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1.1 SITE BACKGROUND 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

F e d  EnvirOMKotal Managemsot Project (FEMP) (formerly called the Feed Materials Production Center 
WPC]) is a Departmeot of Energy @OE)-o,wned facility formerly utilited for tbe production of uranium d 

used in U.S. defense programs. It is located on I IOSO-acre site in a rural uea about 18 miles oonbwest of 
Cincinnati, Ohio. Tbe production facilitics occupy approximately 136 acres  eat tbe center of tbe site. Most of 
&e site, inchding dl of tbe productioa aDd waste*maaagement facilities, is locaied within Hamilton County. Ohio, 

with tbe exception of about 200 acres located io soutbern Butler County, Ohio. Tbe villages of F e d ,  New 
Baltimore, Ross, New Haven, and Shandon are d located within A few d e s  of tbe FEMP. 

11 
11 
11 
11 
11 

11 Prw[ucnm operarionr at rhc FEUP have resulted in 5 major a r e  of ccammkhn (or Operable Units fOUsJ 

11 MdCr the Cornprchcnriw Envircnvrunral Rcspome. &nyxm& d Liability Act [CERCLA]) that must be 
{I d r e s s e d  lhrough CERCU r e d i a l  oniar lkc FEMP Opemble Units include: OUI) Waste Pirr 1 rhrough 6. 

1) Burn Pit. and Cleatwell; Om) &her W a t e  Areas: OU3) Prodrrcrion Area and Suspect Areas; OU4) S i h  1. 2. 3, 
11 and 4; 0115) E n v i r ~ l  Media 

Producnm activities ar the FEMP involved l h  chemical processing of uranium that resuled in a product culled a 

uranium derby. A pomm of the dcrbus produced at the FEMP were sew directly to orher DOE sues, whik the 
remainder were remeled to form uranium ingots. Ingots wried in site, weigh, a d  shape according I O  how rhq 
were used 01 tht  FEMP and at o t k r  DOE sites. Some Ingots were machined into uranium billots which were dun 

shipped to other DOE sues, prinCip0l)y Savannah River a d  Hanjord. 

II 

Production activities at the site ceased in July 1989 d tbe o v e d  mission of tbe FEW bas been directed to 

eovironmental restoration d cleanup. On February 19, 1991, DOE submitted a Closure Report and Training 
d Job Placement S e w b  Plan to Congress. Following tbe 120 day congressional review, tbe sitejormulty 11 

11 . closed. 

DOE is in tbe process of investigating the eavirnomeotal effects of pest and preseot activities at the FEW in 
F e d ,  Ohio. Remedial actioos will be developed, assessed, and implemented to protect human bealth and tbe 

environment from releases or potential releases of batardous or radioactive substances at or from the FEW. 

On July 18, 1986, a Federal Facility Compliance Agreemeot (FFCA) pertaining to environmental ;mPacts 
associated with yean of operation at the M P  was signed by DOE and tbe U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA). Tbe FFCA was eatered into pursuant to Executive Order 12088. On November 21, 1989, the 

FEMP was listed on EPA's National Priorities List. Since that time. DOE and tbe EPA have oegotked a 

11 CERCLA 120 d 106(a) Consed Agree- (Consent Agreement). An amended Conrent Agreement wos signrd 

11 on September 20. 1991 following a dispute resolurim between EPA ad DOE. 
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W i h n  tbe C E R C U  fnrncwork. redd iavestigntions (ru) arc being doae to &e& rbe nature md extent of 
MY release, or lhreal of release of hazardous or rdioactive fllbstaoces, p o l t u ~ ,  or conlaminan~s, rod to gather 

rll oecessary data to support the feasibility stdies (FS). The purpose of the FS is to develop ud evdunte 
remedial nctioo dtematives to protect buman bealtb md tbe eovironment from releasss or threateoed releases of 

hazardous or radioactive s u b s t m ~ ~ ,  pouutants, or ~0ntaminanLS at the FEMP. 

7 % ~  NEPA process it being btegmted wirh tiu CERCU RUFS process. Each OW will have integmted RlIFS- 

NEPA docummmim thnr will rva&e a l c m ' v c s  cauittcnt wish b e  being canrkicred in the CERCU 
process. 77IC integmted RIIFS-NEPA documcntanh will ako assess a br&r mngc of c n v i r m n t a l  impcrs 

(e.g. s o c i c x c ~ n u ~ c  and cumukuive). 

1.2 NATIONAL ENWRONMENTAL POLlCY ACT (NEPAIICERCLA INTEGR4TlON APPROACH 

DOE policy on NEPNCERCLA integration is ~ e (  forth in DOE Order 5400.4. It korporates policies estnblisbed 

by a policy notice issued in August 1988 by Ibe DOE Mice of Assistant Secretary for Environment, Safety d 
Health. According to the order, integration is to be nccomplished by CoOductiOg tbe NEPA i d  CERCLA 
eovironmentd planning aod review procedutes coacumtly.  Integration is inteoded to (1) avoid duplicate effort 
d tbe larger commitmeat of resources ha! would be needed to impleaneat bo& NEPA and CERCLA sepanrtely. 
(2) nvoid conflicts in analysis rod tbe cboice of a d i a l  alternative, md (3) minimk tbe risk of delaying 
remedial actioos on pn>cebud gmuads. 

77IC primary imt~~nunt for DOE'S NEPA-CERCU inrrgmrion k to be the RIIFS process, supplrmmrcd ar ncecied 
to meet ck procuiuml and docummtariat rcquirenunts of NEPA. 7he @I pr& will be a single, integrated 

set of documtnu; namely. an RI repon imd a combined F S f i v i r d  I n p u t  Statement (€IS) repon that 
satisfi the requiremrnrs of bah  NEPA and CERCU. 

'Ibe NEPNCERCLA integration appruach plblisbed in tbe Notice of Intent (NOD (55 Federul Rcaistcr 20183, 
May 15.1990) coocMed that: 

e An RUFS-EIS is tbe appropriate level of NEPA docutwmtation for the lead 
operable unit 

NEPNCERCLA integration will also be provided in tbe remRining operable unit RVFS-mPA 
documents. W e  doauoents aiu be 'tiered' to (or referem) the lead RI/FS-EIS nnd will 
preseot impacts specific to tbe operable units and update site-wide aDd cumulative impncts, as 
V X e S S a r y .  

e 

l 7 u  ROD for OU4 war iniriaUy scheduled to be itsued before tht other OVs and u would have been t k  OW 
cowidered in r l u  kad Rl/FS-€KS. Howrvrr. ofer s u b m i d  of the RI for OU4, EPA determined that tk 

charucterizanbn efon to suppon the initial RI was k q l t e  and addirional cfiamcterizatim acrivirics were 

' required. 77ICrcfore. the subsequent L k r y s  in the OU4 schtduk nsulcd in Out becoming the lead operable unit. 

1-7 
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'Ibe l a d  RUTS-EIS aill consider oaly d i a l  alternatives Iba! are being developed for tbe F e d  facility .Dd 
 no^ aational DOE waste managemeat strategies. 

Environmental ;mPects of tbe RI/FS sampling program a d  removal actions are behg d r e s s e d  in separPte NEPA 
documentation. 

l7u strategy outlined in thc Cm~nr  Agreement for the RIIFS will focilirarr thc p ~ I y f i s  of cumulative impacts and 

II 
II 1. 

II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
I1 
I1 
II 
II 

. 2. 

DOE u pedonning a au-rime Si~e-widr C?uaractedm to summarke all sire data available as of 
12fllI91. l3is repon will m i n  a Preliminary Basrl.int Rirk Asscssnvnr (PBRA) thor 
characterizes the current mrd potential t h r c u  to human health and the rnriranmmr that muy be 
pared by c m & m h a ~ ~  01 the -'re sue if nofirrrhrr Cmrrdr are applied. DOE will idovifjr in the 
PBRA t k  Lading Remcdiai Alteman've for cach of Ju o p e d l r  rmirr 1 through 5. based m du 
daro and best professiclnal judgement. 

Once a remedial action alteman've has been selected for rcrch ofthe opcmble &, DOE will 
h e l o p  a comprchmnve respmsc aaim risk rwkrarim This rirk N4kranon ' will evaluate the 
residual risk associa& with the propared a l t e m k  and fhaor in the amulurive risk associared 
wirh thc remedial onion alxemanie for the M k r  opemble rmiu. 'Ihr pu'parr of rhir wdyssit  ir to 

n u l h t e  the pot& risk from each p r o p c d  0 1 I c m ~ ' v e  in du c~~ of the risk p e d  by the 

site as a whole. 7k cumdative residual rirk durian fnwn the o t k r  operable Lorits will be 
estimated bared upim the rclected alterrvuive flor OUs hat have already reached a deciritm point). 
or the leading remedial akenaarive as presented in Ju PBRA. 

1.3 PURPOSE OF IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
II 
11 The main purpart of thir RIIFS-EIS Impkmrmarion Pkm ir to: 1) record the resubs of rk scoping process Md 2) 
11 to provide DOE wirh g u k e  in the prcpamnbn of the RIES-EIS. A record of the scoping process ir p r d e d  in' 

11 the three appendices to the R.I/FS-EIS ImplemrntMbn Pkzn Appendix A pr& a summa- of tk 

11 comnu~s received during rhe scoping prcxess and a summarizMbn of DOE3 respowes 10 duse comrmnts. 

11 A p p d i x  B p r o d s  the scoping meeting tranrcripts and the wrinm C O ~ ~ C M .  A p p d U  C p r o d e s  thc scoping 
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This Impknunlafion Phn OLo provides a descripnbn of the proparred adms and remedial olrcman'vcs, a list oj 

ennrmrucll issuts to be cuuidered in tht RIlFS-EIS (VlcLrding h a r e  ideniified during public *coping acn'vities). 

a list of propared agmcy carrukan'ars, r k  timing n h n a v h i p  berwccn he NEPA compliance process ad rhr 

CERCU project pLyvring and decisim-making. and a detailed a ~ l L v  for tht  RIlFS-EIS. 

