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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ph 

PUBLIC MEETING FOR OPERABLE UNIT 4 
FEASIBILITY STUDY/PROPOSED PLAN - 

DRAFI' ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
MARCH 21, 1994 

6:30 . 7:OO p.m. .............................. Operable Unit 4 Exhibits 

7:OO . 7:45 p.m. ..................................... Presentations 

Welcome/Introductory Remarks ...................... Gary Stegner 

FEMP RUFS Program Overview ....................... Randi Allen 

OU4 History and Background ....................... Dennis Nixon 

OU4 RUFS Program ............................. Dennis Nixon 

CERCLA/NEPA Integration ......................... Eric Woods 

Public Participation Overview ........................ Raudi N e u  

Remarks From U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA 

7:45 . 8:15 ........................ Informal Question and Answer Session 

8:15-8:30p.m.. ......................................... Break 

8:30 . 1O:OO p.m. ............................. Formal Comment Session 

Closing Remarks ..................................... Gary Stegner 
. .  
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PUBLIC HEARING SIGN-IN SHEET -- 54-1 8 
OPERABLE UNIT 4 FEASIBILITY STUDY/ 

PROPOSED PLAN-DRAFI- ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENIV ' '\, . T :, 2: e-: * 
MARCH 21, 1994 -. . 4' 

Name: 

Affiliation: 

Address: 

City/State/Zip: 

Phone: 

DO YOU PLAN TO MAKE A VERBAL COMMENT DURING THE FORMAL QUESTION 
AND ANSWER SESSION TONIGHT? - YES - NO - 

Name: 
b 

Affiliation: 

Address: 

City/State/Zip: 

Phone: 

DO YOU PLAN TO MAKE A VERBAL COMMENT DURING THE FORMAL QUESTION 
AND ANSWER SESSION TONIGHT? yEs - NO - 

Name: 

Affiliation: 

Address: 

City/State/Zip: 

Phone: 

I.'..' . '. . .  
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OPERABLE UNIT 4 (SILOS 14) 541 8 
FEASIBILITY STUDY/ i . .  

.. 

PROPOSED PLAN- 
DRAET ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

MARCH21,1994 

‘Public’Hearing Evaluation Form 

We would like your opinion on the U. S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) proposed cleanup 
plan for Operable Unit 4 (Silos 1-4). Please complete this evaluation form before leaving. 

1. How well do you understand DOE’s proposed cleanup plan for Operable Unit 4? 
Very well 
Well 
Not very well 
Not at all 

2. DOE’s proposed cleanup plan for Operable Unit 4 entads using a process called 
vitrification to turn the silos’ contents into glass and then disposing of the wastes at 
the Nevada Test Site. Do you agree with this proposed solution? 

Yes 1 %  
No . Undecided 

If no, why? 

3. How well do you understand the issues that were’discussed tonight? 
. Very well 

Well 
Not very well 
Not at all 

4. Did you review the spiral-bound Proposed Plan for Remedial Actions at Operable 
Unit 4,  available at the Public Environmental Information Center? 

Yes 
No Why? 1 

If yes, what was your opinion of the document, in terms of readability, content, etc.? 



5 .  Did you, read the 16-page summary Fact Sheet for the Proposed Plan for Remedial 
. Actions at Operable Unit 4? 

Yes 
No Why? 

If yes, what was your opinion of the document, in terms of readability, content, etc.? 

6. How satisfied were you with responses to questions that were asked this evening? 
Very satisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 

Not satisfied 
Very dissatisfied 

” *  Satisfied 
) I  ..’, - g.* 

Why? 

7 .  Did you find the exhibits and/or handouts informative? 
Yes 
No 

If no, why? 

8. How did you learn about tonight’s meeting? 
Newspaper story . Friend or neighbor 
Television story Letter from DOE 
Newspaper ad Fernald employee 
Flyer Fernald envoy 
Other: 

9. Please check all of the following that apply. I am a(n): 
Area resident Fernald employee 
DOE employee Member of FRESH 
Member of Fernald Citizens Task Force 
Other 

10. If you would like to be added to Fernald’s mailing list, please complete the following: 

Address 
City State Zip 
Phone Number Fax Number 
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INTRODUCTION 

Several federal regulations guide the 
cleanup of Fernald: 

0 The Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) 

0 The Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act (SARA) 

The Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) 

0 The National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) 

All of these laws require public 
involvement under a well-defined set of 
activities and schedules. Moreover, the 
US. Department of Energy @OE) wants 
to ensure public participation in the 
decisions about Fernald. So DOE has 
decided that it will not limit its public 
involvement program to those mecha- 
nisms required by law. 

How Do I Become 
Involved2 

There are several ways to become a 
part of cleanup decisions at Fernald. 
Some of the major activities include: 

Answers to  Questions 

Femald officials want to answer 
your questions. lf they don't have 
answers immediately, they will get them. 
Call: 

Kenneth L. Morgan 
Director of Public Information 

Or write: 
(513) 648-3131 

Public Information 
US. Department of Energy 
Fernald Field Office 
P.O. Box 398705 
Cincinnati. Ohio 45239-8705 

Public Meetings and 
Workshops 

These forums are opportunities for 
members of the public to meet and 
discuss cleanup and waste management 
activities with those responsible for 
doing the work. Public meetings and 
workshops are advertised in three area 
newspapers: The Harrison Press, The 
Journal News in Hamilton, and The 
Cincinnati Enquirer. 

Sometimes public hearings are held, 
either a's a separate meeting or during 
regular meetings or workshops. The 
primary purpose of public hearings is to 
record public comments on a specific 
proposed action. 

Community 
Roundtables 

These are small meetings that 
usually focus on specific technical or 
regulatory issues related to Fernald 
cleanup. Participants attend by invitation 
only because of the specialized nature of 
the topics. If you are interested in being 
invited to roundtables, contact Ken 
Morgan at (513) 648-3131. 

