 
Plan was establkhed as a .way to requ,est -public 

decision-making process on Ge proposed interim -- Decisiqn, presently scQ'eduled for submittal in draft. 
action. -' - 

cur;entcleanu'p prog'rams andremoval actions within. 
OU3. Early initiation of site 7emediatiorywould not f i  .- I . .  
occur under this alternative. C&anup decisions for 

' 
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form to'EPA in Apr&.l997. 
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.the \evaluatio'n nycessary to satisfy .the requirements This a!ternatii% is !he.same as Alternative 1 *with th-e 

The decoitamination of - OU3 strqctures. /'Additional 
' evaluation, called. an Environmental Assessment, ' 'removal actions may be undertaken to further reduce 

-site activities that. could potentially impact human; Alternative 1, Anal cleanup decisions for OU3 would '(. 

-await the'final Ricord of Decision. 

Alternative 3..-- Decontaminate and Dismantle 

J. .L c 

- 
pertaining to the proposed interim action. 
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AS with -' 
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1 , -  r 
DOE4.envisions$at an Interim Record.of Deds ik  yill. 
be developed for OU3. - A-:Record of Decision isca .,'This alternative would involve the d<econtymi.nation- ' ..' 

DOE'approval to go ahead with-a specified cleanup al l  OU3- structures- and related facilities. : -- ? , 

J .  

' 

. .  
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, I .  
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:-,Decision i&o temporary storage.,Treatmeni and final 
,disposition'decisions for the waste and rubble would 
await the final Record of Decision. ,The actions 

.-- under this opti,on would include: . ,  
c ,  , \ -  

( 1  ): decontaminating over 200 structureg in . 1 

O>U,3 by removing loose contamination; A 
- ,  

~(2).~dismantling..the~structures; ' C .  

. . /  (3) removing . foundations,' storage pads, . 

-' 

ponds, basins, and underground utilitijes; 
(4),constructing and -.opeiating -multiple 

d temporary storageL. facilities -in or ne% ~. _ '  .. 

the former production area; -: i . ' 

- 

- ' L ,- 
, . ' 

( >  
(5) -shipping some of the' nonrecovera.ble , '  

1 -  r -  . '  waste and .debris generated \by 
, dism,antlement before the final Record , 

'of 'becisio" to an .-approved; off-site 
- disposal site; and .J- 

- >  . (6) 'storing4he remainin'g waste and debris 

I ~ final decision is reach'ed/concerning theit 

-. ' 
Y 

\ c .  in the tFmporary storage f2cilities until a, I 

-. \ treatment and disposal. , \  

9 . 1 _  

, 
\. 

-, ~.. . r. -. . L  

\ '  

2 .  - '> HOY ALTERNATIVES , -  ARE EVALUATED , 

. ,  .-To provide La basis ?.or selezting :the ;preferred 
. remedial .-action alternative,, each 'alternative : is 

' - evaluated, against3pecific EPA criteria (see shaded -. 
box). Regardless of which alternative 5 selected, 

5 DOE proposes 'to eventually. ,remove 'theT' site -i 

\ - ' ,. -) 1 .''stryc<ures. If th$ yo 1nterimI.Action Alte?n%ative 
\ '., ' (Alternative 1 ) orCthe Surface Decontamination .Only3 

,.htern@$e (Alternative .2) J? selected-. now; DOE 
:> proposes 'that struct@ removal' would. occur after 

the' fi,nal Record of Decision 'for OU3., For ' tG .  ' 
l <! reasons mentioned! in the previoui se$onj. th.e No . 

,&tion ' \.A/ternative (Alternative : 0) has , . been 
1 7 . -  ' )  

' 2 < cs eliminated from fcrther .evaI,u>tion as an acceptable 
I -  - 2  i 

' , "option. ! The piimary ,difference between 3 the' . 
I .L' \ remaining. three alternatives is the, time 'frame i? ? 

- "<. 

*,, 

I 

r. - ' 
1 ' .which cleandp) would take place. 