II 

1 - J  
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2.0 PROPOSED ACnON AND REMEDIAL ALTERNATIYES 

- -  

2.1 OPERABLE UNIT APPROACH 

DOE'S appmnch at tbe is to expedite d i a t i o n  through the use of tbe operable Unit c o w .  Operable 
11 units a n  similar groupings of facilities d e0vironmeat.l media tbal wiU &le DOE to expedite rk decision 

11 making on remedial actions for tbe highest priority operabk units while awaiting necessary data and related 

11 d y s i s  00 oiber operable units. Tlu FEMP opcrabk Miu cu d e w d  in he 1991 MLCndcd Carzo~ Agrermmr 

11 between €PA and D O E  arc: I) Waste PI@ 1 through 6, Clsarwcll, ud Burn Pit; 2) Other Waste Areas; 3) 
Production Area and Suspect Areas; 4) Silos 1. 2, 3, a d  4; 5) AU Eovironmend Media. b e  operable Units 
are identified in Figure 2-1. 

2.2 PROPOSED ACTIONS FOR OPERABLE UNITS 1. 2. 3, 4.  ANI 5 

2.2.1 ORe rable Unit 1 

I 

11 Operable Unit 1 i o c ~ e ~  six ias te  pits, tbe bum pit, a coll~crim ami senling k i n  M ar r h  ChameU. 

11 b e m .  liners, md soil within t k  operable w d  boundary which is louLted in the northwestern portion of tbe 

Em. The waste pits are DO longer in use. Waste Pits 1, 2, 4, a d  6 were mostly used for disposal of dry 

radioactive waste. Waste Plts 4 and 5 also contain hazardous constitueats. ' he  estimated vohuw of tbese four 

waste pits is 112,ooO cubic y a r b .  Waste pits 3 and 5 were used for -nt of liquid wastes and contain 
uranium, tborium. d other constitueots; tbe estimated volume is 329.500 cubic yards. Tbe bum pit was used to 
burn waste materials, inchding pyropboric and reactive cbemicab, oils, and otber combustible low-level 
radioactive w e d .  Use of tbe burn pit was discootinual in 1986. Tbe Clearwell wns used as a collection a d  

sealing basin for liquid overflow from pit 5 d for runoff from tbe waste storage area; sioce shutdown of the 

7 s  flow to Pit 5 in early 1987, use of the Clearwell bas bee0 limited to collecting surface storm water ruwff 

from tbe waste pit area. The intent of tbe remedial action is to stabilize, isolnte or treat tbe waste and any 

associated contamination to preveot tbe release or migration of coataminads to the eovironment. hring'1992, A 
removal action is being undertaken to mitigate the discharge of contamb&d runoff into Paddy's Run. 

- 

2.2.2 Ouerable Unit 2 

Opeiable Unit 2, Otber  Waste Areas. iocMes the north aod south lime shxige pods, active flyash pile, inactive 

I\ flyash disposal aree, tk South Field dispasal area. t k  soid waste kmdfill,  b e m ,  limn, and soik wirhin thc 

11 operable u n i ~  W r y .  "he lime shdge ponds, located m the waste storage area, are settlingldrying beds for 

alkaline sMges @ced from tbe treatmeat of tbe raw water supply to FEW. The poods eocompass an area of 
approximately two ~ e s ;  the shdge volume is estimated rt 11,500 cubic yards for eacb pond. 'Ibe flyash piles 
contain flyash from tbe on-site coal-fired boiler plant d ue located Joutbwest of tbe production iuea. In the 

past. the inactive flyash disposal area was sprayed with oils (contaminated with uranium) to control dust. 
Approximately loo0 kg of uranbm is estimated to have been present in tbese waste oils. 
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 sod^ Field, louted at tbe ~ r t b e r n  edge of tbe inactive flyash disposal M., was ued to dispobe of wanium- 

c o n w e d  constructioa rubble. Tbe f l y a h  disposal uaad d tbe South Field eocompass M estimated 16 acres. 

SOU waste landtill is located D0-t of tbe waste storage rn rod served M tbe disposal rite for waste 
paper, nags, rod &r  type^ of solid sanitary wastes from tbe production facilities. Tbe solid waste units ue 
distinguished by tbe prasewe of large volumes cf eobd waste materials, but d y  small amounts of cbemicll or 
dioact ive wastes, tbat were mixed with tbe d i d  wastes during Lbe y m  of operation. 

11 Opernbk Unit 3, Prducnm Md Pr&nm hsociuted Farihies wirhin the former production area including. bur 
11 not limited to, all above- and btlow-gradc improvements. stnutures, equipment, un'lirics. drum.  rmrks, solid 
11 w a w ,  waste, product, rhroium. t f l e n t  lirut, K-65 transfer line, w t e w e r  treannent facilities, fire training 
11 jiacilin'es. scrap mtnl piles. f tedrtock.  and the coal p i k .  7)u HiFS work phn addendum IO d r e s s  rk increase 

11 in the scope of OU3 10 include d e c ~ d m  and decommissioning (D&D) it currenrly under to& at EPA. 

II 

II 
II 

ll 
II 
It 

A removd action bas been initiated to address u&um contamina!ed percbed groundwater found d e r  Phts 23. 
6, 8, nnd 9. In each of tbe plants, p o t e o t d y  contamhated percbed water aill be PMped from tbe wells, 
sampled, stored in holding tanks, aod transpod by tanker truck to a central collection tank in Plant 8. All 
samples will be analyzed for Huiardcw Substcmce List (HSL) constituents. An activated +n fihration system 
4 be installed in Plant 8 to treal tbe wnter stored in tbe collection tnnk. The filtration system will rwwve 
Volatile Organic Compouods (VOC) which bave been determined to be in tbe percbed water below each of the ' 

plants. Tbe water will be sampled before d after t m  in tbe charcoal tilter. Tbe treated water will tbeo be 
discharged to the existing Plant 8 treatment system. 

2.2.4 Overable Unit 4 

Operable Unir 4 includes the K d s  Silas (silos I and 2). t k  metal aridr silo (Sib 3). an w e d  sib (Silo 4). rhr 
d e w  tunk system, bcnnr, lincrs. cmd soih within rk opcruble rprit boundary. Tbese are located south of tbe 

waste pit area in tbe northwestern portion of tbe FEMP. Tbe domed waste storage silos measure 80 feet in 
diameter, 36 feet high to tbe center of tbe silo dome, a d  27 fed to tbe top of tbe vextical walls. Tbe walls are 
eight iocb-thick coocrete as are tbe Outer part of the domes, which taper to four i0Cbe.s at tbe ceoter. Silos 1 and 

2 are surrounded by an earthen berm to I level of approximaiely 26 feet while tbe metal oxide silo sod Silo 4 are 

free-standing. Silos 1 nnd 2 are used for the storage of mdium-bearing residues formed as by-products of uranium 
ore processing. Tbey received waste reshes fmm 1952 to 1958. Waste rafhntes were pun@ into tbe silos 

where tbe sotids would sa le .  The pr;marY radioactive coastituents of Silos 1 d 2 are radium (Ra-226). thorium 

(Tb-230). and uranium. Tbe majority of tbe waste material is silica d metallic compouods. 

A Removal A n k r  to *ply a b a d e  cCay cap over the residues in Silos 1 cmd 2 md,subsequcntty reduce mdar 

emissionr fim rk s i b  w completed on November 28, 1992. Sampling of the b c m  and soil beneath the sitar 
w ~ t  aLso completed an Augur 10, 1991. 

P 

I '  
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2.2.7 General Reswnse Actions 

Proposed g e o e d  response actions are being coasidand for evduatioo for qpopriste waste units within Operable 

Units 1 - 5 .  Tbe respouse actions imhde. but are mt limited to tbe following: 

0 No action 

0 Waste treatment 
0 Oa-site storage 
0 Oa-site disposal, 
0 Off-site disposal 
0 Groundwater remsdiatioo 

In-place stabilitaliodisolptioo of  cootaminated media 

. To implement SOW of tbe h v e  technologies, an e o g k r e d  disposal facility (EDF) d an e n g i n e e d  t r m ,  

packaging, d staging fncihty (ETPSF) may be required to nux-pc waste from more tban one operable unit. 

Waste Acceptance criteria will be estnbhbed for tbe EDF. Prior to ptacemeot io tbe EDF, waste,may be 
processed in tbe ETPSF. The impacts of tbese site-wide facilities will be evaluated in tbe W S - E I S .  

i ' r  . 'I 

t -  

'. .. 
, .  

7 . c  
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2.2.6 C o r n ~ ~ i v e  Sibwide O m b l e  Unit 

Following the ee ldon of A d i a l  action altarnative for the last OU (currently O W ,  DOE will undede an 
cvdustion of the remedjem for -table Units 1-5 (inchding wanoval A) to ~ ~ u r e  b y  are m e  of 
h u m  b d t h  and the em&nmeDt on I rb-wide hie, M mquired by CERCLA, tho NCP d appliubb U.3. 
EPA policy d guidance. 

I 



FMPC-NEPA-0005-3 F I N A L  
June, 1991 

Proposed g e a e d  resporse actions arc being coosidered for evlhration for appmprtate waste units within Opetable 
Units 1 - 5. Tbe response actioas include, but arc not limited to tbe following: 

0 No .ai00 
0 

0 Wute 
0 On-site storage 
0 On-site disposal 
0 Off-site disposal 
0 Groundwater remediation 

b-pbce stabiliLatiodiolatioa of cootaminated media 

- 
To implement some of tbe above technologies, an e a g k r e d  disposal facility (EDF) rod UI engineered treatment, 
packaging, a d  staging facility 
Waste Acceptance criteria will be estnblisbed for the EDF. Prior to placemeot in tbe EDF, waste may be 
processed in tbe ETPSF. Tbe impacts of tbese site-wide facilities will be evaluated in tbe WS-EIS. 

may be required to r c c e ~ ~  waste from more tbao ooe operable unit. 