Site Tours, Speakers 

Fernald offers group tours of the 
site. You can get tour information by 
calling Rachel Clark at (513) 7384321. 
Tours are not provided to school-age 
groups. 

Speakers for group meetings or 
schools are available through the 
speakers bureau. To get more informa- 
tion or to request a speaker, call Rachel 
Clark at (513) 738-6321. 

Public Comment Periods 

The public has many opportunities 
to comment on cleanup and waste 
management documents. At various 
stages in the Remedial Investigation and 
Feasibility Study process, public input is 
sought on proposed cleanup activities. 
After the public has commented, the 
DOE issues a summary of the Comments 
and how they were addressed. 

The public may comment on any 
part of a document, from the proposed 
action to the amount of jargon it con- 
tains. If you feel you need more informa- 
tion in order to comment on a document, 
DOE encourages you to call Ken Morgan 
at (513) 648-3131. 

. 

All public comments will be 
considered by DOE and the draft 
document may be revised based on the 
comments received. The comment period 
is an important part of public participa- 
tion at Fernald. 

When there is a public comment 
period, an advertisement is put in the 
legal notice section of the Cincinnati 
Enquirer, the Hamilton Journal News, 
and The Harrison Press. 

Among the documents that have 
public comment periods are: 

- Remedial Investigation reports 
- Feasibility Study reports 
- Proposed Plans 
- Draft Records of Decision - Removal Action work plans 
- Community Relations Plan 

#2261-J1 I 3  



For major reports required by the 
Amended Consent Agreement between 
DOE and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), the public 
comment periods start on the date the 
reports are submitted to EPA. The 
upcoming reports are: 

September 10,1993 - Operable Unit 4 
Feasibility Study/Proposed Plan 

October 12,1993 - Operable Unit 1 
Remedial InvestigationBaseline Risk 
Assessment 

February 18,1994 - Operable Unit 2 
Remedial InvestigationBaseline Risk 
Assessment 

March 7,1994 - Operable Unit 1 
Feasibility StudyProposed Plan 

April 29,1994 - Operable Unit 2 
Feasibility StudyProposed Plan 

June 10,1994 - Operable Unit 4 Record 
of Decision 

June 24,1994 - Operable Unit 5 
Remedial InvestigationBaseline Risk 
Assessment 

November 6,1994 - Operable Unit 1 
Record of Decision 

November 16,1994 - Operable Unit 5 
Feasibility StudyProposed Plan 

January 5,1995 - Operable Unit 2 
Record of Decision 

March 28,1995 - Operable Unit 3 
Initial Screening of Alternatives 

July 3,1995 - Operable Unit 5 Record of 
Decision 

March 13,1996 - Operable Unit 3 
Remedial InvestigationBaseline Risk 
Assessment 

August 7,1996 - Operable Unit 3 
Feasibility StudyProposed Plan 

April 2,1997 - Operable Unit 3 Record 
of Decision 

Fernald Citizens 
Task Force 

The Fernald Citizens Task Force is 
another opportunity for public participa- 
tion. Members of this advisory group 
represent the major groups affected by 
activities at Fernald. Members report to 
their groups and to the public, either 
through meetings or publications. 

The Citizens Task Force makes 
recommendations to DOE about cleanup 
standards, waste disposal and future land 
use. These recommendations will help 
guide cleanup at Fernald. 

Information Repository 

Information on the site and cleanup 
activities is available for review at the 
Public Environmental Information 
Center (PEIC), located in the JAMTEK 
Building, 10845 Hamilton-Cleves 
Highway, Harrison, Ohio, 45030. 

The public may get copies of 
documents at the PEIC. 

Written Materials 

There are a variety of written 
materials prepared about Fernald to keep 
people informed about the cleanup and 
related activities. The newsletter about 
the cleanup is mailed to people who have 
@ked to be on the site mai-ling list. Other 
materials, such as fact sheets, are 
available at meetings, at the PEIC, or by 
request. 

News releases also are prepared for 
the area media. 

Briefing Public Officials 

Public officials and agencies often 
are asked for information about Femald. 
Therefore these officials are kept 
informed through regular briefings and 
notifications. 

Employee 
Communication 

More than 2,500 people work at 
Fernald. They often share information 
about the site with their families, friends 
and neighbors. As part of the employee 
communidation program, updates, a 
monthly newsletter and a weekly 
publication are distributed to employees. 

Why Do I Need t o  
Become Involved2 

The more public involvement in the 
decision-making process at Femald, the 
better decisions will be. Participating in 
decisions at Fernald will help DOE 
respond to your concerns and clean up 
the site in a safe, effective and economi- 
cal manner. 

#2261-J2 



TO RISK - ,  54.1 8 
FERNALD 
~ ~~ 

Environmental hlanaiement Project 

PURPOSE 

Regulatory actions, such as 
cleaning up Fernald, are based on 
two distinct elements: risk assess- 
ment and risk management. 

Risk assessment is the science 
of defining the health effects of 
exposure to hazardous materials 
and situations. At Fernald, risk 
assessment information helps 
determine what action should be 
taken to clean the site. Risk assess- 
ments are one type of information 
considered in risk management. 

Risk management is the pro- 
cess of weighing policy alterna- 
tives and selecting the most appro- 
priate regulatory action. Risk 
management combines information 
about risk with economic, political, 
legal, ethical and value judgments 
to reach decisions. 

W h a t  Is RisW 

Risk is the chance that some 
harmful event will occur. 

Because it is a probability, risk 
is expressed as a fraction, without 
units. It takes values fiom 0 to 1 .O. 
Zero is the absolute certainty that 
there is no risk (which can never 
be shown). One is the absolute 
certainty that a risk will occur. 
Values between 0 and 1 represent 
the chance that a risk will occur. 

