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1.0 INTRODUCTION i 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is responsible for cleanup activities at the Fernald 
Environmental Management Project (FEW) site in southwestern Ohio. The FEMP site is a 425- 
hectare (1050-acre) facility located just north of Cincinnati, Ohio, near the small farm community, of 
Fernald, Ohio, and lies on the boundary between Hamilton and Butler counties. The site consists of a 
former 55-hectare (136-acre) Production Area, an adjacent Waste Storage Area and various support 
facilities; the areas are radioactively and chemically contaminated as a result of past processing and 
disposal activities. From 1952 until 1989, the FEMP's primary mission was to process uranium into 
metallic "feed" materials for other DOE facilities for use in the nation's defense program. During 
that time, various liquid, sludge and solid materials were disposed of at the Waste Storage Area and 
released into the environment. The FEMP site is listed on the National Priorities List (NPL) of the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and DOE is conducting cleanup activities at the FEMP 
under its Environmental Management Program. 
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To promote a more structured and expeditious cleanup of the FEMP site, the facility and 14 

15 

16 0 Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended. 17 

environmental issues associated with the site are being managed as five operable units. Cleanup 
activities at the FEMP site are conducted in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental 

For Operable Unit 4 at the FEW, DOE has chosen to prepare integrated CERCLAINEPA 
documents. 'Ibis decision was based on the longstanding interest on the part of local stakeholders to 
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silos at FEW. 24 

prepare an EIS on the restoration activities at the FEMP and on the recognition that the draft 
document was issued and public comments received. Therefore, an integrated Feasibility 
Study/Proposed Plan - Final Environmental Impact Statement (FSPP-FEIS) has been completed 
which evaluates alternatives for the treatment and disposal of radioactive residues contained in storage 

... 

. -  

The FS/PP-FEIS consists of DOE'S Responsiveness Summary on the Feasibility Proposed/proposed 
Plan - Draft Environmental Impact Statement (FS/PP-DEIS), which addresses comments received 
during the public commemt period and includes the documeat distribution list and errata, and the 
FSPP-DEIS dated February 1994. These documents have been prepared in accordance with the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as 
amended, and DOE'S National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations (10 CFR Part 1021), as 
well as the implementing regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR Parts 15W 
1508). 

Operable Unit 4 at Fernald consists of storage silos containing residues that are byproducts of the 
processing of uranium ore and ore concamates, as well as the surrounding environmental media. 
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The FSIPP-FEIS analyzes the potential human health and environmental impacts of managing the 
residues contained in the silos and the contaminated soil and rubble that would be generated from 
demolition of the silo structures. A range of reasonable alternatives was analyzed and included in-situ 
containment, various combinations of treatment by vitrification, chemical extraction or cement 
stabilization, and both on-site and off-site disposal. In addition, the FSIPP-FEIS evaluates a no- 
action alternative involving w )  further action at the site other than completion of certain actions for 
which decisions have been previously finalized. 

The materials present within Operable Unit 4 exhibit a wide range of properties. Most notable would 
be the elevated direct radiation associated with the K-65 residues versus the much lower direct 
radiation associated with cold metal oxides in Silo 3. Even more significant would be the much lower 
levels of contamination associated with the soils and building materials, like concrete, within the 
Operable Unit 4 Study Area. To account for these differences and for the varied cleanup alternatives 
applying to each waste type, Operable Unit 4 was segmented into three subunits (A, B and C). These 
subunits are described as follows: 

Subunit A: Silos 1 and 2 contents ( K 4  residues and bentonite clay) and the sludge in the 
decant sump tank 

Subunit B: Silo 3 contents (cold metal oxides) 

Subunit C: Silos 1,2,3, and 4 structures; Contaminated soils within the Operable Unit 4 
boundary, including surface and subsurface soils and the earthen berm around 
Silos 1 and 2; the decant sump tank; the radon treatment system; the concrete 
pipe trench and the miscellanec~us concrete structures within Operable unit 4, 
any deb& (Le., concrete, piping, etc.) generated through implementing 
cleanup for Subunits A and B, and any perched groundwater encountered 
during remedial activities. 

Five a l t d v m  for remedial action of Subunit A, six alternatives for Subunit B and bur alternatives 
for Subunit C were evaluated in derail in the FS. With the exception of the no-action alternatives for 
each subunit, under each of the alternatives, material would be removed from contaminared areas and 
treated as appropriate. 
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i Based on the detailed analysis of the alternatives performed during the Feasibility Study, the preferred 
alternative for Operable Unit 4 is comprised of the preferred altenratives identified for Subunits A, B 
and C are as follows: 
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0 Subunit A: Alternative 3A.lNit - Removal, Vitrification, Off-site Disposal - Nevada 32 

Test Site 33 
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0 Subunit B: Alternative 3B. lNi t  - Removal, Vitrification, Off-site Disposal - Nevada i 

Test Site 2 

' Subunit C: Alternative 2C - Demolition, Removal, On-Propem Disposal 3 

The contaminated soils and rubble from demolition of the silos, which represents less than 1 percent 
of the total soils and rubble at Fernald, are proposed to be placed in interim storage for subsequent 

(environmental media). 7 

4 

5 

6 disposition in accordance with future decisions on OU3 (former production area) and OU5 

On the basis of currently available information, the preferred alternative provides the best 
performance when compared with the other alternatives, with respect to the evaluation criteria. This 
alternative would achieve substantial risk reduction by removing the sources of contamination, 
treating the material for which exposures result in the highest risk, shipping the treated residues off 
site for disposal, and managing the remaining contaminated soils and debris consistent with the site- 
wide strategy. The proposed treatment alternative both reduces the mobility of the hazardous 
constituents and results in a significant reduction in the volume of materials requiring disposal. DOE 
believes the preferred alternative would be protective of human health and ttIe environment; comply 
with ARARs; be cost-effective; utilize permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicable; and 
utilize treatment as a principal element of the response. 
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Comments received 'on the FS/PP-DEIS required DOE to modify two alternatives because of 
regulatory direction to evaluate a re-promulgated rule as a relevant and appropriate requirement but 
did not result in the development or evaluation of new alternatives. Based on the analyses in the 
FS/PP-FEIS, the DOE prefixred alternative continues to be removal of the residues from the silos, 
treatment by vitrification, and disposal at the DOE Nevada Test Site. 
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DOE amounced the availability of the FS/PP-DEIS (59 FR 10381) on March 4, 1994, and established 23 

24 

25 

26 

a 45day public comment period. A public hearing was held on March 21, 1994, in Harrison, Ohio; 
in addition, a public meeting with the Nevada Citizens Advisory Board was held in Las Vegas, 
Nevada, on May 11, 1994. 

The public comment period for the FS/PP-DEIS was initially scheduled to end April 20, 1994. 27 

28 

29 

However, the period was exteded twice by 30 days (a total of 60 days) pursuant to several requests 
from a concerned Nevadan citizen pup. Thus, the comment period formally ended June 19,1994. 

This comment response document describes its intended purpose in Section 2.0 and summafizes the 
public's involvement at the FEW and more specifically, Operable Unit 4 in Sections 3.0 and 4.0, 
respectively. This comment response document presents a point-by-point summary of the issues 
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identified in both oral and written comments regarding the proposed action and the DOE’S responses 
to those issues; the summary of issues and responses (including those provided orally at the public 
hearing on March 7, 1994) is presented in Sections 5.0 and 6.0. For this summary, the specific 
comment letter(s) denoting the comments origin are identified in parentheses at the end of each issue. 
The comment letters ate referred to by an alphabetical identifier assigned by the order in which they 
were received by the project office, except the two requests for comment review period extension; 
and a public hearing comment and a Nevada Test Site Citizen Advisory Board comment regarding 
waste characteristics, which were grouped together. 

In addition, this document provides copies of the written comments received on the proposed action in 
Attachment I, as well as the required errata sheets and changes to the FS/PP-DEIS in Attachment 11. 
The distribution list for the FS/PP-FEIS is provided in Attachment 111, actual transcripts of the public 
hearingdmeetings held for the FS/PP-DEIS are provided in Attachment IV, and the contributors to 

this comment response document are provided in Attachment V. 
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2.0 PURPOSE 

As stated in United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Guidance on Preparing Superfund 
Decision Documents (EPA 1989b), this comment response document serves three important purposes. 
First, it provides United States Depamnent of Energy (DOE) with information about community 
preferences regarding both the proposed remedial alternative and general concerns about the site. 
Second, it demonstrates how public comments were integrated into the decision-making process. 
Third, it allows DOE to formally respond to public comments. 

The Feasibility StudyFroposed Plan/Drafl Environmental Impact Statement was conditionally 
approved on February 9, 1994. In May 1994, five final concerns were received from the EPA on the 
document. In responding to these five concerns, several pages in the document were revised and are 
included in Attachment 11. 

This comment response document has been prepared pursuant to the terms of the 1991 Amended 
Consent Agreement between DOE and the EPA, as well as other requirements, including: 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) as amended by the Superfund Amendments Reauthorization Act, 42 United 
States Code, Sections 9601, ez. seq.; 

National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 300; 

Community Relations in Superfund: A Handbook, January 1992c, EPA/540/R-92/009; 
and 

Guidance on Preparing Superfund Decision Documents: The Proposed Plan, The 
Record of Decision, Explanation of Significant Differences, The Record of Decision 
Amendment, Interim Final, July 1989b, EPA/54b/G-89/007. 

This comment response document is used as the mechanism for DOE to identify and document the 
public involvement with the Operable Unit 4 Feasibility StudyProposed Plan - Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. After public comments and concerns had been formally submitted to DOE, in oral 
and written form, the comments were summarized into issue statements and responded to accordingly 
The actual comments received are included in Attachment I. 