I 

i 
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3.0 DESCRlVnON OF SCOPING PROCESS 

According to NEPA Regulatiohs, tbe issues are evahrsted to d e l e k  tbose to be analyzed in tbe proposed EIS. 
Tbe selectioo of issues is based on: \ 

0 
0 
e 

level of wmm expressed in tbe public bcoping proceds 
tbe overall extent aod inteasiry of tbe issue 
wbethzt tbe issue is d r e s s e d  in another NEPA program or document 
t k  relevawe of the USW 10 d u  propared actim II e 

Tbe issues identified in tbe 1986 FEKP scopine period, &ose hted in tbe h'otice of Intent. and issues identified 
in the 1990 RIIFS-EIS scopiag period are m e g o d  md discussed in tbe following text. A Summarization of 
t h s  process and the sipticant issues s b o ~ n  in Figure 3-1. 

3.1 

DOE begm tbe -ping ws to prepare 
FEW with tbe pblication of a NO1 in tbe Federal Register on August 19. 1986 (FR 29583 - 29587, amended 
on Seplember 8, 1986 (to e x t d  tbe commeot period rod bold a secod scoping meeting). 

ISSUES I N C L U D E D  IN ZYE RIiFSEIS NOI 

EIS to address sue m v a t i o n  and mvironmoval restototion at tbe 

Because DOE bas d e  a decision to pennaneotly cease production at tbe site, DOE witMrew its Notice of Intent 
to prepare an EIS for site nxovatioo 00 December 10, 1991 (56 FR 64504). 

Past DOE proposals (such as tbe FEMP Rmvatioo aod Eovifonmeotal Restoration EIS) have belped identify a 

n u m k  of tbe poteatid issues related to tbe pposed FEW remedial actions tbat are listed in tbe NO1 for tbe 

11 W S - E I S .  lh NOI to prepare the RlflS-EIS and hdd public scoping merings was published by the DOE in tiu 

11 Fedcml Rexisrcr on May 15. 19po (55 FR 20183-20188) and WUL( amended m Jvnr 28, 1990 (to c x f c n d  the 

11 c o m m c ~  period). Tbe following is a list of major issues tbat are identified in tbe NO1 and may *ire analysis in 
tbe RUTS-EIS: 

Poteatid radiological and chcmicol irsucs and bealth risks: 

- Related to h u m  exposure, including exposure to workers and the pblic,  individuals 

total poplation, children and adults, present aod furure generations 
Along transpahation mutes aod near otber sites khded in the alternatives 

the 
II 

- 

... 
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Potential socioecooomic impects: 
- Associated with land use 
- 
- 

Related to loud transportation systems 
Related to economic activities near tbe site 

pote~~iid institutiod issues: 
- Project-specific criteria for desontamidoa, emmt cooceotrations, ad release of tbe POP* or 

p h o n s  thereof for unrestricted or restricted uses 
Future institutiod controls for monitoring rod maintenance 

Institutional issues related to tbe impiemeatatioo of alternatives 
Siting of any necessary treatment, storage or disposal facilities 

- 
- 
- 

0 Poteotial eogirreeMg aad technical issues: . I  

- 
- 
- 

Tbe most reasonable eogineering options for each type of wastdresidue 

R d x b l e  duration of waste isohion or stabilization 

Rates and magnitude of loss of contninment 

P o t d  ecological issues: 
- 
- 

Related to terrestrial and aquatic Mitats 

Related to chemical conclrminnrioo, as well as radiological impacts 
- Relatedtow&laods 
- Effects on tbe regional aquifer 

- Related to rite-specific hydrology 

0 Issues related to tbe CERCLA criteria for selection of a remedial action: 
- 
- 
- Short-rai effectiveoess 
- Loag+erm effectivcoess and performance 

- 
- Implementability 

- Cost 

- Stateacceptaace 

- communityacceptaacc 

Compliance with appiicable or relevant tod appropriste requirements (ARAR); 
Protection of human bealth and tbe eovironmeot 

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, a d  volume 

- Gmulan’velmpacrr 
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3.2 JSSUES RESULTING FROM PUBLIC SCOPINQ 

11 Two scoping merings were htld in rhr p m ~ l l y  affected commwU'rirs k e d  mar tlu FEMP during June, 

11 1990. 7k public. inrerested organkuiau.  and fedeml, state, and hl agmcirs were invited IO provide oral 

11 c o m m c ~ s  at rh scoping meetings ad to sub& w h e n  comments until he clase of rhr €IS scoping period 4n 

11 J w  29, 1990. Scoping commaits were received from WVM organiLaticms. two governmeat ageocies, d four 

klividuais. A tad of 3 staianeots were received during tbe acoping period. Most of these scoping smements 
contained multiple scoping issues; each &ping issue was categorized d considered in tbe development of tbe 

RI/FS-EIS Implemeotation Plan. 

A copy of scoping meeting transcripts nnd comment letten witb identified issue brackets are available as separate 

aypedices to this Plan, Appeodices B and C. Tbe manaer in which tbese comments will be kMed in tbe 

RI/FS-EIS is addressed in Appeodu A. Table 3-1 provides a listing of the issue categories a.nd tbe number of 
commentors for each category. Tbe foUowing is a list of comments considered to be beyond tbe scope of the 
RIES-EIS: 

e 

e 

e 

e 

Tbe content end scbedule of tbe Renovation RS 
Tbe autboriry rad availability of DOE .t tbe FEMP 
Prccedures for d i t s  and bazardou~ waste ioveotories u tbe FEMP 
Impacts of continued uraoium production 
Analysis of FEMP releases using a tous balaace approach, as being done by tbe 
Center for Disease Control 
Provision of a prblic water supply for Crosby Tormship 
Provision of community Jeivice or assistarm programs to beaefit all resideats 

e 
e 

3.3 RELATED SCOPXNG PROCESS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC EMrIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE MANAGEMENT 

In November 1989, tbe Secretary of Energy establisbed tbe DOE office of Environmental Restoration aad Waste 

Management (EM) for tbe purpose of consolidating the Depwtmeat's environmental restoration and waste 
management activities. In Jenllary 1990. tbe secrelary determined that DOE will prepare a Prognrmmatic 

Environmental lmpact Statement (PEIS) on a newly proposed integrated eovirontnental restoration rod waste 
management propun. 

Tbe Department is committed to ensuring that potential risks to human health a d  tbe eovironmeot from the 

cleanup c*  contamination resulting from past operations d from future waste management activities are at levels 

wtuch ensxre ?be Protection of buman bealth and tbe enviroonxmt. DOE is furtber committed to full compliance 
wit? envwnmenral regulatioar .od to a goal of completing enviromeatal restoration by 2019. 

Historicallv. DOE urvi ronmed restoration rod waste management operatioas have beea conducted on a site-by- 
site bask 

PEIS wili assess b d  mgnrmmatic issues and integrated approaches to DOES environmed restoratioo and 
waste management activities. DOE aims, to tbe exted this is fersible, for the PEIS to provide the primary 

This mct ice  has led to differing appn>acbes to cleanup and waste managemeat amoog DOE sites. The 

QGOOIB '  
I 
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Tbe FEMP will be considered Within b e  PEIS. This is because tbe FEMP requires ~ ~ i r ~ n m e ~ c a l  restoration tha~ 

will generate large volumes of radioadve, batardous. d mixd waste. This, tbe PEIS may bave UI impact 00 

disposal alternatives a d  planning for poteotial interim &rage of h e  wastes rt tbe FEW. 
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AND NUMBER OF COMMENTORS 
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Category No. of Cornmentors 

1 .  FEMP NEPA F%USS 
Renovation UKI Site Evaluation EIS 

Public Participation 
Notification 

Extended Comment Period 
Cooperating Agency 

FEMP W S - E I S  

2. DOE AuthoritylResponsib&licy 

3.  EIS Proposed Action and Alternatives 
cost 
Monitoling 
wastes 
Cleanup 
Cleanup Metbods 
Cleanup StaDdardS 
Separation of Cleanup and Production 
Alternatives 

. Disclosure of Alternatives 
Evaluation of Alternatives 
No Action 
Testing, Sampling, and Analysis 

4. Envifonmeotal Impact lssues 

GeOX7!d 
Health d Safety 
knpect to Nearby Raideats 
Protection of Groundwater 
Public Water Supply 
Surface Water Contaminnt ion 
Transportation 
Ecological Issues 
Air QuaLty/Climate 
Socioeconomic 
Cumulative Impacts 

7 

4 .  
5 
5 
3 
7 
3 
3 
6 
1 
4 
1 
1 

5 
11 
4 
6 
7 
9 

- 2  
4 
4 
2 
3 
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4.0 EW'IRONMEKTAL I M P A C T  SfATEM€NT PREPARATION 

Tbe final product of h s  integration will be a single, integnted sd of documenu; namely, M RImport and a 

c o m b i d  FS report d EIS thaf satisfy the requitemeols of both NEPA and CERCU.  Tbe dRtt cutlines for b e  

RJ .od tbt: FS-EIS foUOw. 

4.1 OUTLME FOR THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 

1.0 Introduction 
2.0 Operable Unit Investigations 

3.0 
4.0 
5.0 Contaminnnt Transport 

6.0 
7.0 Conchuions a d  Recommendations 
8.0 List of Refereoces 
Appendix A Radiation MeasuremeDts 

AppendixB %&Data 

Appeodix C 
AppeodixD Gmdwate rDa ta  
Appedix E Baseline Risk Assessment 

Appedix F soCioeconomic Data 

Site Seaing (NEPA - Descripnon of rhe Affccred Envirmmm) 

Nature and Exteat of ContaminaIion 
II 

!I Basehe Risk Assessment (NEPA - OK? N d c n b n  Alremah've) 

Surface Water a d  Sediments Data 

4.2 OUTLME FOR THE FEASIBILITY STUDY-ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

1.0 Introduction 
1 . 1  
1.2 Backgnwd laformatioo 

Identifiation aod S c h g  of Techwlogies a d  Process Options 

2.1 Int reduction 
2.2 Remedial Action Objectives 
2.3 General Response Actions 
2.4 
2.5 Evaluation of Process Options 

Purpose tux! Organization of Report 

2.0 

/ 

Identification axxi Screening of Techoologies and Process Options 

3.0 Developmeot of Alternatives 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 

4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 

4.0 Detailed II 

Introduction 
Screeoing of Alternatives - Operable Unit Sub-Area 
Screeoiog of Alternatives - Operable Unit Sub-Area 
ScreeOing of Alternatives - operable Unit Sub-Area 
ARARS 

Introduction 
Individual Analysis of Alternatives - Operable Unit Sub-Aree 
Individual Analysis of Alternatives - Operable Unit Sub-Area 
Individual Anaiysis of Alternatives - Operable Unit Sub-Area 
Comparative Analysis 
O v e d  Sumruuy of tbe Detailed Analysis of tbe Alternatives 

Analysis of Remedial Alternatives (NEPA - Enviravnmtol I w t  A M ~ s G )  
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5.0 Summary of NEPA Compliaocc Analysis 

References 
Appendix A 
Appendix B 
Appendix C 
Appendix D 
Appendix E 
Appendix F 
Appendix G /I 

4.3 SCHEDULE 

Tbe t iming relationship betwee0 tbe NEPA compliance process d ’ e CERCLA project 1 inning is presented io 
Figure 4-1. Tbe W S - E I S  review process will be io complia~ce with NEPA and CERCLA requirerwnts. The 
public review dates for tbe Draft FS-EIS will be provided as M eddendum to this Plan, wben the operable unit 

scopes aod schedules have b revised. 