For example, we say that a 
lifetime cancer risk from carcino- 
gen A at an average daily dose of 
B is 1 in 100,000 (0.00001 or 1 0  
’). If this number is accurate, it 
means that one in every 100,000 
people exposed to carcinogen A at 
a lifetime average daily dose of B 
will develop cancer over a lifetime. 
The probability also describes the 
extra risk incurred by each indi- 
vidual in that exposed population. 

People are more familiar with 
expressions of risk associated with 
various activities than they are 
with risks associated with chemical 
exposures. We speak, for example, 
of the annual risks of dying as a 
result of certain activities. 

The annual chance of dying in 
automobile accidents for people 
who drive the average number of 
miles is about 1 in 4,000. The 
lifetime risk of developing cancer 
in the United States is about 1 in 5 .  

These types of expressions of 
risk are more familiar, but they 
mean roughly the same thing as 
those risks of toxicity fiom chemi- 
cal exposures. However, informa- 
tion on death rates from automo- 
bile accidents, for example, is more 
reliable than that pertaining to 
most chemical risks. 

Most of the risks associated 
with environmental chemical 
exposures are not so well known. 
So although chemical risk informa- 
tion often is expressed in the same 

#2261-F1 

form as directly-measured risks, 
chemical risk information is calcu- 
lated using a different methods. 
Chemical risk information almost 
always include estimates where 
measured risk data are not avail- 
able. 

W h a t  Is Risk 
Assessment2 

A risk assessment should be 
able to answer the question: 
“What is the problem,.and how 
bad is it?” 

Risk assessment consists of 
four major steps: 

0 Hazard identification 

0 Dose-response assessment 

0 Exposure assessment 

Risk characterization 

Hazard identification This 
step determines whether exposure 
to an agent can cause an increase 
in the incidence of a health condi- 
tion, such as illness or birth de- 
fects. Hazard identification in- 
volves characterizing the nature 
and strength of the relationship 
between exposure to an agent and 
the adverse health effect. 

The research for this stage 
includes laboratory and field 
observation of adverse health 
effects and exposures to particular 
agents. 



Dose-response assessment 
m a t  is the relationship between 
@es ar@ificiderike in humans? 
This’step considers the intensity of 
the exposure and other variables 
that might affect response, such as 
gender or lifestyle. 

p 5. ”? 

Researchers at this stage 
decide how to apply information 
from animal studies for humans. 

Exposure assessment What 
exposures are currently experi- 
enced or anticipated under differ- 
ent conditions? 

Research in this step focuses 
on field measurements, estimated 
exposures and population studies. 

Risk characterization. This is 
the process of estimating the 
incidence of a health effect under 
the various conditions of human 
exposure described in exposure 
assessment. It is performed by 
combining the exposure and dose- 
response assessments. The sum- 
mary effects of the uncertainties in 
the preceding steps are described 
in this stage. 

Types of Risk 
Assessments 

There are several types of risk 
assessments being used at Fernald: 

Baseline Risk Assessment 
(BRA) - The study and estimation 
of risk fiom taking no action. 
Involves estimates of chance and 
results. 

Risk Assessment (RA) - The 
study and estimation of risk from a 
current or proposed activity. 
Involves estimates of the probabil- 
ity and consequence of an action. 

w Comprehensive Response 
Action Risk Evaluation , 

(CURE)  - The assessment of the 
impacts of all cleanup activities at 
the site. 

Ecological Risk Assessment - 
The study of the impact of cleanup 
activities on vegetation and wild- 
life. 

interpreting 
Risk Numbers 

Risk is expressed in scient@ 
notation, which is the use of 
numbers raised to a power, such as 
104 or lod. Writing numbers in 
scientific notation is much more 
concise on a page, but that 
economy of space often sacrifices 
comprehension for the non-techni- 
cal audience. 

If a number has an exponent, it 
is multiplied by itself the number of 
times indicated. (The exponent is 
the small number to the upper 
right.) For example, lo2 
exponent) is 100, or 10 x 10. 

is the 

Negative exponents are differ- 
ent; a negative exponent indicates 
a fraction. So 10‘ is the same as 1/ 
(10 x 10 x 10 x 10) or 1 divided by 
(10 x 10 x 10 x 10). This is 1/ 
(lO,OOO), which equals 0.0001. 
Another way to think about lo4 is 
to think that it is 10,000 times 
smaller than 1. 
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The Fernald risk assessment 
documents are packed with num- . 
bers in scientific notation. Here are 
the most wmmon numbers “trans- 
lated” from scientific notation: 

106= 1 million 
105= 1 hundred thousand 
1- 10 thousand 
103= 1 thousand 
10% 1 hundred ... .._ 

lo’= 10 
loo= 1 
lo-’= 1/10 (0.1) 
lo-& m o o  (0.01) 
10-% 1/1,000 (0.001) 
10% 1/10,000 (0.0001) 
10-L 1/100,000 (0.00001) 
106- 1/1,000,000 (0.000001) 

Other examples of scientific 
notation: 

1.5 x 10’ = 15 
7.3 x lo‘ = 0.00073 
4.18 x lo2 = 418 

How Do I Get More 
information2 

Additional information about 
risk assessment is available in Rzsk 
Assessment in the Federal Gov- 
ernment: Managmg the Process, 
by the Committee on the Institu- 
tional Means for Assessment of 
Risks to Public Health, the Com- 
mission on Life Sciences and the 
National Research Council. This 
book is the basis for regulatory 
guidance on risk assessment. 