Section 3.0 of this comment response document gives an overvilew of public involvement for the 
Fernald Environmental Management Project (FEW). Section 4.0 gives an overview of the public’s 
involvement in the development and approval of the Operable Unit 4 Feasibility StudyProposed Plan 
- Draft.Eny$onmental Impact Statement. Section 5.0 discusses the development of the issue 0 
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statements and presents the public concerns and DOE responses. Section 6.0 presents comments 
which did not result in issues. 
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0 3.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT FOR THE FEMP 1 

- 
Environmental issues at Fernald first became public in 1984 when the site reported that nearly 300 
pounds of uranium oxide had been inadvertently released to the atmosphere from the Plant 9 dust- 
collector system. It was also disclosed during this time that three privately+wned off-property 
groundwater wells south of Fernald had been found to be contaminated with uranium in 1981. In 

formed and expressed concerns over these events and lack of public notification. In response to this 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

1984, the citizens group called Fernald Residents for Environment, Safety and Health (FRESH) was 

public concern, the FEMP initiated a community relations program in 1985 aimed at informing the 
community of the mission of the facility and the ongoing and planned operations. 

As part of this program, four community meetings were held in 1985 to open communication 
channels with the members of the public residing near the FEMP. As a result of these meetings and 
the need to prepare a community relations plan to support the planned Remedial Investigation/ 
Feasibility Study (RIFS), a community assessment was conducted in early 1986. The community 
assessment consisted of a series of interviews with local community members to define their 
informational needs, their concerns regarding the environmental issues at the site, and viable 
mechanisms to gain public involvement in the RIFS decision-making process. As work on the RIA3 
continued, DOE authorized the opening of an information repository called the Public Environmental 
Information Center (PEIC) in the JAMTEK building, 10845 Hamilton-Cleves Highway, Harrison, 
Ohio 45030. The administrative record, on which cleanup decisions are based, is also located at the 
JAMTEK building; another administrative record is maintained at EPA Region V headquarters in 
Chicago, Illinois. 
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A RIFS Community Relations Plan was issued in January 1986 detailing the initiatives that would be 22 

undertaken by the FEMP to promote community participation in the RIFS decision-making process. 23 

This plan has been progressively revised, as necessary, to accommodate regulatory agency input, the 24 

changing concerns of the community, and emerging concepts on improved vehicles for facilitating 25 

community participation. 26 

On May 15, 1990, a Notice of Intent (NOI) was published [55 Fed. R e g  20183 (May 15, 1990)] 
indicating the intent of DOE to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement @IS) consistent with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with the 
cleanup actions for the lead FEMP operable unit (i.e., Operable Unit 4). The NO1 further defined the 
intent of DOE to prepare integrated CERCLA/NEPA documents for the remaining operable units that 
will tier ftom the lead document. The public, interested organizations, and federal, state, and local 
agencies were invited to provide oral comments at two EIS scoping meetings held on June 12-13, 
1990, and to submit written comments until the close of the scoping period on June 29, 1990. 
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As a result of the scoping meetings, an EIS Implementation Plan was issued by DOE. The EIS 
Implementation Plan includes: a description of the proposed actions and remedial alternatives; a list of 
environmental issues to be considered in the EIS (including those identified during the scoping 
period); a list of proposed agency consultations; a responsiveness summary to comments received 
during scoping; and a discussion on the interrelationship between the NEPA compliance process and 
CERCLA project planning and decision-making. Consistent with the NO1 and the EIS 
Implementation Plan, the resulting integrated process and documentation package developed for 
Operable Unit 4 is termed a Feasibility Study/Proposed Plan-Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(FS/PP-DEIS). 

In summary, several community relations activities are and have been conducted in support of local 
organizations at Fernald including: 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

A community assessment (June - July 1989); 
A Community Relations Plan (August 1992 version approved October 15, 1992); 
Public reading rooms and administrative record; 
Regular briefings at local township trustee meetings; 
Presentations to the local community group, FRESH; 
Community meetings held approximately each quarter; 
Workshops and roundtable discussions for interested parties; 
Press releases, fact sheets and a newsletter; 
Public comment periods for decision documents and responsiveness summaries; 
Site tours, as requested; 
Open house events; 
Annual joint emergency response exercises; 
Annual environmental monitoring reports; and 
The Fernald Citizens Task Force. 
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. 4.0 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION FOR OPERABLE UNIT 4 

As indicated earlier, a community assessment was conducted in early 1986 which consisted of a series 
of interviews with local community members to define their informational needs, their concerns 
regarding the environmental issues at the site, and viable mechanisms to gain public involvement in 
the RIES decision process. Significant concerns associated with Operable Unit 4 facilities identified 
during these interviews included: 

e The significantly elevated direct penetrating radiation field in the vicinity of the silos. 

0 The chronic emissions of significant quantities of the radioactive gas, radon, to the 
atmosphere from the silos. 

The structural instability of the silos' domes and the age of the remaining portions of the 
structures. 

e The potential for leaching of the stored residues to the underlying/ sole-source aquifer. 

To adequately identify and address community concerns, several initiatives have been undertaken by 
the F E W  to ensure community involvement in the decision-making process for the remediation of 
Operable Unit 4. 

The draft Remedial Investigation (RI) Report for Operable Unit 4 was released to the publie for 
review and comment in April 1993. The document was made available to the public at the PEIC and 
the EPA offices in Chicago. The notice of.availability for the RI Report for Operable Unit 4 was 
published in local newspapers near the FEMP site on April 19, 1993. A public comment period was 
conducted for the RI Report for Operable Unit 4 from April 19, 1993 through May 19, 1993. No 
comments were received on the RI Report for Operable Unit 4. 

0 

. ,  

On September 9, 1993, the draft Feasibility StudylProposed Plan-Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement was made available at the Public Environmental Information Center, and stakeholders were 
encouraged to provide informal comments on the preliminary documents. Encouraging public 
inspection and informal comment on these preliminary documents, prior to EPA approval, provided a 
genuine opportunity for stakeholders to identify issues, voice their concerns and learn about proposed 
cleanup plans for Operable Unit 4. The informal opportunity for the public to provide input enabled 
DOE to address some stakeholder questions and concerns in advance of the formal public comment 
period. 

On October 14, 1993, approximately 29 stakeholders attended a public roundtable on "Proposed Plans 
and Technology for Operable Unit 4 Remediation." At the roundtable, attendees were invited to offer 
opinions on the draft final Proposed Plan and the preferred alternative for Operable Unit 4 
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remediation. ' These stakeholder comments were documented and evaluated during preparation of the 
final document. 

In addition, a two-way information exchange on the Operable Unit 4 Risk Assessment occurred at the 
October 19, 1993, Science, Technology, the Environment and the Public (STEP) session on "Risk." 
Again, Fernald personnel addressed the stakeholders' questions and concems presented at the 
meeting. Information about the Operable Unit 4 Remedial Investigation Report was also provided at 
DOE'S October 21, 1993, RUFS public meeting and at local township trustee meetings. 

In response to stakeholder requests at the January 5, 1994, formal public hearing on the Operable 
Unit 3 (Production Area) Interim Record of Decision, a public roundtable to discuss integration of 
CERCLA and NEPA was held January 24, 1994. The roundtable included discussions on differences 
between environmental assessments and environmental impact statements; approximately 45 
stakeholders attended. 

On February 21, 1994, invitations to attend the March 21, 1994, formal public hearing on the 
Operable Unit 4 FSPP-DEIS were mailed to approximately 2,OOO-plus Fernald stakeholders. The 
Proposed Planfor Remedial Actions at Operable Unit 4 Fact Sheet was enclosed with each invitation. 

On February 24, 1994, advance copies of the Proposed Plan for Remedial Actions at Operable Unit 4 
were mailed to several key stakeholders. Also on February 24, copies of the final FS/PP-DEIS and 
Proposed Plan fact sheets were mailed to the United States Department of Energy-Nevada Field 
Office (DOE-NV) and to the State of Nevada Clearinghouse. The DOE Operable Unit 4 Branch 
Chief personally distributed several advance copies,of the Proposed Plan to attendees of the February 
24, 1994, FRESH meeting. In addition, she provided an update on Operable Unit 4 activities, plans 
and progress, and was available for an informal question-and-answer session. 

To encourage stakeholders to review and offer input on the final FS/PP-DEIS, a Notice of 
Availability for formal public comment was published in March 1994 in the Federd Register and 
three local newspapers: 7he Qrcirylati Enquirer, the Journal-News and 7he Harrison Press. On 
March 1, 1994, the, FSRP-DEIS became available at the PEIC. 

On March 2, 1994, Ohio EPA representatives discussed the FS/PP-DEIS with members of the 
Fernald Citizens Task Force and FRESH. 

On March 4, 1994, a Fernald site news release titled "Key Fernald Cleanup Plan Receives 
Conditional EPA Approval" was sent to local electronic and print media, as well as local elected 
officials, FRESH and the Fernald Citizens Task Force. Articles were published in local newspapers. 
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On March 7, 1994, the formal 45day public comment period on the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS 
officially began. 0 
On March 8, 1994, Fernald representatives met formally with officials of the DOE-NV and the 
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection and provided a presentation on the Operable Unit 4 
FS/PP-DEIS . 

On March 15, 1994, postcard reminders about the March 21, 1994, formal public hearing were 
mailed to Fernald stakeholders. In addition, courtesy phone calls were made to key stakeholders, 
inviting them to the formal public hearing. 

i 

2 

Display advertisements announcing the March 21, 1994, formal public hearing were published in 
three local newspapers: & Cincinnati Enquirer, March 18, 1994 and March 20, 1994; the 

9 

10 

Cincinnati Post, March 18, 1994; and the Journal-News, March 18, 1994. 

On March 21, 1994, approximately 80 people attended the formal public hearing on the Operable .$ 

Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS. Formal oral public comments were documented by a court reporter and are 
available in a written transcript at the PEIC and in Attachment IV. In addition, several stakeholders 
submitted formal written comments. All formal written and oral stakeholder comments and questions 
asked informally during the March 21, 1994, public hearing, as well as DOE’S responses, are 
documented in this comment response document. 

. 
During April 1994, the DOE received a request from the State of Nevada to extend the public 
comment period for sixty (60) days to allow a newly formed Citizen’s Advisory Board (CAB) . .  for 
Nevada Test Site Programs additional time to review and comment on the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP- 
DEIS. In accordance with the requirements of the NCP and the Amended Consent Agreement, the 
DOE granted a 3May  extension of the public comment period from April 20, 1994 to May 20, 1994 
to accommodate this request. 