- ,  x. c- I 
E _  

-/ \ , ' " ' 1 
OveraliProtection-of'HumanHealth and t h i z  ~ 

\ 
L < .  I- f i  .~ \ &  

L Environment - , 

Because% is anticbated'that d&ontamina?ion -and 

;* - 
- 1  

\ -  
-- dismaelement of s i 2  structrures would eveni'ually I 

;-occur under ;each'. of the threej'alternatives, ea$ 
aliernathe would provide overall profection-of human 

\ . health and the environme'nt. , x i \  ' -  1 

2 . 
Comdiance with ARARs > '' 

Assuming the rstructvres . .a re1  eventually , 
decontaminated and dismantled, e-ach: 'alternative , 
would comply wiLh ARARs-during'the action. During 
the period-'before the final .ROD,. the 'NO Interim 

- - %  ' Action$ternative-and th:e-S&ffce Decontamination 
1, 'On/y, A/ternative-ewould, allow: the buildings to  

% 
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-_ 
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-ontinue-to a g g  deather, and\deteriorate, 'resulting c -  .,estimated four %ea$':allowingl completion ,around .c ~ 

* -  . ,  'n potential-exposures to the puulic and contaminant 201 2 (under current.plans). This-alternative. would, ' r ' l '  
4 ; 

t- - , , 

releases to the.groundhater. Fo;'the'Deconramin&e- protect human health and- the env2qnment better ' .* 

nd Dismantle A1ternative;se action wguld com'ply - ~. . than 'the No. Interim Action' Alternafive and, the- - 
w&h-yentifiedrP;_RARs. , _.  . . : 

Short-term Effectiikn'ess , ,- 

1- 

.. - ,- .\ Surface Decontamination I .  Only Alt$nat[ve, since. . t$e c- . ~ / ' A  , 
. L  - -. action- results, .in removing \ 911 sources '.of . 
. ,  . .  - -  contamination and: initiaies the cleanup processiof . * - -  '-I- 

OU3;ea;lieT. <I Additionally, this .alternati<e would 

r I  

- 
- - _  < .  ' 

-. . \ - - L ' r  

\ 
. , -  > ,  ... .\ ' #. . -  

./ _-:- 
he:evaluation of shofi-term. effectivrZin.es_s;considers , ,I 3 .. 

A -  the .time ' required tol.achieve ,-remeaial: -response .. enable eailier deanup'bf S@ls and gfoundwater -- 
;hose? <it-is anticipatgd-'that'OU3 structures will i:; . -, .> . . 

',Tti~siQni$cant difference between -the aiteri t ives is, -:'-Decontaminate 8nddDismantle Alternative;;levels .of ' 

InteFim Action.;Altel;native would leave' sources of exposed to radiatio? as a re,sult o! th_eir-acti'bities and/.' 

I .  

t-- f :- 

/;* . \ '  .. . . - . >J 
= ' -  

' obj&<ives. -- Regardless . of .  which -Zalternative. ,_is_ "associated with ', 2 Operable,.Uni< ~ 5. 

-e?entually be &iSmat&d, treated, and disp,osed;of: ", During cleanup activities. associaJed with thehrface < 
. \ '  . -  ..-. - . -  

y .z ' / 

. 

r 
- . ,, -  

airborne contaminants i would b&ncreased 4; wO-&. --.I - .  . 

. .  - . .  
- ,  L- k. ' - Decoqtaminate .,Only Alternathe'. ,a@$ &>he _ .  i 

. -  
-- . - -  

. . .  
the ,_time that ,remedial - respoke . objectiv&. are ' 

-achie_ved -as -sh.own.'in t h e  figure below:' Th% No cyr areas. , Remediatibn ,wor6rs would; be %ec$ly 

'contaminajion in,place fG2o.r years;longek than the -- would inhale: some of the airborne .'contamihants, f -  -- $ -.. ' , .  

-., -D\econtaminate ,and$ismant!e Altern>tive/ before - alt_hough respiratory protection would be proyided o I .  . 
'cleanup activities-w.ould begin; DGring-this timerA-, a,nd wou?d. greatly --requce , the quantity' A\ of" I. d .  , , r( ;< 

->ielease-s to the-environment'ac!d,exposuce_ofbn%ite contami@n&inhaled. The generai pu6liC'a'nd on-site . c1 

an'd off-sit^e;recep>orz could obcbr,-due-to-:.ontinued . b" 1 -  I. - 

'deterioration of/ the ,'agirig facilitiestand Fxpb'sure 01 '/. -may- be .exposed to very,sm/all-.'quanti'ties of->hese'-,P ' ;.- . ' ' 