Or contact: 
Kenneth L. Morgan 
Director of Public Information 
U. S.  Department of Energy 
Fernald Field Office 
P.O. Box 398705 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705 
(513) 648-3131 

& 
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INTRODUCTION 

Several federal laws guide environ- 
mental restoration in the United States. 
Each has a different emphasis, but 
together they target the most pressing 
hazardous waste sites in the nation. The 
Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability 

Superfund - provides for the funding, 
study and implementation of cleanup 
efforts. In 1986, Congress reauthorized 
CERCLA as the Superfund Amend- 
ments and Reauthorization Act 
(SARA). The Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1986 sets 
the standards for managng hazardous 
waste facilities and also provides 
mechanisms for dealing with hazardous 
waste releases at the sites. The National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969 requires federal agencies to 
consider possible environmental effects 
when making decisions. All three laws 
require public involvement under a well- 
defined set of activities and schedules. 

Act (CERCLA) Of 1980 - also known a~ 

. 

The cleanup process is dynamic and 
flexible, tailored to the specific circum- 
stances of each site. A phased approach 
is used to help efforts. Researchers first 
collect available data to learn about the 
general conditions at a site. As a basic 
understanding is reached, they begm to 
identify possible cleanup alternatives. To 
fill in gaps of information and to test 
potential cleanup methods, they collect 
additional data, used to refine alterna- 
tives. This interactive process of study 
goes back and forth between data 
collection and testing, and the develop- 
ment and refinement of alternatives, 
until enough information is available to 
idenufy sound alternatives. The goal of 
gathering this information is not to 
remove all uncertainty - an impossibility 
-- but to collect enough information to 
make and support an informed decision 
on which remedy appears to be the most 
appropriate for a given site. The goal of 
all these principal federal laws is to 

PRINCIPAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS I k.l 

AFFECTING THE CLEANUP PROGkAh 

protect the safety of human health and 
the environment. 

Feasibility Study (RVFS) is conducted for 
sites placed on the NPL. The RVFS has 
several components. 

CERCLA 

CERCLA is a federal law passed in 
1980 that was amended in 1986. The act 
created a special tax that goes into a trust 
fund, commonly known as Superfund, to 
investigate and clean up abandoned or 
uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. 
These tax dollars are not being used at 
Fernald. CERCLA addresses sites not 
covered under RCRA provisions; 
RCRA's scope is limited to permitted 
waste management facilities, already 
monitored by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). 

CERCLA consists of three phases: 
1) a preliminary assessment, 
2) a thorough study of the site, explora- 
tion of alternatives and selection of a 
remedial action plan, and 
3) design and implementation of the 
chosen plan. 

The CERCLA Preliminary Assess- 
ment and Site Inspeaon (pA/SI) is used 
to determine which sites should be 
placed on the National Priorities List 
(NPL) that identifies the most serious 
uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous 
waste sites. 

The assessment focuses on the 
potential for contamination. If the 
assessment determines that further action 
is needed, a site inspection is performed 
to determine the threat to the public and 
the environment. The site is scored using 
a brief, on-site investigation. Sites that 
exceed a certain score are added to the 
NPL. 

The NPL also may list hazardous 
waste sites named by states as their top 
priority and sites determined to pose a 
significant threat to public health, 

:welfare or the environment. 
.d .\; 

A Remedial Investigation 
-1-81 

The first stage involves planning; 
All work performed during the RVFS 
follows general principles developed 
during a scoping, or planning, phase. 
Existing data on a hazardous waste site 
is evaluated to develop a cleanup 
strategy, identlfL objectives and prepare a 
work plan. A sampling analysis plan is 
prepared so that any decisions made are 
developed using the most amra te  and 
best documented data possible. At 
Fernald, U.S. EPA approves the sam- 
pling analysis and work plans. 

' 

The next step is the remedial 
investigation portion of the cleanup, 
during which extensive sampling and 
analysis activities are conducted. The 
feasibility study, which is performed 
simultaneously, takes the data and 
develops a range of alternatives for 
remediation. 

The development and screening of 
alternatives requires i d e n w n g  objec- 
tives, screening cleanup techniques and 
evaluating the alternatives. The alterna- 
tives must include a broad range of 
options, and all must be evaluated until 
they are rejected because of effectiveness, 
implementability, cost, or community 
acceptance. This elimination of the less 
promising alternatives is known as the 
screening process. 

Once all potential alternatives have 
been developed and screened, the 
remaining options are evaluated in detail 
according to nine evaluation criteria 
developed by U.S. €PA. The alternatives 
are analyzed individually against each 
criterion and then compared against one 
another to determine their respective 
strengths and weaknesses and to identify 
the key tradeoffs that must be balanced 
for that site. One of these nine criterion 
is community acceptance, which reflects 
the community's apparent preferences or 
concerns with the alternatives. 54 



When one alternative is selected, it 
is e n p y l  jnt0.a Record of Decision, 
which&& ih2e prefe& method and 
manner of remediation. The record also 
considers public comments and commu- 
nity concerns. Community acceptance, 
however, is assessed throughout the RI/ 
FS. 

A Remedial DesigdRemedial 
Action (RD/RA) is conducted to imple- 
ment the decision and to monitor the 
performance of the selected remedy. 

RCRA 

RCRA created a management 
system for hazardous waste, requiring 
that safe and secure procedures be used 
in treating, transporting, storing and 
disposing of hazardous wastes. Facilities 
must have permits to handle these wastes 
and are required to operate within 
specifk guidelines. In 1984, RCRA was 
strengthened by the Hazardous and Solid 
Waste Amendments. Now RCR4 allows 
EPA to require corrective action for 
continuing releases and releases beyond 
a waste management facility’s boundary. 

RCRA focuses on whether releases 
of hazardous waste have occurred on 
licensed operating facilities, and requires 
corrective action if releases are found. A 
progression of measures, similar to those 
for CERCLA, is taken to determine if a 
site requires environmental restoration. 