On May 11, 1994, the DOE-NV conducted a public meeting in Las Vegas, Nevada. In attendance 
were members from the DOE, EPA (Region V), Ohio EPA, CAB and the public. The purpose of the 
meeting was to allow the CAB to receive two presentations by the DOE. The first presentation, 
furnished by the DOE-FN, discussed the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS and summarized the proposal 
to transport and dispose of low-level radioactive waste, which would be generated by the cleanup and 
environmental restoration of the FEW site as a whole (including Operable Unit 4), at the NTS. The 
second presentation was furnished by the DOE-NV which summarized the current low-level 
radioactive waste management program at the NTS. 
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- 
Each presentation was followed by a formal question and answer session, during which the following 
concerns were discussed: 

Adequacy of characterization process of all FEMP waste shipped to the NTS. 
Classification of the K-65 by-product material as 11(e)(2) material. 
Availability of any alternative disposal sites for the Operable Unit 4 remedial wastes. 
40 CFR $191 “relevance” to Operable Unit 4 remedial wastes by EPA. 
Transportation and containerization of the Operable Unit 4 remedial wastes. 
Benefits to be derived by the State of Nevada for disposing of the waste at the NTS. 

The complete transcript of this meeting is included in Attachment IV. 

During the meeting, the CAB noted that they had not received a copy of the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP- 
DEIS for review and comment. It was noted that a copy of the Operable Unit 4 FSPP-DEIS was 
available in the DOE-NV Reading Room. Copies of the Proposed Plan and Proposed Plan Fact Sheet 
were distributed to members at the meeting. A copy of the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS was 
provided to the CAB on May 12, 1994. 

In addition, the CAB verbally requested in the meeting that the comment review period for the 
Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS be extended an additional thirty days to provide the CAB adequate time 
to review the document. Subsequently, on May 19, 1994, DOE submitted to EPA a second request 
for extension in the submittal of the Operable Unit 4 ROD. The EPA reviewed this request pursuant 
to Section XWI of the 1991 ACA, which requires EPA to determine whether good cause exists for a 
schedule extension based upon, among other things, information submitted by DOE. In response to 
the CAB request, the DOE on May 20, 1994 formally granted the thirtyday extension of the public 
comment period from May 20, 1994 to June 19, 1994. On May 26, 1994, the EPA granted the 30- 
day extension for submittal of the Proposed Draft ROD from July 10, 1994, to August 9, 1994. 

On August 8, 1994, DOE submitted the Proposed Drafl Record of Decision for Remedial Actions at 
Operable Unit 4 and the Respnsiwness Summary to the EPA. 
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5.0 SUMMARY OF ISSUES AND RESPONSES 

The FS/PP-DEIS for Operable Unit 4 was released for public comment in March 1994. The DOE 
reviewed all written and oral comqents submitted during the public comment period. Upon review of 
these comments, it was determined that no significant changes to the remedy, as was originally 
identified in the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS, were necessary. 

This comment response document has focused on the formal comments submitted during the public 
comment period and oral comments received during the March 21, 1994 community meeting held in 
Harrison, Ohio and the May 11, 1994 public meeting held in Las Vegas, Nevada. Within this 
comment response document, oral and written comments (see Attachment I) were categorized into 
significant issues. For each of these issues, an issue statement has been prepared that addresses the 
concerns expressed by one or more of the commentors. In many instances, the issue statements are 
paraphrased from the original comments to succinctly represent the combined concerns of several 
commentors. The issues resulting from formal comments have been compared with the questions 
raised during the public question and answer sessions to ensure that all significant issues have been 
represented by the issue statements. 

For the purpose of developing issue statements, a comment is considered significant if it involves: 

* ,  0 The definition of the preferred alternative, 
Public or state acceptance of the preferred alternative, 
The implementation or impacts of the preferred alternative, 
Conclusions drawn from evaluations or assessments provided within the document, 
Safety of the work performed, or the 
Enforceability of the decision reached. 

’ 

-: 

At the end of each issue statement, the specific comment letter(s) or oral comment(s) in which the 
issue was raised is identified in parentheses. The comments are referred to by an alphabetic 
identifier. These wmments are also part of the administrative record for this action. Table 5-1 
provides a cross-reference of the alphabetic identifiers with the commentors. 
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Issue I - Public ParticiDation P r o c a  
(a) A formal request was made by Maud Naroll, State of Nevada, Department of 

Administration, State Clearinghouse, on the behalf of the Nevada Test Site (NTS) 
Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) to extend the public review period for the Operable 
Unit 4 FSRP-DEIS for at least 60 days. The CAB was recently formed and held its 
first organizational meeting on March 8, 1994. Because of the key role the CAB 
will play in advising the DOE-NV about stakeholder concerns, the requested 
extension to the public comment period would allow the CAB adequate time to 
address the Operable Unit 4 document. (Commentor: L) 
On May 17, 1994, a formal request was made by William L. Vasconi, Acting 
Chairman, NTS CAB to extend the public review period for the Operable Unit 4 
FS/PP-DEIS. The NTS CAB had the opportunity to meet with representatives of 
the Fernald Environmental Management Project on May 11, 1994. The CAB stated 
that this meeting was the first time it had an opportunity to receive any information 
about the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS. Because the CAB had not yet reviewed the 
Operable Unit 4 documents and the May 20, 1994 deadline for public comments was 
near, the extension of time was necessary in order that the CAB may provide 
substantive input into the process. (Commentor: N) 

(b) 

-: (a) The United States Department of Energy (DOE) considered the request for extension 
of the public review period to be in accordance with the provision of the National 
Oil and Hazardous Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR 300.430(f)(3)(i)(C) as 
follows: 
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"Upon timely request, the lead agency POE]  will extend the public 
comment period by a minimum of 30 additional days; . . " 

The DOE recommended that a 3May extension, as opposed to the W a y  
extension, be granted in an effort to minimize schedule impacts, as well as providing 
adequate time for the CAB to review the Operable Unit 4 document. In accordance 
with Sections XVIII.B.5 and XWI.D of the Amended Consent Agreement (1991), 
the DOE requested concurrence from the EPA for the 3O-day schedule extension to 
the public review period. The EPA verbally concurred with the DOE 3O-day 
request for schedule extension on April 18, 1994, and followed up with a written 
concurrence on April 29, 1994. The DOE issued formal notification of the 3O-day 
extension to the State of Nevada on May 3, 1994. This documentation can be found 
in the Administrative Record. 
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mj The DOE considered the CAB request for extension of the public review 
period to be in accordance with the provision of the National Oil and 
Hazardous Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR 300.430(f)(3)(i)(C) as follows: 3 

"Upon timely request, the lead agency [DOE] will extend the public 
comment period by a minimum of 30 additional days; . . " 

On May 20, 1994, the DOE granted an additional 3May extension to the public 
review period for the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS. In accordance with Sections 
XVIII.B.5 and XWI.D of the Amended Consent Agreement (1991), the DOE 
requested concurrence from the EPA for the 3May schedule extension to the public 
review period. The EPA provided written concurrence on the DOE 30day 

Administrative Record. 
r extension request on May 26, 1994. This documentation can be found in the 

m e  2 - Characterization of Silo Residua 
During the March 21, 1994 Operable Unit 4 public meeting, questions were raised by Mr. Lou 
Bogar, a resident of the City of Hamilton Ohio, about perceived discrepancies in the isotopic uranium 
data reported for some of the silo residues. He also expressed concerns about the inorganic chemical 
data for the silo residues. His specific concerns were as follows: 
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(a) Why does the analytical data on the silos presented report Uranium 235/236? Do 18 

19 the silos contain uranium-236 (U-236)? 

(a) There seems to be a discrepancy in the ratio of U-234 to U-238. The ratio of these 
i s o t o p  should be close to unity. The U-234N-238 ratio for Silo 2 appears to be 
correct however, the ratio for Silo 1 does not appear to be right. 

20 

21 

22 

(c) Is there a full list of inorgaqic constituents for Operable Unit 4? Why isn't gold 
listed as one of the analytes? Are there other elements, for which analysis was not 
done, that may impact the vitrification process? In particular, what about rare earths 
(the lanthanide series of elements)? Could these affect vitrification? 
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(Commentor: C) 27 

28 
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In addition, on June 24, 1994, DOE received significant comments from a member of the Nevada 
Test Site Citizens Advisory Board (CAB). The CAB expressed the following four concerns over the 
physical characteristics of the untreated silo residues and the treated waste form: 

Based on the presence of RCRA regulated metals and organics in the waste, we are 31 

concerned that the waste contains both hazardous and radioactive constituents. 
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(4) Please list the radionuclide and inorganic and organic chemical constituents of the 
waste. 

(e) Please identify the concentration of each constituent. 

(9 Please identify the risk resulting from each constituent. 

(g) Please describe how the proposed treatment and disposal mechanism address both 
the radionuclide and chemical constituents of the waste. 

(Commentor: 0) 

ResDOnSe: (a) The Silos do not conruin U-236. U-236 is a by-product of nuclear reactor 
processing. The residues in the silos were generated exclusively from the chemical 
processing of pitchblende ores and uranium concentrates to extract uranium. 
Consequently, the residues in silos would not contain U-236. 

The U-235 analysis was done using the standard radiochemistry technique of alpha. 
spectroscopy. Because the energies emitted by U-235 and U-236 are very close in 
intensity, it is difficult for the laboratory to individually resolve between U-235 and 
U-236 activity concentrations. As a result it is accepted laboratory convention to 
report radiochemical results for these isotopes as U-2351236. The analytical data for 
U-235 concentrations in the silos were reported from the laboratory using this 
convention. This was not intended to imply that the silos contain U-236. 