- -  

, 
. .  
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. , woqkers- not directly in\iolved:wit6 cleanup activities 

- 
-. L, I ,I airbbrne dontaminap' that would leave- the, work --k-- ,_ ' 

areasafte; passing through-Ggh-efficiency' air-filters., . : '' 

' The.'construction; 'of ,temp6raqt7storage facilities for I I -?I I .I -: 

J -  - : --conta;;linants .to wind and ,--. :rain. 'I: 
F' . ,>~., 

. ->or the -S2aace-T Decontaminate Oj ly Alternafive; . * 2 
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su.flaFes+of svuctufes would be deco,n!amina$d to ' 
' /' 
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- -- Altiii;ativ<l 0 _- 
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tiveness and Permanence . =  Cost , ./ 
Because the-proposed alternativ& are for an interim ,: .TWO methods are4sed to present costs -asS&ia&d 

- -  

. .  

r 

- - -  
. - ,  - ' - >  . .-- , . -  

J : . -  , ~. - - .  

-\ 
' . Reduction in'To3icitv. M.obilib, or-Volume throuqh -.  ' ' 

/- 7 2  .- 
To ac~ount .~ fo r .  this, ' a  second cost estimating 
:approach,'is used, ,called present'-wo,rth' analysis:. 

.- RreSeh .worth analysis :calculates2'the amount of 
- , *- : ~ treat&d"a.nd dispositionyd, each ,alternative_ would' -;. ~ o n e y  that would have-io be,inves'tedtoday.in ord'er 

, :.eventually: result in reduction of the'mobility of . to ';pay for the ,:cleanup over the years of 
:implementation> The real inteiest rate applied,iri thei 
'present, worth' an\aly$s 7s dete;mined by-the Federal ., 

be 4.3 peqcent based on  an investment 'inteigst rate .i 

. .  
" Treatm-ent- 2 ; - -/- - 

Because it is Tnticipated - that -0U3 structures. will ~ 

eventually be-torn down- and the resulting materials ., 
- .  - 

\ \ 
' contaminaots.: However,'-for the No l n t ~ ~ m  Action 

Alternative 'and tlie, Surface. Decon.taminate Only 

Record o<De&sion co-uld. potentially result'in interim 

wou!d increase the volume of contaminated-m'ateria). , 

,' . ' h.A/ternative , ,would- 'perf&m ,-Qr?ss -surface 
.second decontdmin5tion effo? 

, ' , $tern.a<ve, ,cleanup-'actions delayed ,u$l!.th-eif$al . - Government's)Office of Ma:agement and Budget-to 

.releases from structurek These releases coulds<ause ; 'minus the rate of inflason:. ' .  , f ,  <, '. 

- \  

I _  

, / fuither soil'and groundwatd contamisation, which I '. I >  f . . i  .r, 
L -  " *n (\ x4 

5 -  

5 . 3 - i t  The costs for'each alternative reflect 'the costs for -.- ' ': - $&3hough the \.- <u$aC'e D\econtaminate Only -:perform& the -alternative .i;tself plus ?he 'eventyal . 

decohtamination; 'dismantlement, a i d  in'terim site i 

I mainienance anq monitoring. - The- differences In :? 

under,the final ROD, as dispssed in the deicription ,- of <the ..Touryear differe-nce in/ .implementation .. 
of the,aliernafive. This'added @econtamination effort The, :difference' real ts from) 'four >: 
'would result in an increaskd G6lume:of-wast)e. .- . :+. .- additional years.of costs associated with the mainte-' -., 

r .  ~ .J . i, . 1 1.  :-. 7 .-. ' - ,  2 nance and'.konito/ring. 6f--the structures' and relajed I I, . * - r  

- 2  

. .  I -  

.< .,..decontamin%tion, . t:, I 

''; . _. . w,o'ufd ev&\tually be requiredjf dismanGment occurs-. L .  'overall-costs-fy the alteqnat(ves-areiLmainly the result ,C 
r ,  , $  -r' .I' 