Tbe following W S - E I S  requirements were compleied on tbe dates specified: 

NO1 to prepare EIS published 
Scoping Meetings Conducted 
W S - E I S  Scoping Period Closed 

May 15. 1990 

June 12. 13, 1990 
Juoe 29, 1990 

[I 

11 I& Screming ofAkcman’ves April 18. 1992 
[I RI RcpodBarclinr Rirk Assessmer~ October 19. 1992 
11 FS-EIS Report/Gmprefumivc Respo~ue Acrion Risk E v a h ~ b  Ma& 15. 1993 
11 Propared Plan March 15, 1993 

11 Drafi Record of Decirion Dec.10. 1993 

7h fobwing are drc Conrmr Agreenunt h e s  for rJu RlflS-EIS documentdm for  OU2: 

11 

11 A 4S-day pub& c o m ~ ~ ~ n t  period wilI be provided for tk draj RIF’S-EIS . This comment p e d  has been 

[I e r t d e d  from rhc 3(3-&y comment period required by CERCU due IO t k  requiremmu of IVEPA. 

4.4 DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES 

A d v d  Scieoces, locorporated/lntematiod Techoology Cocponrtion (ASvrr) have bee0 selected to prepare tbe 

RVFS. CERCLA documents, and tbe WFS-EIS. ASYrr will develop tbe RI/FS-EIS and supporting 
d m n t a t i o a  using RVFS sampling and enviroamental d data, as well as information provided by DOE, I 

4-2 
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DOE is responsible for the scope and conteat of the EIS a d  shall provide direction to the ASllIT staff. Review 
of the draft W S - E I S  for NEPA compliance will be completed by DOE F e d  4 DOE Headquarters staff. 

4.5 DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 
AS1 has DO financial or otber interest in tbe Outcome of the remedid investigations and f-ibdh)' studies at tbe 
Feed Materials Production Center. 

Job D. Wood 
AS1 Project Director 

4.6 AGENCY CONSULTATION 
Consultation with federal and state agencies is a necessary part of the NEPA process. hiany federal and state 

.agencies have responsibility for certain geographc arw. natural resources. or replation for environmental 
protection that will be addressed in tbe RIIFS-EIS. DOE will request consultation with those and other interested 
agencies. Tbe List of review agencies will include, but is not limited to: 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Environmeotal Protection Agency 

U.S. Soil Conservation Service 
US. Department of Interior 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Ohio Historic Preservation Oftice 
Ohio Department of Natural Resources 
Ohio Environmeotal Protection Agency 
Ohio Department of Transportation 

U.S. c o p  of Engineers 

44 
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1.0 FEhlP ISSUE PROCESS 

1.1 RENOVATlON ElS 

S u m m ~ ~  of Comments 
The 1986 EIS was to cover renovation aad cleanup of tbe FEMP, but within the pest three and one-half yean, the 
cleanup part of tbe EIS hed been dropped. The oew EIS now focuses entirely on cleanup activities at 80 estimated 
cost of $1.0 milloo, and cleanup was ~upposed to be part of tbe 1986 EIS. 

7 
- 

Tbe 1986 draft EIS was to be public Within one year a d  after four yean, the 1986 EIS is still wt published. 
DOE is asking for cocnme~ts 0n.a new EIS when tbe public bas not see0 tbe draft of the old one. A question WBS 

raised bow DOE could consider a secood EIS when the 1986 EIS was oot complete. 

Some on-propeq projects done over tbe past three d one-half years could be labeled as reoovatioo activities, 
dooe witbout the input of the EIS. This observation raises a question about the usefulness of ao EIS. No omre 

hods should be spent on rehabilitation when cleanup fuding is in question. 

RES-EIS Issue ResDonse 
The 1986 scoping meetings did request plblic comments on site renovation and cleanup actions. These comments 
are recorded in tbe revised EIS Implementation Plan for the Reoovation EIS, Febnrary, 1989. Because of the 
extensive actions required and the initiation of tbe RUFS process, a separate EIS to address cleanup alternatives 
was announced. 

”be cleanup of waste at the FEW is considered to be a major federal action and separate from the renovation of 
the site. 1986 public scoping comtnents related to cleanup have been incorpofated in the RUFS-EIS 
Implementation Plan in Section 4.1. 

11 B e m e  DOE has & c a d  to pe”Mnrmly cease prcrdLction a the sire, DOE withdrew us Norice of I n r n ~  to 
11 prepare and EIS for rcnovarion on December 10. 1991 (56 FR M504). AN required mainmmce projecrs at 

11 FEMP will rordcrgo appropricuc c n v i r m w a l  review in compliance wish NEPA. 

1.2 FEW W S - E I S  

 sum^ of Comments 
Commenton noted that the RI/FS-EIS is M important first step to address F e d ’ s  problems. a d  that the draft 

EIS should provide full disclosure and easy access to information on the FEMP. 

There was coacern regarding the relationship of the ‘new. RI/FS-EIS to tbe 1986 Renovation EIS; tbe legdty of 
the proposed W S - E I S ;  the efficiency of publishing a second document when the first one has oot been 

completed. A commentof questioned the necessity for a full RUFS-EIS for all five operable Units. 

A-1-1 
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Tbe RUFS-EIS sbould consider the most recent scientific fiodbgs. Additionally. c ~ m m e n t o ~  urged that tbe 

W S - E I S  cover the following considerations: g r d w a t e r  Wty, subsurface hydrology, surface water 
hydrology and water quality, air quality, meteorological conditions, biotic environment, existing contamination. 
bealth effects, sceOic and historical mw~ces, socioecoaomk ;mPacts, rad legal and institutional issues. 

One commentor stated that tbe W S - E I S  contractor m u t  assign qualified (WD levei) penonnel to d y z e  the 

biological a d  ecological impacts. 

RIIFS-EIS Issue Reswnse 
In terms of full disclosure, all W S - E I S  data will be completely referenced and all references will be provided as 
put of the Administrative Record. 7?te Adminrrrm‘ve Record is h e d  in the FEMP Public Informafian Center. 

I W 5  Hamilrcm-Clcves Highway, Hurrirm, OH. 45030. ODe of tbe goals of tbe NEPA regulations and the CEQ 

guidelmes is to provide a document which clearly states and analyzes the issues. These goals will be followed in 
the preparation of the W S - E I S .  

11 
11 

Tbe relationship between the Renovation €IS a d  the RI/FS-EIS is d r e s s e d  under issue title - Renovation EIS. 
As descnM in the NO1 (May 1990), the RIfFS-EIS will accompany the lead Feasibility Study. It will’describe 

11 tbe regional and FEMP shrdy area and will consider the cumulative impacts of all five operable unit actions. DO€ 
11 has nor yer dcrennincd whcdwr subsequent OUs aftcr rhc Lead OU warrant an EIS b e l  of NEPA review. 

Every effort is being made to incorpode recent scientific Wings  and remedial action experience at other sites. 
This is being accomplished through literature reviews, scientific conferences, information exchange with other 

sites, a d  the involvement of a multidisciplnary staff to prepare the RVFS-EIS. This staff iochdes a qualified 
PhD biologist, as mentioned in the above comment. Tbe RVFS-EIS wi l l  consider all the technical issues stated in 
the above commeats. 

1.3 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

s u m  of Comments 
Commentors noted they have not seen tbe results of their scoping comments for tbe Renovation EIS 
Implementation Plan and have repeatedly asked DOE over the past three years for progress infomion. A 

commentor noted positive changes occurring. including community input and increased availability of information 
through public libraries. 

h oversight board was suggested to monitor the cleanup and be comprised of I d  citizens as well as DOE 
personnel. Aootber commeator questioned if the public’s involvement woukl be b t e d  to f o d  meetings. 
Cornmentots stated that public participation JII tbe review and planning process s h M  be allowed as well as 
citizen inclusion in the monitoring of remediation. While oversight by EPA was supported, commenton a h  

called for an oversight team composed of indepeadent experts, media. and local citizens; citizen involvement 
woukl improve the process credibility. DOE’S adversarial relationship with the community must improve b order 
to provide the best solutions for cleanup. 

A- 1-2 
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Cornmentors said DOE refused to wtify people of potential contsmination danger from the FEW and did not 

inform tbe public of the change to iochde cleanup in the new HS, especially those wbo participated in tbe 
-ping process for tbe RenovatiodSite Evaluation EIS. A question was raised wbetber DOE is in compliance 
with NEPA regulations. Tbere was concern that DOE'S NO1 w u  d e  available less tban 30 days before the 

bearings. Comrneoton asked about DOE'S plan to issue interim progress reports to the public and bow to keep 
tbe public mformed about cleanup progress in oon-technical, plain terrds. A recommendation was d e  to 

b d c a s t  the next series of public meetings on local radio stations and allow citizens to call in testimony. 

It was requested that the RIIFS-EIS comment period be exteded by ooe week. 