(b) In his comments made during the March 12, 1994 Operable Unit 4 Public Hearing, 
Mr. Bogar pointed out that there appeared to be some anomalies in the isotopic 
uranium data presented during that meeting. The data provided during the public 
meeting represented average activity concentrations calculated from individual 
sample results contained in Volume 2 of the Operable Unit 4 Remedial Investigation 
Report (available for review in the PEIC). Through process knowledge it is known 
that the K 4  Silos contain natural uranium which resulted from the processing of 
pitchblende ores and uranium concentrates. As such, the activity concentration ratio 
of U-238 to U-234 in any sample obtained from the silos should be approximately 1 .  
In the data presented for Silo 1, however, the ratio of U-238 to U-234 is 0.8, 
implying that the uranium contained in Silo 1 may be enriched. 
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This apparent anomaly is caused by a combination of two factors: the use of 
average activity concentrations to represent activity concentration ratios and apparent 
errors in the U-234 activity concentrations reported by the laboratory for four of the 
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33 Silo 1 samples. While average activity concentrations are adequate for gross 
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estimates of the silo contents, using activity concentration ratios calculated from 
these average activity concentrations is inappropriate, due to the heterogeneous 
nature of the silo contents (it should also be noted that averaging of the data can 
propagate the inherent uncertainty in the analytical data for individual samples). 
Instead, the activity concentration ratios of U-238 to U-234 should be addressed on a 
sample-by-sample basis. 

Review of the individual sample data (contained in Volume 2 of the Operable Unit 4 
RI Report) will indicate that the ratios of U-234 and U-238 are close to unity as 
expected for natural uranium (within the limits of the total propagated uncertainty) 
for 16 of the 20 samples taken. The remaining four samples demonstrated higher U- 
234 values, which yielded U-238 to U-234 ratios in the range of 0.4 to 0.6. This 
knowledge should have been sufficient to reject the analytical results for these four 
samples. The sample results, however, had already been validated using standard 
EPA protocols and the determination had been made to publish and use all validated 
analytical results. While this decision could have been overturned, it was further 
determined that these apparently anomalous U-234 analytical results for these four 
samples had no impact on the risk assessment for Operable Unit 4 and, as a result, 
would have no impact on the evaluation of remedial action alternatives within the 
Operable Unit 4 Feasibility Study. 

(c) Volume 2 of the Operable Unit 4 Remedial Investigation Report presents a full 
listing of all analytical data collected during the remedial investigation. The data 
presented in the public meeting on March 21, 1994 were taken from the Operable 
Unit 4 Remedial Investigation Report. These data primarily provide critical 
information used in the risk assessment process to determine the nature and 
magnitude of potential chemical hazards and/or cancer risk posed by the contents of 
the silos. Treatability studies were conducted using actual silo residues to determine 
the effectiveness of the vitrification process in stabilizing these materials (the 
Operable Unit 4 Treatability Study Report for the Vitrification of Residues from 
Silos 1,2, and 3 is available for review in the PEIC). Analysis was performed on 
the silo residues during the treatability studies to provide information pertinent to 
determining the effectiveness of vitrification. 

The DOE does have historical data on the gold content of the K45 residues. The 
vitrification process can be affected if there are large amounts of noble metals such 
as gold present. However, the gold present in the silo residues does not pose a 
problem as evidenced by the results of the vitrification treatability studies. 
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"Rare earths" or elements in the lanthanide series are known to improve the 

Science and Tec hnoloev: Vol 7),  Elsevier, New York]. Analysis was conducted for 
some "rare earth" elements such as cerium and lanthanum during the treatability 
studies. 

durability of glass [reference, Volf, M.B. 1984, Chemical Amroach to Glass (E lass 

(d, e) The material contained in Silos 1 and 2 (K-65 material), and Silo 3 is by-product 
material or residue resulting from the processing of uranium ore and is 
specifically exempt from regulation as solid waste under RCRA 40 CFR 
$261.4(a)(4). The State of Nevada has expressed similar concerns over the 
regulatory classification of the Operable Unit 4 remedial wastes. A detailed 
discussion of these regulatory issues is presented under Issue 4 - State of Nevada 
Rermlatory Co ncerns. 

A complete list of radionuclide, inorganic and organic chemical constituents of the 
Silos 1, 2 and 3 wastes and their respective concentrations can be found in Tables 
A.1-1, A.l-5, A.14, A.l-7, A.2-1 and A.24 in Appendix A of the FS Report for 
Operable Unit 4 (FS/PP-DEIS). 

, t  

(9 Appendix D, Section D.2.0 of the FS Report for Operable Unit 4 (FSPP-DEIS) 
presents a summary of risk characterization results from the Operable Ukt  4 
Baseline Risk Assessment, as reported in the Remedial Investigation Report for 
Operable Unit 4. The Baseline Risk Assessment was performed, in accordance 
with available EPA guidance for conducting CERCLA risk assessments and 
methodology described in the EPA-approved Risk Assessment Work Plan 
Addendum for performing risk assessments at the F E W .  The complete list of 
radionuclide, inorganic and organic chemical constituents of the Silos 1, 2 and 3 
wastes were evaluated along with information describing their toxicity, mobility 
and environmental persistence. The baseline risk characterization indicates that 
baseline conditions do not meet acceptable public health risk criteria. 

Appendix D, Section D.3.0 of the FS Report for Operable Unit 4 (FSFP-DEIS) 
evaluates the short-term and long-term risks associated with implementing the 
various remedial alternatives considered for Operable Unit 4. The detailed analysis 
of the Operable Unit 4 remedial action alternatives is presented in Section 4.0 of the 
FS Report for Operable Unit 4 (FS/PP-DEIS), where each alternative is evaluated 
relative to the nine criteria of the NCP. Two of these criteria are short-term 
effectiveness and long-term effectiveness. 
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The short-term effectiveness criterion addresses the 'effect of an alternative during 
the construction and implementation phase until the remedial action objectives are 
achieved. The evaluation considers the effects on human health and the environment 
posed by operations conducted during the remedial action. The long-term 
effectiveness criterion evaluates the extent to which an alternative achieves an overall 
reduction in risk to human health and the environment after the remedial action 
objectives have been met. 

The risk assessment presented in Appendix D supports the application of these 
criteria through the Section 4.0 evaluation of human health risks resulting from 
potential short-term and long-term exposures associated with the Operable Unit 4 

remedial action alternatives. This includes the preferred remedy for disposing of the 
treated Operable Unit 4 residues at the NTS. 

Appendix C, Section C.3.0 of the FS Report for Operable Unit 4 (FSPP-DEIS) 
presents a summary of all the vitrification treatability study tests which were carried 
out in support of the Operable Unit 4 RI/FS process at the F E W .  The tests were 
completed as specified by the EPA-approved Operable Unit 4 Treatability Study . 

Work Plan for the Vitrification of Residues from Silos 1, 2, and 3 (DOE 1992b). 
The purpose of these tests was to allow the performance of vitrification of the 
Silos 1, 2, and 3 residues to be compared to other remediation technologik for the 
silo residues. The criteria upon which this comparison was to be based were the 
leachability of the waste form, the waste volume reduction achieved, and the 
reduction in radon emanation from the waste. 

The Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure VCLP) results for the vitrified 
wastes demonstrated the effectiveness of glass as a durable leach resistant waste 
form for Operable Unit 4 remedies. Leachate concentrations of hazardous metals 
were below regulatory limits for all of the glasses made in these tests, including the 
leachate concentration of lead which was reduced about 500 times less than from the 
untreated waste. Radionuclides (in particular, Ra-226) were found to leach from the 
glasses at the Same rate as the major glass constituents, indicating the absence of 
selective leaching of radionuclides. 

Appendix C, Table C.3-13 of the FS Report for Operable Unit 4 (FSPP-DEIS) 
reports the specific gravity of the vitrified waste along with the calculated volume 
reduction. The volume reduction is based upon the difference between the volume 
of the final glass product (including additives) and the initial volume of the waste in 
its current state. The waste volume was calculated using the wet, compacted 
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density, which is assumed to be the most representative of the material in its current 
state. Significant volume reductions ranging from 50 percent to 68 percent are 
achieved through vitrification of the waste. In summary, the final waste volume 
ranged from 32 percent of the initial waste volume in the best case to only 50 
percent of the initial waste volume in the worst case. 

The radon emanation rate from the vitrified K45 material ranged from 0.01 to 0.06 
pCi/m2/s, more than two orders of magnitude less than the EPA limit of 20 pCi/m2/s 
for radon emanation from uranium mill tailings. The measured radon emanation 
rate from the glass is approximately equal to the emanation rate from natural 
building materials such as brick and concrete, even though the radium content of the 
waste glass is l@ to 106 times greater than that of natural building materials. 

The NTS has established waste acceptance criteria which consider disposal site 
characteristics consistent with an appropriate level of protectiveness to human health 
and the environment. The Operable Unit 4 remedial waste will comply with these 
waste acceptance criteria and the NTS will also perform evaluation to assure that the 
acceptance criteria are met. 

ue 3 - Public Particbation During Post-RI/FS Activitie 0 The ISS current FEMP Community Relations Plan does not adequately define the public’s role,’nor its 
nature and extent of opportunities for participation during post-RI/FS activities. During the Operable 
Unit 4 formal public comment period, members of the public and the Ohio EPA requested formal 
definition of the public’s level of participation during the Remedial Design and Remedial Action 
processes. Members of the community expressed a desire to continue their same level of involvement 
in post-RUFS activities, as defined by the current Community Relations Plan for the RI/FS program. 
(Commentors: A, B, D, G, J and R) 

Response: The DOE is both actively and expeditiously pursuing the revision of the current FEMP 
Community Relations Plan to include post-RI/FS public involvement activities throughout the 
Remedial Design and Remedial Action processes. Until a comprehensive Community Relations Plan 
is finalized by the DOE, an Interim (post-RUFS) Community Relations Plan has been prepared as 
guidance to Fernald p e r s ~ ~ d  on public involvement activities. A revised Community Relations Plan 
addressing post-RUFS public involvement activities will be issued by September 1994. 