LL. + - < 

-4. :,' \ *  1 '- )g%hedules.. 
- %.<L L 

facilities ,while they remain in @ace Ijncluding 
reduce 

(, conta\minants. The Decontgminate-anq Disman?le . P < -  - The..No Interim -Achn-Alternptive ,would' have -an 
. . A/terna?ive -would. minimize the amount -of. wage estimated.'overall cost ,of- $2,520' .million in current ' 

generatio? cpmpared; to --the ' other .alternatives. year. dollars, -which $equivalent, to aLceseni- worth 
. .;Recycling of materials would occur whempossible. cost; of ';11.'548 million; Th'ese '.cost estimates ' 

,' ,,;rtQ:y. <J\ ; , \ .\ >, --,assu"me that the- final Record'of Decision invdiTes tke \ - .?, . 7- .. - - 

p 1 'eventual dgconfamination and dismantlem2nt of OU3, - 
L: { ' r .  L. 

' .  ' .  continuing v h o u t  thing an interim-action-and using" The Surface Decon-taminate Onry Altehative has the 
2 \ - - -  removal actions to. proceed with jleanup requires ' ' highest (estimated overall-.cost '($2,602 mclion -in , 

fduplication of Tndtrple \'studies, ' 1  documents; current year. dollars, whi.ch is,equivalent tola present.. 
' \. l x  , , ' regulatory. reviewsi.hd-p'ublic ,comment periods to' ' <worts cost of $1,61 9zmillionl tjecaute it isassumed 
. -, . accomplkh similar action$. , -The ' Sudgde I . that in-aadition toAthekcost associated'with the'four- 

.: . 
, ~ . _  . .-. 

_- ~ T -The qe\contamYnate a6d-Dismantle Alternaiive would 'r 
.- , *: 

c 
- .  

. _., I 
- - .  the ?potential . incteys? ,:in,\ volyme of ,.; iecurit; forFes,<tiliti,k; etc.1:- ,; ~ 

, J  

.; 1.  

Lq ' , - :t, co&aminaie.d. material 'caused,. by(fhe migration of .,.: - :- . .  ' t - ; . k - .  

' C  . .  
~ '- 

. .  3 - . - . ,  
i 4- ' -  

a .  
7 ,  

Implementabili?. ~ ' ' -I -,- ~ . ..<, L - \T 

:~ \  . 
~ -; Th& No Interim Action Altenative' would, be the \ structuresrand.t.acilities. ~~ / (. .. 2 /. - 

i .',easiest and most direct to implement.. -H;wever, ' , < -  - ,  . (  
- <  

-. 
,\ .. , '.. c .. 

-. 

-' 
' Decontamination On& Alternative - - and - the . , yea[ ydelay, the decontamination effort would have to f- 

. 2 ,Decontaminate. and Dismantle:Alter6ative.would use! - _be. repeated'at the.'time of final ~clea@p,. because. of h., 
. .  proven -and reliable technojogies.,, ..Assum[ng that. the probability that contaminants would migrate from 

. 'decontamination- \and dismantlement -.of OU3) . .inaccessible areas:' -Surface decontamination wou'ld - (: 
;structures would ,eventually &cur, impleme(tabjlity '%- not remo've;for example, uranium dust and residues- ' 
' issues ,would :be*similar for all3hrse alternatives. - - ,that-have gathered ,under-'a piece of equipment over ' .. 
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the ,. last 30 year;.- However; during. the .' workers involved. in the..prbposedactio'n and@%@$. --, , -  ' - -- 
dismantlem6nF o f  the structur:, ofice the piece-of Shutdown action ,(refefie.d>to as :action workers"), - _  
equipment .has .been removed, --the- floor and other on-site workers. not involved -in either gf.the, ; -. .< 

' actions, and off-Zite'reiidents. An assessment p f .  j - equipment-wp'uld Be deconta6inated. - , 
-, .. -. , ~ both iadiologica! and. chemical c2ntaminantS -was .- .. - 

The-Decontaminate and Dismantle Alternative would 'performed t o  supp_ort,,this summary. Risks com .'- 

have.a% estimated ov~$ali, cost of $2,164 million in - .  
~ exposure-&'chemical conJ2minanG are expected- to : 

. .current year dolkrs: This equates to a preseni:worth ' - be less . than the risks due to exposures to. 

would save about 'foucyeais of building-maintenance. - -senera1 public, the. workeys, and the:enyifon\ment are , 

and monitoring costs, 'tk'estimated .,overall cost of- -. .summarized ;n the followiZg:sections. 