RI/FS-EIS Issue Resuonse 
Tbe Renovation EIS Implementation Plan was approved by DOE in October, 1987 and revised in February. 1989. 
Tbe Implementation Plan is a public document. The W S - E I S  Implementation Plan will be available to the 

public and in tbe Administrative Record. The pblic will be notified of MY change in scope and tbe 
Implementation Plan will be revised as required. 

l7w CERCU s w e  and rhe Nm'onal Contingency P h  (NCP) requires public participation in tbe planning and 
review process. EPA monitors ths program to insure that public involvement goals are being achieved. In 
addition, an FEW Health and Environmental Advisory Commithe was formed in 1986 of techold experts and 
Id residents. Tbe functions of the Advisory Committee a d  public review can be addressed through the RVFS 
public participation program. Tbe RIIFS-EIS will provide an additional opportunity for public comment on 
alternative cleanup methods at tbe draft stage of analysis. The monitoring of impacts during remediation will be 
an adminirrrm'vr measure to be considered in tbe RI/FS-EIS. Any residual risks remaining after the remedial 

acrionr will be addressed in rhc Comprehcnrivr FS Risk Evalrrarion 

Information concerning tbe RVFS-EIS was provided in various forms: the guarterly community meetings, 
presentation at F e d  Residents for Environmental Safecy and Health (FRESH) meeting, Federal Notice of 
Inteat, and materials sent to the FEW mailing list. There' was confusion about tbe content of tbe Renovation EIS 
and the RVFS-EIS. This did require further clarification. The NO1 for the RI/FS-EIS was published in the 

Federal Register on May IS, 1990, 28 days prior to the June 12 aod 13. 1990 scoping meetings. A minimum of 
20 days notice is required. The comment period was exteded one week as requested. The recommendation to 

broadcast the public bearing for the Draft EIS on Id radio will be considered. 

1.4 COOPERATING AGENCY 

S u m r v  of Comments 

One commentor noted EPA thinks the RI/FS-ElS is U M ~ C ~ S S ~  anrl duplicative. Another commentor wanted to 
know what steps DOE and EPA are taking to simplify and speed up the process. 

A-1-3 
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Tbe U.S. Department of Interior. Fish aod Wikllife Sewice, stated A willingness lo become a coope&ting agency 

in tbe project if it wwkl enhaoce project quality. Tbeir input would be limited to review a d  comment on project 

documents. 

RI/FS-EIS Issue Reswnse 

11 DOE is required to undertake the R I f f S ,  rmd compliu wirh NEPA for remedial a c h  as a m e r  of policy whilc 
11 the issu of rhc a p p f i d i l i t y  of NEPA to CERCU Octiars is under carsidemnbn by EPA. Depamnenf of Juske 

11 (DOJ)). CEQ, and oiher fediml ag&s. Th primary resub is to enlarge the scope of tk 0lrcman'vrr  to 

11 conridrr cumulanve impaas. sorioecmtnic impacu. and akernarivcs dpol moy be bey& the scope of CERCU 
11 akcmatives. 

11 infcgrmion stmegy K presented 3 & c h  1.2 of this p h  

One rmalyricul process will resuk in (IIC mvironmcntcll review d m m m t .  This policy and the FEMP 

Consultation With c e h  federal and state agencies is a necessary ptut of tbe =PA process. The U.S. 
Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service will be consulted on certain environmental regulations, such as 
w e t l d  and floodplain; and will be requested to review the Draft RI/FS-EIS. Otber agency consultations are 
listed in Section 4.6 of the plan. 

A-14 
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3.0 EIS PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

!! 

' 3.1 COST 

summarv of Comments 
It was noted that Congressiod efforts to create a weapons plant cleanup trust-fuod is a positive step. A 

suggestion was made to have a Congressionally mandaied fund, based on a percentage of the weapons budget, for 
plant cleanup. The cleanup program alternatives should not be determined by the funds IhaI DOE has available. 

RIffS-EIS Issue Resmnse . 
Mechanisms for W i n g  DOE waste cleanup effort is a uatioaal policy issue and can not be addressed in the 
W S - E I S .  However, it should be noted tha& the 'cost of cleanup alternatives' is part of tbe EPA CERCLA 
criteria for evaluating alternatives. Cost information will be provided in tbe FS for each operable unit. 

DOE'S Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Five-Year Plan for'Fiscal Years 1992-15'96 WBS 

released in June, 19%. It identifies environmental restoration and waste management projects ad fuods at DOE 
facllties. 

3.2 MONITORING 

Summaw of Comments 
Comments regding monitoring programs incMed that the number and placement of monitoriog wells are 
iDBdequate to properly determine tbe impact to g d w a t e r  from specific disposal areas, which prechdes 
effective and timely remedial action; consideration should be given to installing wells b e e x i  Paddy's Run Road 

a d  Paddy's Run Creek; and further study of the pit area is needed to determine if there is permeation of water 

from the boaom. 

Commenton stated that tbe Current meihcd of measuring radon emissions is misleading, since the measurements 
are taken from the areas of highest concentration of radon rather than in M area immediately outside the silos. If 
the radon emissions are measured outside the silos, the emissions should be examined in regard to compliance 
with the Clean Air Act. An installation of monitoring devices sbouM be d e  to record the nature and extent of 
redon gas release due to dome failure or otber catastrophe. 

A request was made to consider the Bdequacy of the monitoring evaluatioo program. The mordorhg techniques 

and modeling should fulfill: the requirements of NEPA ad protect the pbl ic  and tbe environment. Consideration 

should also be given to the placement d maintenance of ambient air measuzing devices. 

Commenton noted tbat periodic auditing of all cleanup activities, procedures for emergency preparainess, and M 

inventory system to monitor tbe amount and condition of storage containers for radioactive and hazardous waste is 

necessary. 
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3.0 EIS PROPOSED ACTION AND L T E R N A T I V E S  

3.1 COST 

Summarv of Comments 
It was noted tbat Congressiod efforts to create a weapons plant cleaaup trust fuod is a positive step. A 
suggestion was d e  to have a C o n g r s s s i d y  menrtaterl fund, based 00 a percentage of tbe weapons budget, for 
plant cleanup. The cleanup program alternatives should not be determined by the fuods that DOE has available. 

RVFS-EIS Issue Reswnse - 
Mechanisms for funding DOE waste cleanup effort is I national policy issue and can not be addressed in tbe 
RLFS-EIS. However, it shouid be wed that the 'cost of cleanup alternatives. is pert of tbe EPA CERCLA 
criteria for evaluating alternatives. Cost information will be provided m the FS for each operable unit. 

DOE'S Environmental Restoration and Waste Manaeement Five-Year Plan for Fiscal Years 1992-1996 was 
released in June, 1990. It identifies environmental restoration and w e  management projects and funds at DOE 
facili t is. 

3.2 MONlTORING 

SUmmarV of Comments 
Comments regarding monitoring programs included tbat the number and placemeat of monitoring wells are 
inadequate to properly dettrmine tbe impact to groundwater from specific disposal areas, which prechdes 
effective and timely remedial action; considemion s h l d  be given to instsilliog wells betwee0 paddy's Run Road 
and Paddy's Run Creek; and further study of tbe pit area is needed to determine if there is permeation of water 
h m  the bottom. 

Commenton stated that the current metbod of measuring radon emissions is misleading, since tbe measurements 
are taken from the areas of highest coacatratioa of d o n  rather than in an area immediately outside the silos. If 
the d o n  emissions are measured outside tbe silos, the emissions sboukl be examined in regard to compliance 
with the Clean Air Act. An installation of monitoring devices should be made to record the nature and extent of 
radon gas release due to dome failure or other catastrophe. 

A request was made to consider the edequacy of the monitoring evahration progrsm. The monitoring techniques 
and modeling sbould fulfill the requiremeats of NEPA and protect tbe public and tbe environment. Consideration 

should also be given to tbe placement and maintenaoce of ambient air measuring devices. 

Cornmentors noted that periodic auditing of all cleanup activities, procedures for emergency preparedness, aod M 

inventory system to monitor tbe 8mouot and codition of storage containers for radioactive and bazardou~ waste is 
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A sampling program has been developed for tbe RIfFS project to determine tbe extent of cqntamhiion on tbe 
FEW property d tbe adjacent area. The Work Plan for tbe sampling program was approved by EPA UI May, 

1988. Specific information will be provided from this sampliag work in tbe RI reportd for each operable unit. In 
eddition, yearly moaitoting data colIected by tbe plant operator, Westingbouse Eoviroameotal Maaagemeot 

Company of Ohio (WEMCO), will be kMed in tbe RI/FS reports. The RUFS-EIS will Summarize available 
groundwater data from the FEW, inchding tbe waste pit area. Eoviroamental and human health impacts of 
radon ecnissions fmm tbe silos will be discussed in tbe RI/FS-EIS. 

11 Tbe RI/FS-EIS will provih sitewide CharacterizariOn data, establish rh appropriatr remedial responre acrirnu, 
and will address potential environmental and human Mtb effects of d i a l  actions st the FEMP. Tbe need to 
monitor impacts or provide emergency preparedness procedures related to specific alternatives will be considered. 
However, procedures for audits a d  hazardous waste inventories are detailed in various FEMP hruanlous 
materials and waste management documeots. 'Ibese subjects are oot part of tbe scope of the RVFS-EIS. 

3.3 WASTE 

summarv of Comments 
Tbe Radioactive Waste Campaign has estimated large amounts of radioactivity being released into the air aod 
water from tbe FEW. Since 1952, chemical d radioactive wasts have been dkposd of in six waste pits. As 
a result, there is concern for the presence of uranium in tbe soil. Comments were made oa the types of 

radioactive m a t e d  and the storage sites. There is concern regarding the leakage of the waste pits and the 

structural condition of tbe K45 silos and drums containing tborium. Other coocerns k h d e  radioactive 

contaminated =tap aod k e d  wastes, such b~ polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBS) d asbestos contaminated by 
radioactive material. 

Concerning the disposal of the waste, it was noted that diluting pollution by direct discharge to surface water is 
inadequate. Ooe commentor was opposed to dumpmg MY more dioactive beavy mdak either in the air or on 

the grwnd. Tbe dangers of the mixed waste contents of the K65 silos were commented on. 

