
Department of Energy 
Ohio Field Office 

Fernald Area Office 
P. 0. Box 538705 

Cincinnati, Ohio 45253-8705 
(51 3) 648-31 55 

Mr. Bruce Means 
Chair, Remedy Review Board 
United States  Environmental Protection Agency 
4 0 1  M Street, SW/5202G 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

DO E-03 58-00 

Dear Mr. Means: 

RECOMMENDATION FOR REVISED REMEDY FOR OPERABLE UNIT 4 SILOS 1 AND 2 
REMEDIAL ACTION 

Reference: Letter, Johnny W. Reising, DOE-FEMP, t o  Gene Jablonowski, U.S. EPA, and 
Tom Schneider, OEPA, "Operable Unit 4 Draft Feasibility Study/Proposed 
Plan," dated December 21, 1999  (DOE-0277-00) 

The purpose of this letter is to  provide the Department of Energy, Fernald Environmental 
Management (DOE-FEMP) recommendation for Remedy Review Board concurrence with 
the draft revised Feasibility Study/Proposed Plan (FS/PP) for Silos 1 and 2. The draft 
Revised FS/PP was  submitted for the U S .  Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) 
review and approval in the referenced letter. The extensive input and involvement from 
the U.S. EPA, Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA), and the public during 
preparation of the draft FS/PP is summarized below. 

The original Record of Decision (ROD) for Operable Unit 4 (OU4), approved in December 
1994,  identified removal, on-site vitrification, and off-site disposal a t  the  Nevada Tes t  Site 
(NTS) as  the remedy for the  Silos 1 and 2 material. The revised FS/PP was prepared to 
reevaluate the treatment component of the selected remedy for Silos 1 and 2 material. 
Other components of the OU4 remedy selection decision documented the  OU4 ROD w a s  
not reevaluated a s  part of the revised FS/PP. 

In the first s tage of the revised FS, DOE screened a wide range of potential alternatives for 
treatment of Silos 1 and 2 material. In December 1998, DOE presented its proposed initial 
screening of alternatives to the U.S. EPA, OEPA, and key stakeholders for input. Based 
upon this initial screening and the input received from stakeholders, DOE selected 
vitrification and chemical stabilization for detailed analysis. 
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DOE’s evaluation of vitrification and chemical stabilization against the criteria specified by 
the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), w a s  
supported by pilot-scale Proof of Principle (POP) testing of representative processes for 
each technoloqy. The POP testing, which w a s  completed in May 1999, w a s  conducted by 
commercial vendors with expertise in implementation of the technologies. After reaching 
alignment with the U.S. EPA, OEPA, and key stakeholders on the conclusions t o  be drawn 
from the  evaluation, DOE recommended in the PP tha t  the remedy for Silos 1 and 2 be 
changed t o  retrieval, treatment by chemical stabilization, and off-site disposal at  the NTS. 

DOE’s remedy proposal is based upon its determination tha t  the  remedy satisfies the 
statutory requirements of Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA), and the  conclusion that chemical stabilization has  an overall 
advantage over vitrification when evaluated against the five primary balancing criteria 
prescribed by the NCP. Specifically, the advantages of chemical stabilization in 
implementability and short-term effectiveness are judged to  outweigh the advantages of 
vitrification due to its lower treated was te  volume. 

DOE maintained extensive public involvement throughout preparation of the  revised FS/PP. 
The U.S. EPA, OEPA, independent technical experts and key stakeholders, both locally and 
in the  vicinity of NTS, were provided with the opportunity for input throughout the 
identification and evaluation of treatment alternatives, review of POP testing results, and 
development of the proposed remedy. As a result of this public involvement, key 
stakeholders have expressed support for DOE’s proposed remedy. The Fernald Citizens 
Advisory Board (FCAB) has  issued a formal recommendation endorsing DOE’s proposed 
remedy (enclosed). 

DOE will continue the  public involvement process during finalization of the  remedy 
selection decision for Silos 1 and 2 as prescribed by the NCP. Based upon the input 
received from the  extensive interactions with the public t o  date, DOE anticipates public 
acceptance of the currently proposed revised remedy for Silos 1 and 2. DOE recommends 
the U.S. EPA approve the  proposed revised remedy for Silos 1 and 2 in order to allow 
initiation of the formal public review process as soon as possible. 

If you have any questions, please contact Nina Akgijndijz at (51 3) 648-31 10. 

Sincerely, 

FEM P:Y ockman 

s - ’  Enclosure -a 

Johnny W. Reising 
Fernald Remedial Action 
Project Manager 



Mr. Bruce Means 

cc w /e nclosu r e : 
S. Fauver, EM-42/CLOV 
J. Saric, USEPA-W, SRF-5J 
G. Jablonowski, USEPA-V, SRF-5J 
T. Schneider, OEPA-Dayton 
F. Bell, ATSDR 
M. Schupe, HSI GeoTrans 
R. Vandegrift, ODH 
F. Barker, Tetra Tech 
AR Coordinator, FDF/78 

cc w/o enclosure: 
N. Akgundfiz, OH/FEMP 
A. Tanner, OH/FEMP 
D. Yockman, OH/FEMP 
S. Beckman, FDF/52-4 
T. Hagen, FDF/65-2 
J. Harmon, FDF/SO 
R. Heck, FDF/2 
S. Hinnefeld, FDF/31 
D. Paine, FDF/52-4 
T. Walsh, FDF/65-2 
ECDC, FDF/52-7 
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Enclcstxi please find the Ferriaid Citizens Advisxy Board Recommendation 
number 90-1, entlilal Recommendation on Silos 1 and 2 Tschnology Selection. 
Because of  the F CAEi's o[-~c&-ig involverneid and knowl.&gc of this decision, 
forma! leedback tc this remmmendat ion  is not required. As no ted  in t h e  
recc;inmend;'+tion, we v;!ll continue to nlcnitor t he  pragrcss of this decision and 
provido additional in;;yt &ring the formal ccmment  pericd. 

Thank yoti 

Chn ir 
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Type of Recommendation: 
HT Initial 
B FO!~GV.J+FI to Recornrnctldation 

Wespcnse Requested b;;: n h  

The Fcmald CAE lei ir.i:-:.s .h:.r it is i m p c a n t  to provide DOE with an endorsement of a 
technology tc assist iii ~ . i ( ~ ~ ~ , ~ ’ . ~ ! ~  h e  Silos rcmcdy scl.xtion process forxud. A1 its Jaluary 15, 
2000 meeting, the FCXB erid;jrzd the .selzction of the chemical stabilization family of 
tcchnologies by a vote c;f 11 to 2. ‘The primary rcason stared by the majority \vas the desire to 
selzct a kctinology di::! rre:?;-tc.s the greztesi chuice of successful Implementation. provides the 
best opportuiitics for ~ccovcry frcin any kit id ftdurss, and minimizes worker risk. 
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The ininority docs not uish tc; bc renierakred as a ncgaiive p x t  of the Cold War legacy as a 
rcsult of a decision to LAC 3 teohnzlopy that was easier to hnpl!srnenr over cine that reduces thc 
amount of waste arid cc)tild pot2;titi;!l!y provide more lmg-tcrm protections cf human health and 
the ecvironment. 