1) The first step is a RCRA 
Facility Assessment (RFA) to determine 
if further investigations are necessary. 
Like the CERCLA PNSI, the RFA is 
designed to give an initial characteriza- 
tion of a potentially hazardous site. 
However, the RFA focuses only on 
identified releases from individual sites - 
- the PNSI looks instead for potential 
off-site releases. In addition, the RFA 
does not require sampling. 

2) If a problem exists, U.S. EPA 
requires the owner/operator of the site to 
conduct a RCRA Facility Investigation 

(Rn) and corrective measures study 
(CMS). The nature, extent and rate of 
contamination are measured, all with 
U.S. EPA oversight. If the RFI indicates 
corrective action is needed, the CMS will 
be performed to identify possible 
solutions to problems at the site. 

the CERCLA feasibility study. Both 
iden@, develop, evaluate and select 
remedial action alternatives. However, a 
CMS may develop just one alternative, 
while a CERCLA feasibility study 
requires a full range of alternatives. 

The CMS under RCRA is similar to 

3) The last step is to implement 
one of the solutions through a process 
called Corrective Measures Implementa- 
tion (CMI). After U.S. EPA selects the 
remedy, the owner/operator performs the 
corrective action, taking appropriate 
measures to operate and maintain the 
remedy, and to monitor the results. This 
stage is similar to the CERCLA R D M .  

NEPA 

NEPA is the federal law that sets 
basic policy on protecting the environ- 
ment. The principal purpose of NEPA is 
to determine if a major federal action has 
significant environmental effects. NEPA 
requires federal agencies to evaluate all 
environmental impacts prior to taking 
actions. 

If an action clearly has no signifL 
cant impact, a Categorical Exclusion 
Wil l s  the obligation. If an action may 
have environmental consequences, an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) or an 
Environmental Impact Statement @IS) 
may be necessary. In preparing an EA, 
data are collected and analyzed to 
determine whether impacts are sufftcient 
to just@ the preparation of the more 
complete EIS study, or whether a 
“Finding of No Si&icant Impact” 
(FONSI) is appropriate. 

If an Environmental Impact State- 
ment is required, NEPA requires public 

participation early in the process of 
identlfylng conditions at the site and in 
the assessment of alternatives. Public 
involvement, or “scoping,” ensures that 
real problems are identified early, 
concentrates energies and effort on those 
areas requiring resolution and provides 
for a balanced and thorough Environ- 
mental Impact Statement. The NEPA 
scoping process is different from that of 
CERCLA. 

Other Laws 
and Regulations 

A variety of other laws or regula- 
tions also may apply to Fernald. They 
include: 

The Toxic Substances Control Act, 
which regulates certain classes of 
chemicals, including polychlori- 
nated biphenyls (PCBs). 

The Clean A i r  Act, which controls 
emissions of waste into the air. 

0 The National Emission Standards 
for Hazardous Pollutants, which 
limits air emissions for pollutants. 

0 The Clean Water Act, which 
controls the amount of waste that 
can be released into surface water 
bodies or publicly owned treatment 
systems. 

The Safe Drinking Water Act, 
which is designed to protect 
drinking water resources. This law 
is incorporated into RCRA and 
CERCLA provisions dealing with 
groundwater protection. 

Cleanup activities at Fernald also 
are regulated by the Amended Consent 
Agreement between DOE and U.S. €PA, 
and the Consent Decree between DOE 
and the Ohio Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

For more information about this topic or 
about other Fernald activities and 
issues, contact the Office of Public 
Information, DOE Fernald Field Office, 
at (513) 648-3131. 
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FERNALD AND THE NATIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 

INTRODUCTION 

The National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) is the federal law that sets 
basic policy on protecting the environ- 
ment. The principal purpose of NEPA is 
to require that federal agencies consider 
the environmental impacts of their 
actions. NEPA requires federal agencies 
to evaluate all environmental impacts 
prior to taking actions. 

Why Do a NEPA 
Anal ysi st 

1 

There are several regulatory require- 
ments for the analysis of potential 
impacts at Fernald. In addition, the U.S. 
Department of Energy has ordered 
compliance with NEPA at its sites. 

Integration at Fernald 

Fernald has a plan that integrates 
NEPA activities with those being 
conducted under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Act (CERCLA), or 
Superfund. Under this plan, impacts will 
be evaluated at two levels: 

0 The general intensity and extent of 
impacts from actions on a site-wide 
basis 

The magnitude of the potential 
impacts associated with actions 
within each operable unit, or study 
area 

The NEPA evaluation is being 
conducted in conjunction with the 
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility 
Study activities proceeding under 
CERCLA. The NEPA information 
analyzing impacts is being prepared as 
an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) or Environmental Assessment 
(EA). 

At Fernald, a “lead” EISEA will 
be incorporated into the first operable 
unit feasibility study to be completed. 
The first is Operable Unit 4, and it is 
scheduled to be issued September 10, 
1993. The lead EISEA will present 
operable unit-specific, site-wide, and 
cumulative impacts. These impact 
analyses can be updated, as necessary, in 
each subsequent operable unit NEPA 
analysis. 

Potential Impacts 

Under NEPA, a wide range of 
activities are evaluated to determine 
potential impacts. They include: 

- Air quality 
- Noise 
- Groundwater 
- Soildgeological 
- Aquatic 
- Terrestrial 
- Flood plains, wetlands 
- Threatenedendangered 

- Public health 
- Worker health 
- Transportation 
- Historic/archaeological 
- Socioeconomic 
- Land Use 
- Commitment of raw materials 
- Commitment of lands 
- Use of resources 
- Off-site disposal issues 
- Cumulative impacts 
- Long-term nature of impacts 

species 

Site-Wide 
Characterization 

Report 

’ The Site-Wide Characterization 
Report (SWCR) contains some informa- 
tion from the NEPA analysis at Fernald. 
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The SWCR is the primary source for 
detailed, site-specific and regonal 
factors such as air quality, geology, soils, 
etc. 