RI/FS-EIS Issue Reswnse 

11 
11 site. lhe RIs will estublirh t k  'ypes of cmmmirwim in the so&, wmtc stomge areas and e v a b e  he potenrial 

11 for conriNced retascsfrom each of t k  OUs. 771u informarim will be u r d  to establirh rhc appropnhrc remedial 

11 respume action for rk pamcular source of c o n m n b w h  andlor release. 

lh FEMP Remedial Invesn'gcuionr are being c&cted to determine the nature and extent of c o r ~ a m k t i m  at the 
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h m g c m c n t  of ulrrrte cm-sue ir aa cmgoing pnrcus at the FEMP. Warte munagcmrnt activities inc e rh 
rafe inrerim stomge of waste, rhr apprcrpn'arc packaging of w t e ,  d the s h i p m  qfwarte for dirparaL The 
mgernew of waste at the FEMP u driven by srved Removal A c n m  in the IS1 Carrent Agreement ar well 
1s r c q u i r e m ~  under t k  Ohio EPA. 'Ihc best ahmarive for thefinal dirparal of waste m-sue as well as the 
Dcconraminan'on ad  Decommissioning of rhc w t e  stomgc facilities will be emluated during 3u RIIFS-EIS 
D recess. 

3.4 CLEANUP 

summaw of Comments 
Neighbors of the FEMP have tbe right to be infotmed of cleanup activities that are hazardous or pote&dy 

hatardous; the EIS must identify potential direct and indirect consequences of tbe five cleanup efforts; a d ,  while 
DOE'S preferred alternatives may comply with regulations, they do not represent optimal cleanup actions. 

II 
I1 
II 
I1 
I1 
II 
II 

RIff S-EIS Issue Reswnse 
Tbe direct d d i r e c t  ;mPacts of the cleanup alternatives for the five operable Units is part of tbe EIS scope a d  
will be addressed. CERCLA evaluation criteria and NEPA considerations fi-c. mvironmcntnl impacts) will be 
used to select tbe most appropriate alternatives. In &&VI, both the CERCU rmd NEPA processes pr4vidc 
o p p o e s  for t k  public review of the remedial action alrrmarives and the subminnl of comments 10 the DOE. 

3.5 CLEANUP METHODS 

s u m  of Comments 
Several comments were provided concerning tbe selection of cleenup metbods for the FEMP. Some concerns 

were expressed regarding the evaluation of removal and r e d i a l  actions which only redirect contamination and 
the consideration of time-sensitive removal actions which axe not permanent remedial action SotUtions. 

Some cornmentors suggested cleanup methods for possible use at tbe FEW, inchdiog: effluent controls, waste 
minimktion, monitoring of weste stabilization a d  isolation activities. constnrction of isolation buddings BtouDd 

the K-65 silos, and monitored storage of treated waste on-property. One mamentor expressed concern about the 

effect of excavated wastes on the surrounding environment and population. 

W S - E I S  Issue Reswnse 

7he cleanup methods being implemented ps pan of the CERCU process at tk FEMP inc& both inrerim 

removal acnbrr and t k j i n a l  remedial m'm being evaluated in tk N/FS repom. It k i m p o m  to nore rhat 
removal acriarr are interim acticmr that address a releare or problem which ~ m y ~ o t  wair until the final remedial 
acrionS. 7hr removal action implemented at the FEMP will be conrirttnt with the final remedial acnm; however, 

DO€ docs not cmidrrcd them to be a subsrinur forjkzl  remedial actions. lk potential impact of i m p l e d g  
these cleanup nuthair will k ~olrrarrd in the RI/FS-EIS. 77u efleaivenesz of all cleanup a l t em'vc t  k 
canridcrcd m parr of the CERCU rwkcarian prmess. 

. -  
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3.6 CLEANUP STANDARDS 

Summaw of Comments 
It would be difficult to select a cleanup altemive because staDdards for uranium a d  radioactive substaoces have 

oot been established. Aootber commentor noted thaf remedial and removal actioos sbould be in full compliance 
with applicable laws and stahrtcs. Ooe commentor stated that the coocmtration limit around tbe South Plume was 
based entirely on em &It poplation concentration Limit and recommended that childreu should be take0 into 
account in calculating the concentration limit. Tbere was also concern that exposures from current and future 

FEMP production will contribute to health r isks.  Tbe radiation exposure staodards sbould take into consideration 
the latest scientific W i n g s  on the health effects of exposures to low-level ionizing radiation, e.g., BEJR V, 
Martin I. Gardner study. and latest announcement from the International Committee for Radiation Ploteaioa. 

RI/FS-EIS Issue ResDonse 

Appropriate cleanup staodards will be developed in consultation with EPA. Applicable laws will be identified in 
the RVFS process. The edult population concentration limit generally will be used in the W S  reports; however, 
where appropriate, a CM'S concentration limit will be used. For example, tbe p8lhway for exposure to 

contnminnted soils a d  sediments via ingestion uses a chikl's concentration limit, since chiWren are more likely to 
ingest soil than are adults. a s  information will be summarired in the RIIFS-EIS. 

3.7 SEPARATION OF CLEANUP AND PRODUCTION 

Summarv of Comments 

Cornmenton stressed that planning and strategy for the FEMP must not separaie cleanup from uranium production 
activities. A suggestion was made that the best approach is to elimir\nre waste-generating activity not essential to 

processing or removal of on-property waste inventories. Andher commentor said there should not be repair or 
upgrading of production facilities and, where possible, production equipment and buildings sbouM be dismantled. 

, 

W S - E I S  A m c h  

11 
11 production a c t i ~ s .  

l7u cunwlanve impacts of cleanup alteman'ves will bc addressed in ~ h c  RI/FS-EIS. 'Ihc FEMP will have nofuture 

Production activities at thc sue ceased in July, 1989 and 3u ovemll mitsion of the FEMP 

11 har been directed to mviro?wncn&l rcstomnbn and w t e  management. 

3.8 EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

Summwv of Comments 
Commenton asked DOE to identrfL clearly dehed ,  permanent solutions and begin the cleanup 7 s .  A 

question was raised about why alternative new techoologies for cleanup were not considered. A commentor 

offered guiding principles for alternatives: 1) where feasible, tbe preferred alteruative sboukl be chat which 

reduces or eliminates environmental co&tion; and 2) permanent risk containment is preferable over a time- 
sensitive alternative. Additionally, strategies d technologies that reduce existing waste d pollution, address 
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the immediate danger to the pblic, and prevent future geacration of waste, pollution, .nd coatamination should be 
given top priority. 

A second 'no-action. alternative was proposed for parts of the facility that wouM be affected by resuming 

uranium production so that M) furtber waste would be geoerated otber than what is necessary to remove or process 
existing waste inventories. A recommeodation WES d e  that tbe RI/FS-EIS inchde activities to achieve 

compliance with orber applicable laws. Specific comment regarding Operable Unit 5 end the EPA-DOE C o ~ e o t  

Agreement suggested that the EIS include activities oot specifically required by regulation, but that are ; m p O m  
to achieve pbl ic  safety aod protection. Also, tbe EIS should identify potential direct and indirect coosequences of 
each of the five operable unit cleanup efforts. 

- 

Commenton e x p s e d  concern regarding D O E S  evaluation of alternatives in the EIS. Some viewpoints which 
were stated included support for IK) further production activities at the FEMP; endorsement of a removal action 
with permanent cleanup results; implementation of a remedial plan with the least possible delay involved; aad 
preference for tratment of contaminated groundwater prior to disposal. Some cornmentors stated a reluctance to 
ship waste to other states, as this would only spread the problem by knowingly cootaminating other greas. 

RVFS-EIS Amroach 
The evaluation of alternatives in the W S  ptocess will k h d e  the principles mentioned in the commeats. Pilot 

studies for new techoologies may k considered for tbe FEMP. Tbe RVFS-EIS will evahute direct and indirect 
impacts of cleanup actions. The NEPA and CERCLA processes both require 80 identification of applicable laws. 

The impacts of transporting waste to an off-property disposal location will be evaluated. 

An alteraative related to uranium production is not part of the scope of the RI/FS-EIS, which is to evaluate 
cleanup action. 

3.9 TESTING. SAMPLING. AND ANALYSIS 

Summarv of Comments 
The comment was made that thorough testing and analysis is needed for geology and geochemistry features, as 

well as for existing contamhation. Specific comment was d e  that soil and sediment samphg is iaadequte aad 

there is insufficient documeatation to ensure reliable data were collected. Lack of sampling from the main 

channel of tbe Great Miami River, where plant effluent discharge occun, was noted as an example of inadequate 
sampling procedures. 

RI/FS-EIS Issue ResDonse 

A sampling program has been developed for tbe RI/FS project to determine tbe extent of contamination on tbe 

FEW property aDd tbe adjacent areas. Tbe Work Plan for this sampling program was approved by EPA in May, 
1988. Also, a qual~ty assurancdquality control plan has been prepared as part of the RUFS Work Plan to assure 

that the samples collected are scientifically valid. Fiekl and laboratory data is aIso validated by an dependent 
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quality assumme staff. Tbe geology and geocbemistry of &e FEMP will be described in tbe RJfFS-EIS, and 
avdable soil a d  sed* contamination data will be ' ed rod discussed. 

RLES sedimeot sampling has bee0 done in the main chanwl of tbe Great Miami hver directly downstream from 

the effluent Line. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL NEPA PROCESS 

4.1 GENERAL ISSUES 

SummarV of Comments 
A commentor requested that the RXfFS-EIS consider impactb to wildlife and phnt Life including impacts fnw 
increesed radiological and chemical emission; loss of habitat, impea to scenic and historic resources, ad impacts 

to tbe physical environment. One commeotor asked how environmeotal imp.cUr could be determined from 
something not defined. Aootber commentor cited several incidents occurring at the FEMP and stated they have 
had temble impacts to tbe eavirohment. 

W S - E I S  Issues Amoach 
7hc  mer^ of the contamination on Md adjacm to the FEMP u part of rhr R I S S  s t u d k .  

address the potential impacts of rhc remedial akerrnativcs to gramdwarrr qual i~~,  subsurjace hydrology, s u q i  
water hydrology and water qualiry, air qualu), meteorological condirionr, biotic environment. &ring 

coruaminan'on, heakh eflects, scenic and historical resources, socioeconomic impacrs, and legal and inrrinrtioMI 
issues. Both the mew of thc contaminnrion and tk cleanup al tem'ves  will be &+d. 