Issue 4 - State o f Nevada Reglllatorv Co n c e m  
The State of Nevada and a member for the Nevada Test Site Citizen’s Advisory Board have expressed 
concerns over the regulatory classification of the Operable Unit 4 remedial wastes, as discussed in the 
Operable Unit 4 Feasibility StudyFroposed Plan - Draft Environmental Impact Statement. More 
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specifically, the State of Nevada suggests that the Operable Unit 4 remedial wastes are "mixed 
wastes" [i.e., Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous and radioactive waste] 
rather than "by-product material" as defined by the Atomic Energy Act (AEA), Section 1 l(e)(2) 
excluded from being a RCRA hazardous waste. The CAB stated that, "Based on the presence of 
RCRA regulated metals and organics in the waste, we are concerned that the waste contains both 
hazardous and radioactive components." Accordingly, the State of Nevada contends that the 
hazardous component of the Operable Unit 4 wastes are subject to regulation and control by EPA- 
delegated state having such authority. (Commentors: E, 0) 

R ~ ~ D O W Q  : The State of Nevada's comment concerns the classification of K-65 and Silo 3 material; 
specifically with respect to its regulation as mixed waste. The following response first discusses in 
general the issue regarding the classification; secondly, the response addresses specific State of 
Nevada concerns described in the letter. 

(a) General Discussion 
The material contained in Silos 1 and 2 (K-65 material), and Silo 3 is by-product material 
or residue resulting from the processing of uranium ore and is specifically exempt as 
defined from regulation as solid waste under RCRA 40 CFR $261.4(a)(4). The referenced 
exclusion applies to ". . . source, special nuclear or by-product material as defined in the . 
. . AEA. . ." The AEA in part defines by-product as: ". . .the tailings or waste produced 
by the extraction or concentration of uranium or thorium from any ore processed' primarily 
for its source material content" [AEA Section 11(e)(2)]. Since a material must first be a 

solid waste in order to be a hazardous waste, and since the material is excluded from 
regulation as solid waste, the subject material cannot be considered hazardous waste. 

The silos contain only residues from the chemical extraction (beneficiation) of uranium 
from ores; no other solid or hazardous wastes were added to the silos or to the residues. 
Therefore, the contents of Silos 1, 2, and 3 are pure "by-product materials" by definition, 
and not solid wastes or haqrdous wastes subject to regulation under RCRA. The heavy 
metals found in the material were present in the natural ore, and were unintentionally 
extracted from the parent ore along with the uranium during the process of beneficiation, 
becoming more concentrated in the residue after the uranium was removed. The presence 
of naturally d g  metals is expected in by-product material, and does not invalidate 
either the definition or the exclusion. No metals from a n o n a e  source were added to the 
stream at any point in the beneficiation process; also, no hazardous waste or waste 
constituent was added or created at any time during the beneficiation process. The fact 
that several metals in the material fail the RCRA toxicity characteristic leaching procedure 
VCLP) does not cause the material to become subject to RCRA regulation due to a 
hazardous waste characteristic, since the metals are not from an external source, but are 
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asociated with the parent material (whose residues, including any ancillary metals, are 
excluded from the definition of solid waste). 

SDecific State o f Nevada Co mments and Response 
1. Commeu: The comment refers to ". . .thorium mill tailing waste, which is admitted 

to be mixed waste. . ." 

ResDonse: The comment is unclear, since there is no reference to any admission that the 
material is mixed waste. The FS/PP-DEIS does not claim the material is mixed waste. 
Rather, the residues in the silos are by-product material from the processing of ore 
material for its source material, primarily uranium. The by-product material is not itself a 

mixed waste, nor is it mixed with a solid or hazardous waste which would cause the 
material to be considered a mixed waste. As stated in the document, while they are not 
considered 
RCRA have been included in the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS as relevant and appropriate 
requirements for the management of this material during CERCLA remediation, due to the 
Similarity of this material to RCRA characteristic hazardous waste. The adoption of 
various RCRA ARARs in the CERCLA documents does not confer or waive authorities 
agencies may have to regulate the silo material under RCRA. 

as ARARs for the management of this material, various sections of 

2. Comment: "In 1987, DOE promulgated regulations (10 CFR $962.1) stating'that 
RCRA hazardous waste, mixed with by-product material falling under the category 
defined in the AEA [42 USC 2014(e)(l)], would be subject to regulation . . ." 
"However, the by-product material falling under the category given in 42 USC 
2014(e)(2) that was mixed with RCRA hazardous waste, . . . would not be subject to 
regulations by EPA. . ." ". . .under the Federal Facility Compliance Act (FFCA), 
Congress defined mixed waste to mean 'waste that contains both hazardous waste and 
source, special nuclear, or by-product material . . .' This definition shows no 
distinction between the two categories of by-product material mentioned above. Hence, 
the attempted exemption from hazardous waste regulations of the hazardous components 
of mixed waste containing by-product material . . . has been invalidated." 

-: The DOE Final Rule in 10 CFR $962, promulgated in the May 1, 1987 
FederrJ Register (52 FR 15937) for clarification of the term "by-product material," was 
limited in scope by by-product material as detined under 42 USC 2014(e)(l) meaning 
"radioactive material . . . yielded in, or made radioactive by exposure to the radiation 
incident to the process of producing or utilizing special nuclear material." An example 
would be reactor fuel reprocessed for its enriched uranium. This rule does not affect 
materials that are defined as by-product material under Section ll(e)(2) of the AEA 
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("tailings or wastes produced by the extraction or concentration of uranium or thorium 
from any ore processed primarily for its source material content"). The silo materid 
falls into this second category. 3 

DOE Order 5400.3A further clarifies the DOE interpretive rule referenced above: 4 

"DOE interprets these definitions to mean that whenever any hazardous waste 

with any source material, special nuclear material, or by-product material, the 
hazardous waste component is subject to regulation under Subtitle C of 
RCRA. The May 1, 1987 Federal Register notice did not affect materials that 
are defined as by-product material under Section 1 l(e)(2) of the AEA. " 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

LO 

identified or listed in 40 CFR $261 is inadvertently mix4 [emphasis added] 

DOE Order 5820.2A contains definitions consistent with the above. Chapter IV, 
Management of Waste Containing AEA 1 l(e)(2) By-product Material and Naturally 
Occurring and Accelerator Produced Radioactive Material, specifies: 

I 1  

I2 

13 

"By-product 11(e)(2) . . . m i x d  [emphasis added] with the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act hazardous chemicals, shall be managed 
consistent with both the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and 40 
CFR Part 192." 

14 

15 

16 

17 

The FFCA, DOE Order 5400.3A, and DOE Order 5820.2A are consistent ixi,their 0 
interpretation of the definition of mixed waste. The FFCA simply reiterates that 19 

20 

21 
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23 

24 

hazardous waste mixed with source, special nuclear, or by-product material is subject to 
dual regulation under both the AEA and RCRA, and ha; 33 bearing on Operable Unit 4 
by-product material, since it is not mixed with a solid 02 Jardous waste (see General 
Discussion). The K45 and Silo 3 material consists of only by-product material as 
defined under Section 1 l(e)(2) of the AEA, therefore, subject to the solid waste 

exclusion under RCRA. 25 , 

3. comment: ". . . EPA delegated to the states regulatory control over all mixed wastes 26 

27 

Congressional intent in defining mixed waste under the FFCA (see 51 FR, July 3, 28 

1986,24504-24505)." 29 

without regard to specific radionuclide content . . . consistent with the expression of 

&gxmse : In the referenced July 3, 1986 Federd Register notice, EPA is requiring 30 

31 

32 

that states seeking authorization to regulate under RCRA the "hazardous component" of 
radioactive mixed waste revise their programs (if necessary) and demonstrate statutory e authority to regulate said "hazardous component." This notice was issued prior to the 
DOE interpretive rule of May 1, 1987. Although "hazardous component" is not 
expressly defined, the notice is cokistent with previous definitions, and implicitly 35 
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. restates the definition of mixed waste as "wastes containing both hazardous waste and 
radioactive waste." Again, this Federal Register notice does not detract from the stated 
position, since the Operable Unit 4 silo material consists solely of by-product material, 
and is not mixed with a solid or hazardous waste that would be subject to state 
regulation. 

In summary, the Operable Unit 4 silo materials are expressly by-product material excluded from 
RCRA regulation under 40 CFR #261.4(a)(4), on the basis of "tailings or waste produced by the 
extraction or ujncentration of uranium or thorium from any ore processed primarily for its source 
material content" [AEA Section 1 l(e)(2)]. 

NOTE: While not mlicable as an ARAR for the management of this material, various sections of 
RCRA have been included in the FS/PP-DEIS as relevant and appropriate requirements for the 
management of this material during CERCLA remediation, due to the similarity of this material to 
RCRA characteristic hazardous waste. The proposed alternative for remediation of this material 
includes treatment by vitrification, which will remove the "toxicity characteristic" due to the 
inadvertent presence of various metals in the material. The adoption of various RCRA ARARs in 
the CERCLA documents does not accede the authority of RCRA to regulate the silo material; these 
ARARs, among others, are selected on the basis of existing regulatory standards and management 
practices to be followed during remediation to ensure adequate protection of human health and the 
environment. 

I .  

Issue 5 - Off-Site Transuortat ion of Waste to Nevada Test SiB 
Several members of the local community expressed concerns related to the transportation of the 
Operable Unit 4 treated wastes from the FEMP to the Nevada Test Site (NTS). One individual 
preferred rail shipments over truck transportation, citing that truck transportation is much more 
dangerous. Others requested more details on transportation (Le., packaging specifications, and 
special handling requirements and precautions) and details related to notification when shipments will 
occur. (Commentors: A, F and Q) 

m: The preferred remedy for Operable Unit 4 requires a combination of rail and truck 
transportation for the shipment of treated silo residues off site for burial at the NTS. Currently, there 
are no direct rail lines into the NTS. The treated material would be transported from the FEMP by 
rail to either a point near Las Vegas, Nevada, or one of the areas north of Las Vegas. From either 
location, the waste containers carrying the treated material would be transferred to trucks for 
transportation over roads to NTS. Consistent with regulatory requirements, the DOE will provide 
proper notification to all affected parties, including emergency response teams, when off-site 
shipments begin. 
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Additionally,'the DOE is engaged in a program to optimize a container design to meet specific 
performance requirements for a shippinghurial container and to provide additional protection to 
workers and the public, for the eventual transport and disposal of the treated Operable Unit 4 wastes 
to be conducted between the FEMP and the NTS. One of the program's goals are focussed upon the 
viability of utilizing recycled contaminated scrap metal and other forms of metal for the fabrication of 
waste containers. 