It also contains the NEPA analysis 
of the “no action” alternative. 

Public Involvement 
Under NEPA 

The public will have 45 days to 
comment on the NEPA information 
contained in the feasibility study reports. 
The U.S. Department of Energy will 
address those comments when it prepares 
the draft Record of Decision documents. 

Other public involvement, or 
“scoping,” is required under NEPA. 
The scoping ensures that real problems 
are identified early, concentrates 
energies and effort on those areas 
requiring resolution and provides for a 
balanced and thorough EISEA. 

There were two scoping meetings for 
the OU4 EIS. The first was held June 12, 
1990 at Ross High School and the second 
was held June 13, 1990 at Forest Park 
High School. Transcripts of those 
meetings, as well as related reports, are 
available in the Public Environmental 
Information Center, located in the 
JAMTEK Building, 10845 Hamilton- 
Cleves Highway, Harrison, Ohio 45030. 

Comments were received from seven 
organizations, two government agencies 
and four individuals during the two 
scoping meetings. From these comments, 
about 200 issues were categorized and 
summarized. 

For more information about this topic or 
about other Fernald activities and 
issues, contact the ODce of Public 
Information, DOE Fernald Field Oflce, 
at (513) 648-3131. 



SELECTING THE CLEANUP :" 
STRATEGY UNDER SUPERFUND 

INTRODUCTION 

Several federal laws guide 
environmental restoration at the 
U.S. Department of Energy's - 

Fernald site, but the primary one is 
the Comprehensive Environmen- 
tal Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, 
or Supefind. In 1986, Congress 
reauthorized CERCLA as the 
Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act (SARA). 
Superfbnd requires extensive 
public involvement in decision- 
making under a well-defined set of 
activities and schedules. 

The cleanup process is dy- 
namic and flexible, tailored to the 
specific circumstances of each site. 
As information about the nature 
and extent of the contamination at 
a site is gathered, possible cleanup 
alternatives are identified. The goal 
is to make and support an in- 
formed decision on the best 
cleanup option. The goal is to 
protect the safety of human health 
and the environment. 

The Superfund 
Process 

CERCLA consists of three 
phases: 

1) a preliminary assessment, 

2) a thorough study of the site, 
evaluation of alternatives and 
selection of a remedial action plan, 
and . z  

. I  

3) design and implementation of 
the plan. 

The second phase is known as 
the Remedial Investigation and 
Feasibility Study (RVFS). The RV 
FS has several phases. 

The first stage involves plan- 
ning. The next step is the remedial 
investigation portion of the 
cleanup, during which extensive 
sampling and analysis activities are 
conducted. The feasibility study, 
performed simultaneously, devel- 
ops a range of cleanup alternatives 
based on the sampling and other 
data. 

Developing and 
Screening 

Alternatives 

Cleanup alternatives are 
developed by examining how 
existing technologies might be 
applied to a specific condition at a 
site. This process consists of six 
general steps: 

Establish remedial action 
objectives 

Develop general response 
actions -- such as excavation, 
containment, etc. -- for each 
type of contamination, treat- 
ment, excavation, pumping or 
other actions 
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Identify volumes or similar 
areas of contamination in 
which general response actions 
might be applied 

Identify and screen the tech- 
nologies applicable to each 
general response action to 
eliminate those that cannot be 
done 

Identie and evaluate options 
based on effectiveness, relative 
cost, and whether they are 
practical or possible 

Proceed with a detailed analy- 
sis of alternatives 

As part of the screening pro- 
cess, alternatives are analyzed to 
determine how well they will 
combine to protect the entire site. 

This approach is designed to 
provide decision makers with 
sufficient information to ad- 
equately compare the alternatives, 
select an appropriate remedy and 
justify that decision. 

Once all potential alternatives 
have been developed and screened, 
the remaining options are evalu- 
ated in detail according to nine 
evaluation criteria developed by 
EPA. The alternatives are analyzed 
individually against each criterion 
and then compared to one another 
to determine their respective 
strengths and weaknesses and to 
identi@ the key tradeoffs that must 
be balanced for that site. 
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Under the nine criteria. alterna- 

0: 

0 

0 
0 

0 

Protect human health ana the 
r3 nvi ronment 

lleet all applicable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements 

Have long-term effectiveness 

Reduce toxicity, mobility or 
volume of the contaminants 

Have short-term effectiveness 

Be implementable 

Be cost-effective 

Have state acceptance 

Have community acceptance 

When the evaluation process is 
complete. the recommendation -- 
or prqfered alternative -- is 
published in a document known as 
a Proposed Plan. M e r  the public 
and regulators have commented on 
the proposed plan, a Record of 
Decision is prepared. A Record of 
Decision is the document that 
explains which cleanup alternative 
will be used. 

Major Superfund 
Documents 

The public has many opportu- 

Nties to comment on cleanup and 
waste management decisions 
throughout the Superfund process. 
DOE welcomes public commeni 
on all its documents. But at vari- 
ous stages in the Remedial Investi- - gation and Feasibilitv Study 
process. public input is sought on 
proposed cleanup activities. 

When documents are available. 
an advenisement is put in the legal 
notice section of the Cincmnaii 
Enquirer, the Hamilton Journal 
.Vuws, and The Harrison Press. 