- , ---. - -  
7 

,\ 1 

cost 0: $1,476 million. . Becaus-e this-alterhative . radiological contaminants: 'The pote:tial risks to the - 

the- Decontaminate and Dismantle Alternative would 
- be -the smallest and would, in 1994 .money,.,be. , Health Effects: General Public: j 

c 
- 

[. - . c ;.,.;\I- 'i . r,? - . , A .  
.- 

- <  i .  . . .  
. - I  

c .: - 
- 7 2 .  ' 

4 9 : 
,chemical coniaminants, it is estir$ated.that the total C_- . . 

. -; - \ 

i r -  7 _- I 

$356 million less'than the. overall cost of th-e No \:.Bas-ed 'on - they assessment of- -radiological and . 
Inter ik Actiondlternative and $438 million less'than 
the overall cost -fdr :the- qurface Decontami/jatcof,* annual risk to an. off-site individual,. if, thre preferred. 
LO/nly.Alternative. 4 ,-',-'. . 7 < I  1. jq.- . 'alternative is implemented, is.-expected to:be,,lower. 

than' the EF!A ,Ziccep<ablerrisk. range of 1'0" (one in ' 

,State acceptance:or concerns regarding%the;Proposed' - co,mparison purpqses, a? .average,individual;i in the 

,period .and' during the, devel6pment of--the -Interim 
--Record of Decision ,do,syment. \These$onc_ernsLwi!I 

be incorporated in the-Interim Record of Decision'and 

- ,  ~ - -  , 
1- - 7  ' 

c 

- .r ., 

. c- 

- about 300 millir'em frop7,natural,;backQround - and . rc . - h  

3 State7Acceptance _ -  /- - . - -  , ten t_housand),to 1 0-6- (one i n l  a- m$ion). -Eor ' 

Plan -will- ,be addressed during $e pub1ic;comment - -- -.United 0 , .  .States receive;-an annual radiation .dose;of , 

\included in. the-fina/l;~ersion of-the,Profiosed Plan: ' -? ' aylriual dose to-th; puslic f rog the proposgd action - , \ 7 ~ .> 

. j '  L 1 J-! ' ( 1 ,  
j. /,- , 1 6 ~:oo~mi l~ i&m. ;.'? - -  . , ,  - :' 2 L 

.  communi^ Acce6tance-r:.. w - -  - 2 

. By eit6er filling -out- and returninb the 'acached 
comment sheet ,or by, verb ally^ comm$ting on the: 'Hea1th':Effects: Workers , I ..2 

. Proposed-haniduring thk public h$eti;d.-intere_sted' I ,, ' I c 

.m6mb_ers--of th,e public: can <voice 'their. opinion'-?: 
f which, pafp of:,thg 7 .  alterTative they,support,. .which ~ ., 'prpposed ."interim action arer estimated < ,-4 % $  be '-well '. 
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y 
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:other sources, or.about:5,000.times-IpyQeG-thanithat- , - 
\estimated' for the proposed astion.. In addition, the,' ' 

. <,' .. 
C...: 

flL ~ , - --- is'well belo>w->he'-applicable DOE control' limit of ' 3 1. > 
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E ~ p o w r e s  t o  - the ,- rna'xim'al-ly '-'expose;d- . ;+ -- 
deconta,mina$on worker- as-a consequence of the \:-i- - c  

parts- they have reservations'a/bout, and,wGc%parts I '  below the D.OE-- adhinistrative control level of /:< i . ~ , : ,  

they oppose. c.Communi!t? ;acceptance . will be 2,000 milhem pSr year and ti$ . -  limit foroccupati6nal , -: 
- ass&s$d afte'r'the pyblic comment qeriod'and will be -5 workers of~5,OOO~millirem per. year specised in DOE:, '-- '( 
' addressed in. ,the Interim -Record -,  bfi-;Decis\ion; '-0rde'T' 54801:l.' Because - of'wor,kery--piotection 
. document :. 

7- 
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cr 9, I '-- 

r / -  > .  . .  inc~u~ng~engineerin~,~adm~nist~at~ve,~and,mon~torin~~- r ./. #;.-- I -  
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J. 
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r .-, . -2 
~: ' -ii \ r .. 7.- tontrols,' thai .> would: be .used durhg,? the(. 