The success of the container investigation will be measured on the basis of achieving a balance of key 
design parameters and requirements such as: 

vitrified product mixture design 
final waste form of vitrified product 
waste loading of vitrified product 
waste additives of vitrified product 
packaging design 
shielding of package 
shipping limitations 
United States Department of Transportation (DOT) requirements 
NTS Waste Acceptance Criteria 
cost 

The optimized container design will be modelled in an effort to minimize the estimated short-term 
risks posed to public by transporting the Operable Unit 4 wastes in the container. 

Issue 6 - Monitoring of Remedial Actions 
Several members of the local community and the Ohio EPA expressed concerns that "real-time" 
monitoring should be implemented during the entire remedial action process. It was recommended 
that the implementation of "real-time" monitoring should be integrated into short-term remedial 
actions such as process controls, project specific health and safety procedures, emergency alarm 
systems, standard operating procedures, and emergency response procedures, as well as, long-term 
actions involving disposal and maintenance. Additionally, it was requested that information gained 
from "real-time" monitoring and related activities should be made readily available to the public. 
(Commentors: A, B, D, G, H, J and R) 

m: As part of the remedial design activities for the Operable Unit 4 remedial actions, a 
preliminary and final safety assessment will be conducted by DOE to establish the safety basis and 
design objectives for the construction and the operation of all remedial facilities. The safety basis 
includes those measures (i.e., procedures, training, monitoring equipment) necessary to ensure that 
facilities will be constructed and operated in a safe manner and in compliance with applicable or 
relevant and appropriate requirements. 
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It is the DOE policy in its conduct of operations to require facility operations procedures to be 
developed and adhered to during all remedial actions. Training of personnel to those procedures will 
be paramount to ensure safe conduct of all operations. The FEMP has developed and maintains the 
necessary emergency plans and procedures to adequately define the emergency management program, 
provide guidance for all emergency responders, proper notification of the public, ensure adequate 

i 
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4 

5 

6 monitoring and performance for critical systems, and to meet all regulatory requirements. 

The use of "real-time" monitoring is an integral part of this process and will vary in degree for each 
system or action to be consistent with the safety assessment recommendations and comply with 
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements. For example, some systems may require 24- 
hour "real-time" monitoring (Le., fire protection, meteorological stations, perimeter air monitoring 
stations, radon treatment system) while others may only require "real-time" monitoring during 
normal operations (i.e., air emissions controls, waste water discharge, vitrification process controls, 
disposal facilities etc.). These features will all be developed and included in the remedial design and 
remedial action packages for review by the public, EPA, and Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
(OEPA). Likewise, "real-time" monitoring data will be made available to the public through the 
Public Environmental Information Center. 

Issue 7 - ImDacts to Sites of Archeological and Historical Imwrtan C e  

The Ohio Historical Preservation Office (OHPO) expressed two areas of concern for the id9ntified 
Operable Unit 4 remedial actions. Due to the FEMP site's proximity in an archeological sensitive 
area, the first area of concern is the potential for impacts to archeological sites. Secondly, under the 
current criteria and regulatory guidelines, the FEMP site itself is eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Place, thus the proposed demolition of the silos, or any other structure or 
facility, could have an adverse effect on the FEMP site. The OHPO recommends the development of 
a programmatic agreement to address these sitewide and Operable Unit &specific historic preservation 
concerns. (Commentor: I) 

ResDonse: It is recognized that the FEW site does lie in an archaeologically rich area and sitewide 
remedial activities will result in many ground disturbing and demolition activities. The DOE has 
effectively coordinated with the OHPO on several projects at the Fernald site in the past. Therefore, 
until the programmatic agreement has been developed between DOE and the OHPO, individual 
activities (e.g., the construction of support facilities) will continue to be coordinated with the OHPO. 

In response to the second area of concern, it is further recognized that the FEMP site as a whole has 
recently been determined to be eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. 
Therefore, appropriate steps will be taken to coordinate with the OHPO all activities involving the 
demolition of structures. The DOE will be pursuing a programmatic agreement with the OHPO in 
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the near future. However, until such an agreement can be put in place, DOE will be coordinating 
with the OHPO office on an individual project-by-project basis. 

Appropriate coordination activities associated with the remediation of Operable Unit 4 and the 
demolition of structures on the site will be carried out with the OHPO. 

h u e  8 - Future Land Use at the F E W  
One member of the public expressed concern over any future development of the FEMP site (i.e., 
industrial park) which would attract large concentrations of humans, in the event environmental 
problems would happen to develop in the future (Le., similar to Love Canal). (Commentor: F) 

ResDonsg : The DOE, EPA, and OEPA are closely working with the local community (Le., FRESH) 
to provide technical guidance to participating community members, in an effort to logically reach a 
balanced decision regarding the most feasible future land use@) for the FEMP site. The Operable 
Unit 4 soil remediation cleanup levels were established with the assumption that in the future, the 
federal government would maintain ownership of the Operable Unit 4 area. 

3 

4 

- 9  - ImDact to Natural Resourcq 14 

0 Members of the public expressed concern over the potential impact from the remedial actions to 
natural resources surrounding the FEMP site (i.e., wetlands, migratory birds, etc.), and the mitigative 
measures being taken by the DOE to minimize their effect. (Commentors: B and F) 17 

m: The end-use of the FEMP site is currently under consideration by the Fernald Citizens 
Task Force. This task force, based on input from the public and various stakeholders, will make a 
recommendation to DOE as to what the end-use of the Fernald site should be. This comment will be 
forwarded to the task force for their consideration. The task force's recommendation will play a key 
role in determining what happens at the site after remediation. 

Depending on the types of environmental impacts that occur during remediation, it is possible that 
habitats may need to be created as mitigative measures. The specific issue of the need for creating 
wetlands is currently Wig evaluated by DOE and Fernald Environmental Restoration Management 
Company (FERMCO) and will be discussed with the stakeholders and formally addressed in the 
Operable Unit 5 (Environmental Media) Feasibility Study Report and Record of Decision. 

Issue 10 - EPA Promuleation of R W  Soil Standards for Rad ionuclideg 
One local resident inquired whether the residual soil radiation levels, which the EPA has not yet 
published in the F&rd Register (originally scheduled to be published in March 1994), could 
possibly impact the remediation decisions in Operable Unit 4. (Commentor: C) 
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R ~ ~ D O I U ~  : Residual soil standards for radionuclides are currently being finalized by the EPA. The 
EPA has issued a draft proposal which recommends the establishment of an effective dose limit of 15 
mredyear from residual soil radiation. Until the standards are finalized and promulgated by the 
EPA, it is uncertain whether they will impact Operable Unit 4. Radionuclide cleanup levels have 
been established for Operable Unit 4 which approach background concentrations for nearly all 
radionuclides. When the residual soil standards for radionuclides are promulgated by the EPA, a 
review of their impact upon the Operable Unit 4 soil remediation will be conducted. Soil cleanup 
levels for Operable Unit 4 will be modified as directed by the EPA. 

Issue 11 - Air Emissions from Remedial Actiong 
One local resident, who lives downwind of the FEMP site, expressed concerns over the particulate 
matter and off-gases which could be emitted through the exhausts of the Operable Unit 4 vitrification 
process. Specific concerns were noted related to the performance of comprehensive site-wide air 
modeling which includes the Operable Unit 4 vitrification facility contributions to sitewide emissions 
and the quantification of subsequent risks to the local "downwind" community. (Commentor: K) 

ResDOllSe : Air pathway monitoring focuses on the airborne pollutants that may be carried from the 
Fernald site as a particulate or gas and how these pollutants are distributed in the environment. Stack 
and building vent emissions are obvious sources of pollutants, but dust from construction and 
remediation activities, waste handling, and wind erosion are also important potential sourc$ls. The 
form and chemical makeup of pollutants influence how they are dispersed in the environment as well 
as how they may deliver radiation doses. Airborne pollutants are subject to whatever weather 
conditions exist. 

The meteorological data gathered at the FEMP site are primarily used to evaluate climatic conditions 
at the site. Wind speed and direction, rainfall, and temperature play a role in predicting how 
pollutants are distributed in the environment. The Fernald Environmental Monitoring Program 
routinely uses atmospheric models to determine how airborne effluents mix and disperse; these 
models, in turn, are used to assess the impact of operations on the surrounding environment, in 
accordance with DOE requirements. Based upon modeling results, risks to the public are calculated 
based upon exposure from the pollutants emitted from the FEMP site. The 1992 Fernuld Site 
Environmental Repon provides detailed breakdown of sitewide emissions, doses to the public, and 
their associated risks. This report is updated annually and may be available in the Administrative 
Record. 

To date, computer modeling for expected radionuclide emissions from the proposed vitrification 
facility has not been conducted due to insufficient engineering design data. However, during remedial 
design, when these design data become available, this information will be entered into the appropriate 
air models to determine compliance with 40 CFR $61 Subpart H for radionuclides, including radium 
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under the Clean Air Act. In addition, Ohio Administrative Code ( O K )  3745-3 145(A)(3) requires 
the use of Best Available Technology (BAT) to control process emissions. Compliance with the 
requirement to employ BAT will be determined by evaluating, according to the Ohio Air Toxics 
Policy (OATP), emission data collected from performance testing of the Operable Unit 4 vitrification 
facility . 

Modeling will be conducted on the vitrification facility both prior to startup and during operation. 
The preliminary modeling will provide estimates of dose levels based on engineering design and 
expected removal efficiencies. Corroborative modeling conducted during operation will be based on 
actual data collected during stack performance testing, and will verify engineering design and 
compliance with the regulatory standard. Risks associated with these dose levels will be evaluated 
and compared to the other alternatives. Upon comparison a determination will be made to implement 
design criteria to minimize risk associated with the vitrification facility or if necessary to amend the 
selected alternative to one which poses less of a risk to the surrounding community. 