11 
11 
11 
\I 
[I 

7hc RUFSEIS will 

4.2 HEALTHANDSAFETY i 

summarv of Comments 
Suggestions were made that the RUFS-EIS discuss the existing health hazards as well as uranium's chemical 
toxicity to the plant workers and to neighbors. The commeators also wanted DOE to disclose records on health 

and safely problems, along with providing access to idonnation on the FEMP in DOE comprter tracking system. 

This system should be a chronological descripion of environmeot, safety, and health problems and should 

Summarize remedial actions. 

A comment was d e  that the old policy of dhting polluti0n.k invalid and that there is no longer scientific 
pretense that some level of radiation exposure is safe. One cornmeator felt the community's health was hindered. 
ADotber concern was voiced over buckets full of water €?om the river used on the residents' gardens. In addition, 
medical monitoring of workers ad of tbe community was suggested to be provided upon request, as well as a 

bealth study of the area. 

It was pointed out that potential radiological a d  chemical exposures would impact the health of workers, visitors, 
and the s u r r d i n g  poplation during the cleanup, and that health aod safety k tbe number one issue. Several 

persons suggested medical monitoring be performed during the cleanup. Also, compliaoce with the Occupational 
Safeq and Health Administration (OSHA) and additional applicable environmental laws should be wired to 

achieve the greatest margin of public safety and protection. 
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There were concerns expressed tbat the transient worker may h m  overexposed when moving waste between 
plants within the FEMP. A suggestion was d e  that the RIIFS-EIS consider the adequacy of pbl ic  beahb 
notification procedures for hazardous a d  radioactive emissions from operatioas or accidents. ~IXI that tbe 

document also consider tbe activities aod re.sourceG acquired fmm other federal, state, or local bealth and 
environment agencies. 

Tbe structure of the K 4 S  silos was also a coocern, since a collapse could cause additional health a d  safety 
problems. A commentor suggested placing an airlock around tbe silos d a s d a r  s t ~ c t u m  arwDd tbe 
drummed waste to prevent accidental s p a ,  which would create a worker bealth sod safety hazard. 

Tbe RVFS-EIS should describe FEMP site releases using the amss balance appro8ch. Tbe fate of tbese materials 
in the environment should be detailed. Tbe specific activity of various media m contaminated areas should be 
presented along with the types of radiation emitted. 

The risk assessment shoukl consider oot only human bealtb but tbe risk to fisb and wildlife species. Another 
commentor stated the earliest possible removal of threats to health aod tbe environment should be a priority of the 
RLIFS-EIS. 

RI/FS-EIS Awroach 
Secretary of Energy Watkins has stated ha! cleanup and health and s a f q  are tbe higks t  prio.ir>, issues facing 
DOE at present. It is the policy of DOE to make every effort to comply with all applicable laws. The RI/FS 
tasks undertaken at the FEMP inchde a site-wide Risk Assessmeat @A). The RA will detail the hruards and 

evaiuate the risks posed to workers and neighbors by the proposed remedial actions at the FEW. The toxicity of 
a number of cbemical and radioactive materiaIs, inchding uranium, wil l  be discussed. 'Ibe issue of improved 

health and safety controls for workers will also be evaluated. To avoid rep&, this information will only be 
summarized in the W S - E I S .  

The issues regarding the priority removal of the most serious 

neighbors have been detailed in tbe various removal action documents called Engineering Evaluation and Cost 

Analysis (EUCAS) aod will also be summanzed ' in the WS-EIS .  One such removal action document, the K 4 5  
EUCA, d e s c n i  the structural stability of the silos. 7h Kds EE/CA rmd rhc tYegmed OU4 RI/FS-NEPA 
documruanbn will discus tk akemnh'ves for contrdling rhc relaresfrom rhc si&. Safe handling mrd storage 
pracrices for tk drums accumulated 0"-propeny will aLro be discussed. 

to the bealth and safety of workers and 

The possible impacts to surface water of discharging untreated eftluent will be discussed. The concern about 

uptake of radionuclides by vegetafion will be detaded in the RUFS-EIS. An environmental risk assessment will be 
developed for the W S - E I S  and for each operable unit RI report. 

An analysis of FEMP site releases using a mass balance approach is being prepared by the Centers for Disease 
Control and is not part of the RVFS-EIS scope. Tbe exteat of contamination on a d  adjacent to the FEW will be 
characterized. 
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4.3 IMPACT TO NEARBY RESIDENTS 

summaw of comments 

Tbe comment was d e  that Iarge amounts of radioactivity have  bee0 released into tbe air aod water from FEW. 
It was furtber stated that it is not known bow far this material bas traveled or what +ct it has hed on the bealtb 
of the aeafby resideou. 

Tbe RIIFS-EIS sbould consider how the exposures to redioactivity and toxic material at FEW have contributed to 
bealth risks of members of the community. ?be commentor indicated a t b o n ~ g b  dose reconstruction effort to 
assess the cumulative dose has not yet bee0 completed. 

.. 

. - .: 

\I 1.. 

.. . 

Throughout the cleanup, ‘it has been suggested that the process be extensively sampled, tested, and analyzed for 
radioactive and hazardous substances. The residents sbould also be i n f o d .  Comments were made to discuss 
the bealth effects to the oeighbors inchding existing bealth hazards, uranhm’s cbemical toxicity, yearly radiatkn 
dose limits, and all known aod suspected health effects from FEMP operatioas. An emergency notification system 
with M emergency plan was suggested for the residents. 

During the cleanup and possible emergeocies, various concerns for the impacts to residents were enumerated. In 
d i t i o n  to radiologicaI a ~ d  chemical exposures, there would be 
scenic, a d  recreational resources. Also, an impact would be felt on existing and proposed i d  uses, as well as 
on property values and on the tax base. It was stated that tbere wwM be transportation impacts due to increased 
road traffic 

’ 
on education, utility, &try, muoicipaI, 

potential spills from v+icu~ar accidents. 
.i . 

\ 

A commentor stated that neighbors s b k i  be compeasatad for lost property values. 

RLIFS-EIS Issue Resuoonse 
The amounts and extent of radioactive and hazardous materials released to the eovironment aod health hazards aod 

related risks from tbe FEMP will be detailed in other RVFS project documents and nunmarized in the WS-EIS.  
Specific needs for monitoring remedial activities at the FEMP will be considered in the W S - E I S .  These 

methods wil l  also be contained within tbe work plans for r e d i a l  actions as part of the engineering design 
process. As stated above, tbe risk assessaxat wiU discuss the hazards and evaluate the risks posed to workers and 
neighbors by the remedial actions and otber activities of the FEW, inchding specific chemical toxicities and 
annual exposure limits. 

There is an emergency response plan, complete with notification procedures and emergency notification system, 

for tbe FEMP. Additiod emergency response Deeds will be addressed if required for remedial action 
alternatives. 

The issue of a dose reconstruction study to evaluate the possible health effects to neighbors is beyond the scope of 

tbe RIIFS-EIS. h e  reconstruction idonnation is currently being reported separately by DOE. The calculation 
considerations used in this dose recoastnrctioo will be reviewed and applied wbere appropriate in evahrating 
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current and future M t h  risk assessments. 

Local property values and existing land use paneras will be included in tbe RVFS-EIS. Tbe impacts to local 

property valus and ptoposed Land uses associated with tbe remedial action altenmiives will be addressed. 'Ibe 

possible impacts to tbe local community and possible roed degradation ard noise associated with transportation of 

wastes off-property ard construction materials on-property will be addressed. Tbe RVFS-EIS will also identdy 
potential socioecowmic impacts to educalion. industry, plblic utilities, d community ~ e b o u r c ~ ~ .  

4.4 PROTECTION OF GROUNDWATER 

S U m m w V  of Comments 

A number of cornmentors voiced concern tbat DOE take steps to clean up cootaminated groundwater as well as to 
prevent further groundwater contamination. At least one commentor stated that cleanup and protection of the 
Great Miami Buried Valley Aquifer was a major priority. 

In regard to DOE'S evaluation of g r d w a t e r  remediation alternatives, cornmentors sought a s s u m e  that 

thorough subsurface hydrology and groundwater quality studies would be performed for the RIIFS-EIS. Ooe 

commentor stated that, through studies of this nature, sources of groundwater contamination could be more 
accurately determioed. 

Some cornmentors expressed preference for further investigation of the waste pit ems, in order to ascertain 

wbetber contaminated mff is eotering the Great Miami Valley Buried Aquifer through tbe waste pit. 

RUTS-EIS Amroach 
Thorough subsurface hydrology ard groundwater qual19 studies u e  being conducted d e r  tbe CERCLA FWFS 
process ami will be Summarized and referenced in the W S - E I S .  These studies k h d e  investigations of potential 

sources of contamination such as the waste pit area. 

11 
11 
11 

Cleanup of conraminatrd groundwaer is being addressed by he South Plum Removal Acrion m d  du OUS 
Remedial Acrion. 'Ihc RUFS-EIS will ~ u m n v l t i ~ r  these acnOnr ond will ako address any potenrial 
impacts of remedial actpm on groundwater. 

4.5 PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY 

Summaw of Cornments 
Cornmentors stated that the RES-EIS should address the impacts to the pblic and private water supply from 
radioactive and hazardous material emissions. There was also concern that DOE has made no offers to relocate or 
provide alternative water sources. 

FER/IMpUXJT. 10-10/06/91 A 4 4  
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Specifically. commenton sad DOE sbouM p y  for a public water supply for area residents and the Crosby 
Township community and study tbe feasibility of a safe public water system for Crosby Township. 

Specific comment was also directed to concern for the Great Miami River; Butler County relies on the Great 
Miami Buried Valley Aquifer for its total drinking water source; the Great Miami h n e d  Valley Aquifer bas been 
designated as a 'sole source qufer , '  and that tbe Great Miami River sbould be safe pod ussble for recreation a d  

tbe future potentd drinkiog water source. 