. L' .imp!emeniatio,nd .:9,f "the' .preferred 'alternative,-. K' ' - '. Y- 

ALTERNATI~E'J '. -2 <!- -<_,  . r .., - I  ' The total .annual riik'to a remediation worker would'.--" \ , 

The becont?m;nite and Dismantle -Alternative 'is ,,.tie about (o-~, which repr/esents a q j e  in' ten 
I- 2 

 DOE^^ pref&&d alterna'tive. ,It supp~rts ' early . thousand chance of. additional cancer incidqnce. '7- 
';+ - initiation--of -the\ lc leapp pyocess, Rrovides-* the - . ,--, - . ,  

auickest ,&&anism. for. red"cing-risks, and' is the - Oiher woikers i t  the site "6t qrettly- invbl\ied in ttig (f I - '  : - propose& action- could '\be exposed- to . airborne- e- A 
. cheapest'altern'&ive overall. 1 

>'. . the,tolal annual-risk-to,o$her workers is equivale'nt to ,' / 

tenthousan$) to/l o.s_ (.oie,in'a hjllio;.l).. - ~ ~ * . ,  .' , . 

'1. c I 

. c-.  - . 

-c 3.. - -~ 
* . -! $xposur& .would -remain ( -  within-,acceptable. levels. > - ,  

L -  

T . k,. , ,. '- I _- 
\ 

/, 

.., 
t - . I  

/ _ -  . \ .  I -  I - -  
- .  

1 ._ 3. 

'i. - 9 

- ' 2 , 'contaminants reikased during project activities- The 

' SUMMAR; 0 , ~  sl&s FOR THE PREFERRED '- '-their proximity to the relea-ses. :It is'estimated-that. 

' The 'proposed ac_tion was, analyzed fo?' .potential 
. -  than the EPA acceptable.-risk,range,of..lO-? .(one- in 
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/. - , a/c'tual exposure to tti&eLw6rke& .would* depend on 

, .. 
' 1  
* _  

f l '  - .c d ,  < -  '. -(  ' 
,-, 

( .  - '-' 

I .  ' the risks to the off-site individua1:'This risk,is lower '?. . 
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.i7- health- effe-cts o n  the generaLpublic and wo,rke_rs.and 
for general ,environmkntal impacts. Potential health . F L  r . , ,  , . . 
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I- treatment to reduce toxicity, mobility,-or-volume as I 

~ a principal :. element of  . the action.' -However, 
. .. ,perma%'nt solutions will ,be' utilized :in ,the final!, ' 
: ;emedialL ,action and *alternative treatment (or- i ' '  

resyfce ';ecovery) will, be utilized to the maximum' 
c~ . ' extentpossible.,-The final remedial action will katisfy' 2 

6.- the , statutory Feference fo!: treatment as; a principal 
.> '. ', elem%nt'or will proyide juitification .for noti'meet@g , 

- > th2preference. , . - 2  ~ 

i . I , '. ./- , . 

, ' ?  -. 

. l. . .. -6 ; ~ 

,? r' . 

DOE>ncoiIrages public'participation in the selection 
,of'the-preferred alte-rnative ,for the cleanup of OW., 
. dmmunity. comments on the preferred alternative 

CO~MUN,T;U -PARTICIPATION S I 

. 

,- 

---L 
2 '. 

and other- ;alternatives , will be evcaluated + .an&:. : 

documented 'as part of the subsequent- Interi; ' , _. ,- 

Record ?f Decision. Based on bub'lic cqmmentsgr 
new infprmation, DOE'-m.ay modify the preferred ~ . ' 7 

alternative or. select another. + 
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tEollowLng the public comment periqd, and assuming . . 
public acceptanc.e,-ofa-the preferred 'alternative, -the 
DOE and E,Pbwill sign an Interim Record of Decision, A 

for OU3. '--.Tee Interim- Record- of Decision; will - ' 

describe the selected interim a'dtion ancJ inciude the -- . ' 

.comment period. After the document is &wed, a, I /'' ~ . 

: design plan for performing the interim'remedial action 
will be prepared. Once. the design is complete, .the '1 

/ 

responses, to comments received during. the public 

inferim remedialbactiok-Aan begin., , - ' . ,  I r 
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