Air emission modelling specific to the Operable Unit 4 vitrification processing facility will be 
performed as part of the remedial design process, to ensure that the vitrification facility is designed to 
meet these air emission ARARS and pertinent DOE Orders. In addition, portable air monitors will be 
strategically located around the perimeter of field activities during construction of remedial facilities. 
The air monitors will provide real time data regarding the effectiveness of controls to mitiaate fugitive 
dust emissions. 

Issue 12 - Determination of Risk J.ev& 
A local resident questioned the reason the CERCLA elected to use such small risk levels as lob (one 
in a million). In addition, the differences in methodologies like Health Effects Assessment Summary 
Tables (HEAST) and Biological Effect of Ionizing Radiation result in "vast orders of magnitude" 
differences in estimated risks. (Commentor: C) 

mmnse : In accordance with the NCP (40 CFR 300), Operable Unit 4 is required to comply with 
the requirement that the excess risk, posed to humans exposed to carcinogenic materials in Operable 
Unit 4, would not be greater than one in ten thousand to one in a million. The lower bound of the 
range, one in a million (lo", incremental risk, is the most desired level of residual risk to be posed 
by a cleanup action. This risk refers not to "fatal" cancer risk but the risk of the induction of 
incremental cancers, over and above the normal risk of contracting cancer, during one's lifetime. 
Operable Unit 4 is also legally required to utilize the methodologies defined by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency for calculating the cancer risk posed by Operable Unit 4. 
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Issue 13 - Comdiance with DOT TransDortation Regulations 
The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) provided two comments regarding compliance with 0 DOT regulations. 

(a) The first comment was related to classification of the materials as Low Specific 
Activity (LSA) and stated, "We [DOTJ believe the expected physical form of the 
material transported will result in the radiological risk to the public being equal to 
or less than most LSA shipments transported in the Country. However, from 
Volume Two, Appendix A, Table A.1-1, it appears that the activity per gram of 
material for some of the package contents might exceed the limits for LSA 
materials in 49 CFR 173.403(n)." 

(b) The second comment expressed concern with the sampling and analysis to be 
performed prior to shipment. The comment stated "After material vitrification, 
the external radiation dose rates will clearly be the indications of the most 
significant radiological hazards of the materials during transportation. However, 
since the identity of the radionuclides and the activity of the content in each 
package is required by the regulations, documentation with technical reasoning 
will be needed to relate the results of pre-vitrification radioassays to the contents 
of the packages." (Commentor M) 
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(a) The initial classification and container selection of the vitrified materials as LSA 
was used to perform cost estimates for the remedial alternatives evaluated in the 
FS for Operable Unit 4. These cost estimates were developed with an intended 
accuracy of plus 50 percent/minus 30 percent as required by CERCLA. 

Since the initial distribution of the FSPP-DEIS, the FEMP has initiated a study 
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which will further specify the DOT classification of the vitrified material and 
container types required for shipment of the vitrified material. The final selection 
of container type is contingent upon several factors, including; the Curie content 
of the container, its classification under DOT regulations, the ability of the 
container to reduce external dose rate, and the acceptance of the container by the 
Nevada Test Site. 

(b) Demonstration of compliance with regulations is the basis for the sampling and 
analysis program to be developed for Operable Unit 4 remediation. Sampling and 
analysis will be performed on the vitrified gems 1) to assure compliance with 
waste disposal requirements, 2) to demonstrate success of waste treatment, 3) to 
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assure compliance with DOT requirements, 4) and to complete waste 
characterization of the vitrified materials. Specific parameters for testing will be 
determined in the Project Specific Sampling and Analysis Plans to be prepared 
during Remedial Action. The selection of parameters for analysis will include 
those which will demonstrate compliance with the activity limitations for 
containers per DOT regulations. 

Issue 14 - Cons ideration of D iswsal S ites for the K45 Materid 
On June 24, 1994, DOE received significant comments from a member of the Nevada Test Site 
Citizens Advisory Board (CAB). The CAB stated that the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS documents 
did not discuss the full range of possible alternatives (e.g., disposal at Hanford, reprocess to recover 
materials, dispose of all material at the NTS). The member of the CAB further questioned 'I.. . Why 
were these options rejected? What is the full list of options initially considered and why was each 
option rejected?" 
(Commentor: 0) 

Res- : Identification, screening, and evaluation of potentially applicable technologies and process 
options are key steps early in the FS process. The primary objective of this phase of the FS is to 
develop an appropriate range of remedial technologies and process options that will be developed into 
preliminary remedial alternatives. The criteria for identifying potentially applicable technologies are 
provided in EPA guidance and in the NCP. There is strong statutory preference for remedies that 
wilkresult in a permanent solution; a significant decrease in toxicity, mobility, or volume; and 
provide long-term protection as identified in Section 121 of CERCLA, as amended. The primary 
requirements for the final remedy are that it be both protective of human health and the environment 
and comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate regulatory requirements. 

The Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS presented information to support the selection of the most 
appropriate remedial alternative. The broad range of alternatives considered for remediation in the 
FSFP-DEIS were developed in accordance with EPA guidance by following a series of logical steps 
that involved developing, in succession, more specific definitions of potential remedial alternatives. 
The steps included the following: 

- 

e Development of contarmnaa * t- and media-specific remedial action objectives (RAOs) and 
preliminary remediation goals (PRGs). 

e 

e 

Identification of general response actions (GRAs). 

Identification of volumm andor areas of waste media to be addressed. 

e .  Identification a d  screening of remedial technologies and process options. 
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a Evaluation and screening of process options within each technology. 

Assemblage of a wide range of remedial alternatives using the selected process options 
within each remedial technology. 3 

i 

I 
e 2 

e Evaluation of initial screening to determine which alternatives will be analyzed more fully 
in the detailed analysis phase of the FS. 

4 

5 

The detailed analysis of alternatives was performed in Section 4 of the FS on those alternatives which 6 

7 

8 

were retained through the preliminary screening of alternatives step described above. 
and comparative analysis consisted of the analysis and presentation of thi relevant information needed 

The detailed 

to allow decision makers to select a remedial alternative. 9 

The Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS considered several disposal options for each of the on-property and 
off-site disposal technologies evaluated for the K-65 material as follows: 

10 

. 1 1  

gn-ProDertv DisDosal Technoloq 
Engineered Disposal Facility (Below-grade) 
Above-grade Disposal Vault 

Off-Site Dismsal Technoloq 
New Facility within 483 km (300 mi) of the FEW site 
New Facility Adjacent to the Site 
Permitted Commercial Disposal Site 
Nevada Test Site 

In addition, in-situ and no-action alternatives were considered and evaluated as potential disposal 
alternatives. Sections 2.6.7.2 and 2.6.7.3 of the Operable Unit 4 FS discuss these representative 
options and the results of their preliminary screenings. Subsequently, repromulgation of 40 CFR Part 
191 led to changes in the list of relevant and appropriate requirements affecting on-property disposal 
as discussed in Attachment II. 

It is the DOE Defense Waste Management Policy at the Nevada Test Site, " . . .to approve generators 
and to receive, store and dispose of radioactive wastes generated by DOE defense programs in a 
manner consistent with DOE Ordex 5820.2A, "Radioactive Waste Management," and applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations and requirements."' Chapter III of DOE Order 5820.2A 
provides that low-level waste should go to a DOE low-level waste disposal site, such as the NTS. 
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This policy ensures that low-level wastes will be handled properly in accordance with applicable 
standards and DOE guidelines. Exemptions from the DOE Order to allow shipments to commercial 
disposal facilities can be granted by the U.S. Department of Energy Assistant Secretary for 
Environmental Management on an ~ICI hoc basis. Fernald has made shipments of waste in the past to 
the Nevada Test Site and to the commercial facility operated by Envirocare, Inc. in Clive, Utah. 

In this case, however, the Operable Unit 4 vitrified silo wastes from Fernald do not meet the waste 
acceptance criteria for existing commercial facilities. The U.S. Department of Energy Office of 
Environmental Restoration asked for and is in the process of receiving a determination by the U.S. 
Department of Energy Office of Waste Management that the silo wastes constituted a small quantity 
of by-product material under Chapter III of DOE Order 5820.2A and therefore, may be disposed at a 
DOE low-level waste disposal site, such as the Nevada Test Site. Also, it has been a long-standing 
DOE policy that "defense related wastes" would be disposed at the Nevada Test Site and nondefense 
related waste disposed at Hanford. 

That option, which is the preferred alternative, has been evaluated in this environmental impact 
statement as a potential alternative for waste disposal, along with a potential option for commercial 
disposal. Disposal at another DOE site, such as Hanford, was considered by DOE to be less feasible 
than shipment to the NTS, given past experience with shipping legacy wastes from Fernald to the 
NTS, which has been ongoing since 1985. In addition, an appropriate disposal facility is not 
currently available at Hanford to receive the Operable Unit 4 waste. 

The reprocessing of silo wastes to recover radiological or inorganic constituents was determined not 
to be feasible due to poor treatability test results involving chemical separation techniques. 

It should be noted that all of the Operable Unit 4 remedial wastes &e., Silos 1, 2 and 3 residues, 
contaminated soil and debris) were considered for disposal at the NTS. However, it was determined 
that only treated silo residues should be disposed at the NTS under the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS 
(although disposal of contaminated soil and debris is to be determined in subsequent RODS). 