The major reports coming up are: 

September 10, 1993 - Operable 
Unit 4 Feasibility StudyProposed 
Plan 

October 12, 1993 -- Operable 
Unit 1 Remedial Investigation/ 
Baseline Risk Assessment 

February 18.1994 - Operable 
Unit 2 Remedial Investigationi 
Baseline Risk Assessment 

March 7,1994 -- Operable Unit 1 
Feasibility StudyProposed Plan 

Aprii 29, 1994 -- Operable Unit 2 
Feasibilitv S tudyProposed Plan 

June 10,1994 -- Operable Unit 4 
Record of Decision 

June 24,1994 -- Operable Unit 5 
Remedial InvestigatioruBaseline 
Risk Assessment 
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November 6. 1994 - Operable 
Unit 1 Record of Decision 

November 16.1994 -- Operable 
h i t  5 Feasibilitv Study/Proposea 
Plan 

January 5, 1995 -- Operable Uni 
2 Record of Decision 

.March 28, 1995 -- Operable Unir 
3 Initial Screening of Alternatives 

Juiy 3, 1995 -- Operable Unit 5 
Record of Decision 

March 13. 1996 -- Operable Unir 
5 Remedial InvestigatiodBaseiint 
Risk Assessment 

August 7, 1996 -- Operable Unit 
Feasibility StudyProposed Plan 

Aprii 2,1997 -- Operable Unit 3 
Record of Decision 

The public may comment on 
any part of a document, fiom the 
proposed action to the amount of 
jargon it contains. If you feel you 
need more information in order tc 
comment on a document, call: 

Kenneth L. Morgan 
Director. Public Information 
U. S. Department of Energy 
Fernald Field Office 

(513) 648-3131 
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Studies now in progress will 
determine the most effective 
cleanup actions to address identi- 
fied environmental concerns at the 
Fernald site and surrounding area. 

Several types of waste materi- 
als are stored at Fernald. These 
include low-level radioactive 
waste, hazardous chemical waste, 
mixed waste (hazardous wastes 
which also contain radiological 
constituents), as well as construc- 
tion rubble and other waste materi- 
als generated as a result of per- 
forming cleanup activities at the 
site. 

These wastes are stored in six 
in-ground waste pits, three above- 
ground silos, and thousands of 
steel drums, metal boxes, and 
other containers. The drums, 
boxes, and other containers are 
stored in warehouses, former 
production buildings, tent-like 
support structures, and on outdoor 
concrete pads. 

Cleanup Strategy 

The facility and environmental 
issues associated with the site are 
divided into five parts (known as 
“operable units”), which are areas 
logically grouped according to 
their similarities in terms of envi- 
ronmental concern or likely 
cleanup alternatives. This strategy 
promotes a more structured and 
expeditious cleanup of Fernald 
under a Consent Agreement 

between the U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency 
(U.S. EPA). 

Environmental studies at 
Fernald focus on the examination 
of surface soils and below-surface 
soils, surface water and sediment, 
groundwater, and atmospheric 
conditions to determine the nature 
and extent of radiological and 
chemical contamination present in 
each of the five cleanup units. This 
allows personnel to develop a 
detailed understanding of the 
associated risks posed to human 
health and the surrounding envi- 
ronme9t. Once that information is 
known, alternatives for removing 
or immobilizing the contamination 
can be analyzed. 

During the course of environ- 
mental studies, certain conditions 
are occasionally identified which 
call for more immediate actions. 
Cleanup activities are accelerated 
as needed to address releases or 
potential releases of hazardous 
substances. 

Operable Unit I 

The six waste pits being 
addressed under Operable Unit 
contain approximately 475,000 
tons of waste, including uranium, 
thorium, and other radioactive and 
chemical elements. Environmental 
concerns associated with the waste 

1 

pits include the potential leaching 

of contaminants into below-surface 
soils and groundwater, rainwater 
runoff from the waste pit area into 
Paddy’s Run and other drainage 
swales, and wind or water erosion 
from exposed surfaces and road- 
ways. 

Operable Unit 2 

Operable Unit 2 consists of 
areas used to dispose of flyash 
generated as a result of burning 
coal in the boiler plant, spent lime 
from water treatment processes, 
sanitary waste, construction rubble 
and other materials from past 
operations at Fernald. 

While uranium is the primary 
contaminant, studies are” in 
progress to confirm that elevated 
concentrations of other hazardous 
materials are not present in Oper- 
able Unit 2. Environmental con- 
cerns associated with this cleanup 
unit include the potential leaching 
of contaminants into below-surface 
soils and groundwater, and wind 
and water erosion that could result 
in contaminants becoming airborne 
or migrating to surface waterways. 

Operable Unit 3 

Operable Unit 3 focuses on 
cleanup of contamination in the 
former production area resulting 
from the 37-year production 
mission at Fernald. This is one of 
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the largest and most complex of 
the cleanup units, due to the wide 
variety qf fqrmer pzcessing 
facilities-’dd large‘quantities of 
radioactive-materials and hazard- 
ous chemicals located in this 136- 
acre study area. The primary 
contaminant‘is uranium, and the 
main focal points of cleanup are 
buildings, equipment, and support 
facilities. Environmental concerns 
being addressed in this cleanup 
unit include contaminated soils, 
uncontrolled rainwater runoff, and 
asbestos abatement. 

Operable Unit 4 

Operable Unit 4 includes four 
above-ground storage silos, two of 
which contain approximately 9,700 
tons of radium-bearing radioactive 
waste. A third silo contains dried 
uranium-bearing wastes; the fourth 
silo is empty. Environmental 
concerns associated with the silos 
include radon gas emissions and 
below-surface soil contamination 
due to leaching of contaminants 
from the silos. 