RVFS-EIS Amroach 
The W S - E I S  will detail the impacts to local surface and groundwater associated with releases of hmudous and 
radioactive materials by tbe proposed remedial actions at tbe FEM. If the risk a s s e ~ s a ~ a t  determines that an 
alternate water supply is recommended for specific areas, it will be considered in tbe RUFS-EIS. An alternate 
supply is currently being provided to one resident and is part of tbe South Plume removal action for businesses 

along Paddy's Run Road. 

The possible impacts to local and regional land uses such as recreation on tbe &eat Miami River and the use of 
the Great Miami'Buried Valley Aquifer as a source of industrial and drinking water will be d&ed in the RI/FS- 
EIS, including the status of the aquifer as a 'sole source. of drinking water. 

I] n e  m e #  of rhc public water suppb for Crarby Towmhip and akr m*lhry issues are currmty d e r  
11 negotiuiun and is n ~ l  yet d i n  the scope of the RIFS-EIS. 

4.6 SURFACE WATER CONTAMINATION 

s u m  of comments 

Commenton d e  a variety of recommeodations regarding surface water, most commonly requesting additional 
study of areas such as Paddy's Run d tbe Great Miami River. Several persons noted that pumping and 

disposing of contaminated groundwater into the Great Miami River was uaacceptable as a cleanup alternative. 
Other cornmentors felt tbe storm water ruwff through Peddy's Run (possibly d i n g  up in tbe Great Miami Buried 

Valley Aquifer) shoukl be stopped. 

Concern was also expressed that tbere was a lack of infomation available regarding the migration of contaminants 
as well as its potential impact on local ecology and human health. Related to this issue was a comment that 

edditional local water supplies could h r n e  cootaminated via contaminants' migration from the South Plume. 

W S - E I S  A m C h  
Surface water conterninntion in Paddy's Run and the Great Miami River is being investigated under the RI/FS 
pfogram, and control of storm water wff into Paddy's Run is being addressed by the Waste pit Area Stonn 

Water Runoff Control Removal Action. Tbe W S - E I S  will summerize tbese investigations d will discuss 

potential impacts of remedial actions on surface water +ty, inchding d v s a l  of contaminated water in the 

Gieat Miami River if that is considered as a d d  action. Tbe RVFS-RS will address migration of 

-- - u ._ 
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conlaminants from the FEMP and potential impacts on local ecology and human bealth. knpacts of the South 
Plume are being d r w s e d  in the South Plume EUCA pod will b summarued ' in tbe W S - E I S .  

4.7 TRANSPORTATION 

s u m  of Comments 

Comments regarding transportation inchded that the RVFS-EIS should consider a Federal Emergency 
Management Agency mMA)-approved emergmy plan wbch contains transportation and roadway improverneat 
plans to accommodate emergency evacuations and impacts from accident spills. Also, the RIIFS-EIS sbould 
include potential dangers associated with remedial actions related to transport plans. It was also stated that DOE 
could not be tnsted to transport waste across the country considering the past leakage during transport from tbe 

bopper. A commentor noted tha! problems with transport wouM only be magnrfied givea the quantity iOvolved. 

RUTS-EIS Issue Resmnse 
Tbe possibility of a FEMA-approved emergeocy plan for evacuations due to accidents and spdls is beyond the 
scope of the RI/FS-EIS. There is in place 110 approved Contingency Plan, coordinated with area fire and disaster 
response agencies aod EPA. There is also 110 emergency response plan complete witb oolification prochres  a d  

an emergency notification system for the FEMP. 11 

The RUFS-EIS will reference U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) reports on potential transportatioo 
accidents while moving construction m a t e d  on-property and wastes off-property during implementation of 
remedial action alternatives. The volume of materials and wastes ir~volved will be considered in the statistical 
analysis of accident potential. All ttansportation actions d be done in compliance with the U.S. Department of 
Transportation and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission requirements. 

4.8 ECOLOGICAL ISSUES 

S u m r v  of Comments 

Comment was d e  that d i c e s  of environmeotal quaiity should include regular testing of birds, small mamauds, 

dauy cows, a d  milk. Also, consideration sbouM be given to loss of habitat and biotic envi ro~~~eot .  Anorher 
commentor stated that DOE's past managemeat failures raise questions about DOE's claim that the FEMP has had 
only negligible effects on the local ecology. Comment was also made that local flora and fauna sbould not be 
destroyed unless they pose an extreme danger to the local enviroament or health of residents or pose further 

serious contamination to the ecosystem. One commentor also requested that the cleanup alternative return tbe area 

to a near natural environmental state. 

Tbe RUFS-EIS should describe and map the vegetation on site and in s u d i n g  areas subject to site releases. 
Site ami vicinity fish and wikilife, vegetation and soils sboukl be sampled d appropriate tissues examiaed for 
radionuclides. The movement of radionuclides released from tbe site in aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems, should 
be modeled and points of concentmiion noted. 
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RIIFS-EIS ISSUC R~SDOIUC 

'Ibe RVFS-EIS wiU describe d map lquatic rod tonestrial c0mmuitie-s at tbe FEMP and will describe tbe 

regional biotic eavironmeot. RllFS data aod Environmental Monitoring Reports dedcnbing cootaminent levels in 
aquatic and temxtnal organisms, vegetation, and mils will be summmzd . , as will data on the geaeral effects of 
tbe FEMP on local ecology. The RIIFS-EIS will discuss potentd impacts of remedial actions on individual 
organisms a d  local habitats, inchding recommendations for mitigation of impaas rod monitoring to be CoDdUcted 
during remediation. Movcmed of radionuclida h tbe FEhQ into aquatic rod terrestrial ecosystems is being 

* Ed in the RVFS-EIS. modelled as part of bealth and ecologicd risk assessments for the RUTS and will be 
Criteria for selection of remedial actions iochde minimal impad on the eavirooment consisteat with proteaion of 
human health and local ecology., 

4.9 AIR OUALITYICLMATE 

s u m  of Comments 

Commeat was d e  that there are approximately 430 emission sources throughout the FEMP and.the major 
sources originate from uranium prdiction operations. A request was made that the EIS consider the following 
air quality faCtOrS: tempemre variations, wind data, precipitation data, identification of air quality staodards and 
noncompliance with these standards, impacts to air @ty from radioactive aod bazafdous material emissions 
during cleanup, and excavation activities and other remedial actions. 

Commentor noted the current metbod for storing hazardous waste could not withstand natural occurrences such as 
tornadoes and tbat storage containers should be constructed to withstand tornadoes so that the waste will not come 

into contact with tbe weatber elements. 

RVFS-EIS Issue Reswnse 

The air @ty analysis for the RI/FS-EIS will provide a descriprion of the existing air @ty eovifoamed. 
including meteorological factors such as wind data, Fipi ta t ion  data, temperature variations, and severe stom 
data. This information will be used to evahrate the curreat compliance or noncompliance status at FEMP with 

respect to ambient staodards for priority pollutants, radionuclides, aod air toxics. Additional air q d t y  aoalysc~ 

will inchde the evaluation of unmonitored emission sources, cIeaoup activities, fugitive dust emissions, and tbe 
entrainment of baza~Jous materials during remedial actions. Severe stom data from the Natioaal Climatic Data 

Center wdl be used to d&& the potential for severe thuderstom and t o d o  impacts. 

4.10 SOCIOECONOMICS 

Summaw of Comments 
Commentors stated that the EIS shouM include the foUowing socioeconomic facton: demography. business 
profiles, government structure and finances, local laod use patterns, transpoitation networks and increased roed 
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t&c, municipal .Dd utility services, local industry imprct, impacts to scbools, impcts to Miami-Whitewater 
Forest and tbe Greet Miami River, lmpacts to local bunting ad fishing UGBS, impects to local parks and 

recreation areas, sad ;mPacts to land conservation. C O ~ U D ~ ~ O K  also asked tha~ ;mpacC to property values, 

compensation for lost propew v h e s .  impact to tax base a d  transportation 

the EIS. 
from accidents be k N e d  in 

W S - E I S  AUvlO€Ch 
The RI/FS-ElS will address a number of socioecowmic factors such M demographcs and related 
scbooLs aod Id employment. LXXI aod regional ecowmies will be exBmiDed with tespect to potdial impacts 
to business ad industry resulting from remedial activities at tbe FEMP. T~s socioecowmic d y s i s  will al;O 

'review Id use p e r n s .  iochdipg recreational areas, d land conservaiion efforts witb particular mention paK1 
to special area resou~ces such as tbe Miami-Whitewater Forest. Poteotial impacts to tbe existing tranrportation 
network and pblic  utilities will be discussed. A depiction of local government structures, the tax base, a r ~ I  

to 

property values will also be included. Tbe impacts to local property values aod proposed lancl uses associaIed 

. -  11 
11 
with the remedial action alternatives 4 be dressed. However, DO€ compenrariOn for the &cline in prope'ty 
v a k s  i s  a policy issue n o ~  wirhin r h t  scope of selcring a rcnwdiol a k c m ' v c .  

4.11 CUMULA71VE IMPACTS 

s u m  of comments 

Cumulative impacts from a range of factors are being quested for consideration in the document, inchding: the 
extent of poUutioa arwnd tbe FEW, DOE'S claim of negligible effects on the local ecology, the need for 
responsible and informed decision makiog, and consideration of past faults with the FEMP monitoring program. 
Additionally. bealth and safety ksues, socioeconomic impacts, k t i t u t i o d  issues, engineering and technicd 
issues, aod ecological issues should be addressed for 
effects of tbe various p r o j a  should be considered as weU as impacts on education, &c and recmtional 
resour~es, socioecowmics, t r a n s p a i o n ,  and impact of waste on other locations, if disposed of off-site. 

five operable uaiu. An assessment of the cumulative 

W S - E I S  Issue Resmnse 
7be RVFS-EIS will evaluate the cumulative impacts of CERCLA remedial actions at five operable Units, other 
RCRA corrective actions, d other plant activities tbat would enhance the pdential for cumulative ;mpactS. The 
potential impacts mentioned by tbe commentors will be analyzed in the RI/FS-EIS. 

c 