Operable Unit 5 

Operable Unit 5 encompasses 
the environmental media at Fernald 
and surrounding areas that could 
be impacted by the facility. While 
other cleanup units focus on 
specific waste facilities or defined 
areas, Operable Unit 5 is con- 
cerned with those areas that could 
be affected by the Fernald site. 
‘‘Environmental media” includes 
the groundwater, surface water, 
soils, sediments, air, vegetation, 
and wildlife throughout the 
Fernald site and surrounding areas. 
The groundwater includes the 
Great Miami Buried Valley Aqui- 
fer, a source of water in the vicin- 
ity of Fernald, and pockets of I 
“perched” water trapped in clay’ 
layers above the aquifer at several 
locations on the Fernald site. 

Surface waters include the 
Great Miami River, Paddys Run, 
and the Fernald site’s stom sewer 
outfall ditch. Sediments in Oper- 
able Unit 5 include solid materials 
carried in stormwater runoff or 
plant discharges of treated waste- 

waters to surface waterways or 
drainage ditches. Soils on and-off 
the Fernald site boundaries also are. 
being investigated for possible 
contamination due to past dis- 
charges or air emissions. 

Selecting Cleanup 
Alternatives 

Upon completion of environ- 
mental studies at Fernald, a Record 
of Decision (ROD) will be issued 
by the U.S. EPA to specify the 
final remedial alternative for each 
of the five cleanup units. As 
directed by the U.S. EPA in the 
Records of Decision, the DOE will 
implement selected final cleanup 
actions which are the most protec- 
tive of human health and the 
environment. 

For more information about this 
topic or about other Femald 
activities and issues, contact the 
Office of Public Information, 
DOE Femald Field Office, at 
(513) 648-3131. 



THE PUBLIC ENVIROWENTAL c 

INFORMATION CENTE 

INTRODUCTION 

The Public Environmental 
Information Center (PEIC) was 
created to provide easy public 
access to documents about the 
cleanup activities at the Fernald 
Environmental Management 
Project. 

The PEIC houses the Adminis- 
trative Record and the public 
reading room. 

Administrative 
Record 

The Administrative Record is 
required by the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Com- 
pensation and Liability Act (also 
known as Superfhd). The Admin- 
istrative Record is a body of 
documents that forms the basis for 
selection of a particular response 
action at a site. Documents in the 
Administrative Record include 
those that contain cleanup alterna- 
tives or options that were consid- 
ered, but were ultimately rejected. 

Not only does the Administra- 
tive Record document the decision 
for the selection of a response 
action, it serves as a vehicle for 
public participation in the selection 
of the response action. Moreover, 
judicial review of any issue con- 
cerning the adequacy of a response 
selection is limited to the Adminis- 
trative Record. For purposes of 
administrative and.j,udicial review, 
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the record contains documents that 
reflect the participation of the 
public and the U.S. Department of 
Energy's (DOE) consideration of 
the public's concerns. 

Many different types of docu- 
ments are generated when a 
remedial response action is se- 
lected. They may include: 

Factual information/data, 
such as sampling data, inspec- 
tion reports, risk assessments, 
work plans, technical studies 
performed for the site 

0 Policy and guidance, such as 
memoranda on off-site disposal 
availability, alternative treat- 
ment technologies, guidance 
documents, technical literature 

Public Participation, such as 
the community relations plan, 
public notices, transcripts of 
formal meetings, responses to 
significant comments received 
from the public, the proposed 
Plan 

0 Enforcement documents, 
such as administrative orders 
and consent decrees or agree- 
ments 

0 Decision documents, such as 
the Record of Decision 

Other information, such as 
the Administrative Record 
index, health assessments, 
documentation of state in- 
volvement 
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Key Documents 

Methods for cleaning up 
Fernald 'are determined primarily 
through the Remedial Investigation 
and Feasibility Study process, 
which is required under Supehnd. 
At various steps in this process, a 
report is issued. These key reports 
include: 

0 Remedial Investigation, 
which presents information on 
the nature and extent of haz- 
ardous substance contamina- 
tion. This report emphasizes 
data collection and site charac- 
terization. 

Feasibility Study, which hlly 
evaluates alternatives to 
prevent or reduce the migra- 
tion or release of hazardous 
substances from the site. 

0 Baseline Risk Assessment, 
which examines current and 
potential threats to human 
health and the environment 
that may be posed by contami- 
nants on the site. 

0 Comprehensive Response 
Action Risk Evaluation, 
which evaluates the risk associ- 
ated with the proposed alterna- 
tives. 

Proposed Plan, which summa- 
rizes what cleanup remedy has 
been selected, and why. The 
proposed plan, which the 
public comments on, is issued 
with the feasibility study. 

bJc 
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[7 Record of Decision, which 

$$peJls?ou<thecleanup % bz .J %d plan. It 
also includes a'section address- 
ing public comments received 
on the proposed plan. 

Public Reading 
Room 

The reading room contains 
additional background information 
on Fernald and other DOE sites, 
environmental restoration, fact 
sheets on cleanup activities and 
audio or video tapes. Some of the 
materials available include: 

- Reference books on hazard- 
ous waste and related topics 

- News clippings 

- Technical law collection 

- Technical Information Ex 
change (TIE) reports 

- Technical information collec- 
tion 

- Risk assessment information 

- Cassette tapes or videotapes 
on selected meetings and 
conferences, site activities, 
etc. 

Copies 

Hours 

The PEIC is open six days a week: 

9 a.m. - 8 p.m. 

9 a.m. - 4:30 p.m. 

Monday and 
Thursday 

Tuesday, 
Wednesday 
and Friday 

9 a.m. - 1 p.m. Saturday 
Documents may not be taken 

out of the PEIC, but the public 
may make copies of the documents 
and other information. Copies are 
fiee. For More 

Int ormation 

Location 

The PEIC is located about one 
mile south of the site on Hamilton- 
Cleves Highway, which is also 
State Route 128. 

L 

You can call the PEIC at 

(513) 738-0164 
or 

(513) 738-0165. 
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