The selection of the NTS for disposal of Operable Unit 4 waste is supported by a process option 
evaluation presented in Appendix B (Description of Technologies and Process Options) of the FS/PP- 
DEIS. This evaluation concluded that based on considerations such as geology, demographics, levels 
of precipitation, and depth to groundwater the NTS provided the best location for disposal. Also, the 
results of treatability studies conducted on the vitrified waste form indicate that the vitrified waste 
fully satisfies current NTS waste acceptance criteria and in general would provide a high level of 
long-term protectiveness when disposed at the NTS. 
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Issue 15 - FEMP Waste DisDosal Program 
On June 21, 1994, DOE received a package of 174 postcards from Citizen Alert. Three additional 
postcards were received on July 5 ,  1994. The majority of the postcards were from concerned citizens 
of Nevada expressing their comments related to the shipment and disposal of Fernald waste at the 
NTS. One of their comments stated that, “...the more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radionuclides, should be kept on-site in 
containers adequate to protect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to accept 
additional risk on top of that already present at the Nevada Test Site.” (Commentors: P1-P177) 

0 

ResDonse ; As part of the FEMP Waste Disposal Program, disposal of waste at the NTS is only one 
of several disposal locations being considered for waste resulting from the remediation of the Fernald 
site. Other disposal locations include both on-site disposal and commercial facilities. 

The overall remediation of Fernald is expected to generate over 2.6 million cubic yards of waste 
requiring treatment and/or disposal. Of the estimated 2.6 million cubic yards, 1.4 million cubic yards 
are to be managed at the Fernald site, 900,000 cubic yards are to be shipped to commercial facilities, 
and 300,000 cubic yards may be shipped to the d (including approximately 5580 cubic yards of the 
Operable Unit 4 remedial wastes). Therefore, only about 10 percent of the waste from the 
remediation of Fernald might be shipped to the NTS. Additionally, these shipments would occur over 
a projected 30-year period. 0 
Currently, Fernald is shipping low-level waste to the NTS at a rate of about 18,000 cubic yards of 
waste per year (based on the most recent 6 year average). The projected rate for disposal of the 
Fernald remedial waste at the NTS is estimated at a rate of approximately 10,000 cubic yards per 
year, with the highest estimate for a single year being approximately 16,000 cubic yards for 1995. 

Furthermore, the 300,000 cubic yard estimate is a highest case estimate which, in reality, may not 
happen. Fernald is making an effort to minimize waste generation and to explore other disposal 
options, thereby minimizing waste requiring shipment to the NTS, as well as other locations. 
Disposal of waste at the NTS is utilized only when these options have been evaluated and determined 

‘on efforts include recycling, decontamination for free-release of unfeasible. These 
material, volume reduction through treatment, disposal of the waste on-site, and use of commercial 
disposal facilities. 
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30 

31  

32 

33 

34 

Ohio regulations prevent the establishment of a disposal facility over a sole source aquifer); the close 0 proximity of the site to large populations and agricultural land; and the lack of commercial disposal 



FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

facilities which may accept thesz wastes. As discussed in the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS, these 
wastes include the treated residws from Silos 1, 2, and 3. 

The State of Ohio recognizes that the final disposition of some Fernald wastes may be on site. In a 
letter written to the U.S. EPA, the State of Ohio said: "Large volumes of contaminated construction 
and demolition debris, soil, fly ash and bottom ash, and possibly some solid waste will have to be 
disposed onsite at Fernald." 

The disposal of some wastes at the NTS is one part of a balanced waste management effort for the 
Fernald remedial activities. Although Fernald is committed to the minimization of wastes and finding 
alternative disposal options for its wastes, Fernald proposes to rely on the NTS for disposal of certain 
wastes. 

Issue 16 - Evaluation of TransDo rtation Risks 
On June 21, 1994, DOE received a package of 174 postcards from Citizen Alert. Three additional 
postcards were received on July 5, 1994. The majority of the postcards were from concerned citizens 
of Nevada expressing their comments related to the shipment and disposal of Fernald waste at the 
NTS. One of their comments stated that, "Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated". 
(Commentors: P1-P177) 

&go- * The FS/PP-DEIS for Operable Unit 4, Section 4, contains a complete detailed dalysis of 
all t6e remedial alternatives evaluated for off-site transportation of wastes, which included both long- 
term and short-term risks. The preferred remedy for Operable Unit 4 involves the transportation of 
the treated silo residues to the NTS by a combination of rail and truck. The material would be 
shipped exclusively by use of rail from the F E W  to Las Vegas, Nevada [a distance of 3562 km 
(2270 mi)], then by truck from Las Vegas to the NTS [ 179 km (1 11 mi)]. 

The FS/PP-DEIS for Operable Unit 4, Appendix D, contains a detailed discussion of the long-term 
and short-term risks associated with each remedial alternative which underwent detailed analysis. The 
RADTRAN IV computer code was used to evaluate potential short-term risks, including risks to the 
public during the transportation of the vitrified Silos 1, 2 and 3 material to the Nevada Test Site. 

Through Sandia National Laboratory's TRANSNET system, RADTRAN IV simulates the 
transportation route, the length of time members of the public are exposed to radiation, and the dose 
equivalent delivered for the trip. This exposure is to members of the public sharing the road with the 
truck, people living along the rail and truck route, and people encountering the truck at truck stops. 
The alternatives call for packaging the treated material in metal boxes meeting U.S. Department of 
Transportation packaging requirements of 49 CFR Part 173. The radiological impacts associated with 
the transportation of the waste to the NTS for disposal are summarized in Table 5-2. 
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0.0085 0.00014 

8.32x1(Ilo 1 . 7 1 ~ 1 @ ~ ~  

TABLE 5-2 
IMPACTS TO THE PUBLIC DURING TRANSPORTATION OF 

WTRIFED SILOS 1 , 2  AND 3'WASI'E TO THE NTS 

Public dose from radioactive 
material releases following truck 
accident, (person - rem) 

Public dose from radioactive 
material releases following train 
accident, (person - rem) 

Truck Associated Injuries: 

Truck Associated Fatalities' 

Train Associated Injuries' 

Train Associated Fatalities' 

I Transportation to the Nevada Test Site 

1.9x1(15 3 . 8 ~  lod 

1- 
0.026 0.0053 

0.013 0.0068 

0.0014 0.00074 0 , 

0.15 0.077 

0.038 0.020 

Vitrified Silos 1 and 2 I Vitrified Silo 3 
ESTIMATED IMPACT 

I Material . I Material 
I 

~ 

I 

Routine Transport 
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The estimated dose exposure and subsequent risks were calculated and reported as an incremental 
lifetime cancer risk (ILCR) to the public from the transportation of the vitrified Silos 1, 2 and 3 
material to the Nevada Test Site. Consistent with the goals of CERCLA, it is desirable to have the 
risks resulting from remediation to fall within all ILCR range of 1 x 106 to 1 x lo* above 
background. For example, if a member of the public has an additional 1 chance in l,OOO,OOO of 
contracting cancer due to exposure to radiation during transportation, the probability of developing 
cancer is expressed as a 1 x la6 (1 in l,OOO,O00) risk. As presented in Table 5-2, all short-term 
ris& from exposure to radiation meet these criteria. 

In addition to risks from the radiological exposure from the transportation of Silos 1, 2 and 3 material 
to the NTS, accidental injuries and fatalities are predicted to occur because trucks and/or trains would 
be used for material transportation to the Nevada Test Site. The following risk coefficients below 
were used to evaluate non-radiological risks to truck drivers and rail crews: 

Driver /Crew 
injury/mile 
deathhile 

Truck 
4.1 x 1@* 
2.1 x 109 

4.6 x lob 
4.6 x 10' 

Likewise, the following risk coefficients presented below were used to evaluate non-radiological risks 
to the public: 

Public 
injury/mile 
death/mile 

Truck 

1.3 x log 
1.2 1 ~ 7  6.8 x lob 

1.8 x lob 

It should be noted that the risk coefficients for truck and rail transport are not strictly comparable, 
since far more waste is transported per mile of rail transport than per mile of truck transport. These 
risks parameters were used consistent with standard risk calculation methodologies as identified in the 
Final Risk Assessment Work Plan Addendum, (June 1992),* which referenced the forementioned 
published statistics by the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administratiom' and 
U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Railroad Administrati~n.~ 
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28 Department of Energy - Fernald Field Office, Fernald, Ohio. 

'U.S. Dept. of Transportation Federal Highway Administration, Office of Motor Carriers, 1986, 29 

Accidents of Motor Carriers of P rouea  , Publication No. FHWA-MC-88408, DOT, Washington, 30 

DC. 31 

'U.S. Dept. of Transportation Federal Railroad Administration, Office of Safety, 1988, 
Accidentflnc ident Bulletiq, Publication No. 157, DOT, Washington, DC. 33 
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As before, RADTRAN IV computer code was utilized to calculate the short-term impacts of injuries 
and fatalities. These impacts are also presented in Table 5-2 for the transportation of Silos 1, 2 and 3 
to the Nevada Test Site. 

RADTRAN IV also assesses the impacts from accidental releases of the radioactive material in the 
transport containers. The code assesses the total impacts for eight accident severity categories. It 
assesses collective radiological impacts to the public from direct radiation exposure from 
contamination on the ground, inhalation of contaminants in a plume and resuspended from the 
ground, direct radiation exposure from contaminants in a plume, and ingestion of food grown in the 
contaminated area. The impacts from a single truck and train accident are included in Table 5-2. 

I s u e  1 7 -  Socioeconomic Impacts to the W R  a t e  eceptpr C o r n u  nity 
On June 21, 1994, DOE received a package of 174 postcards from Citizen Alert. Three additional 
postcards were received on July 5, 1994. The majority of the postcards were from concerned citizens 
of Nevada expressing their comments related to the shipment and disposal of Fernald waste at the 
NTS. One of their comments stated that, "Socioeconomic impacts on the receptor community should 
be thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to move Fernald waste." 
(Commentors: P1-P177) 

m: The importance of evaluating the socioeconomic impacts of the Operable Unit 4 Remedial 
Action Alternatives on affected off-site locations is recognized by DOE. It is DOE'S view that this 
issue has been adequately evaluated in the Operable Unit 4 FSLPP-DEIS. 

0 
Section 4.0 of the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS provides a thorough discussion of the alternatives. 
For the alternatives that consider disposal at the NTS, impacts on socioeconomics were evaluated. 
Population demographics, land use of areas adjacent to the site, and potential risks to the surrounding 
population are discussed. In addition, impacts on groundwater, soil and geology, biotic resources, 
etc., are also presented. 

Additional discussion of the NTS is also provided in Appendix B of the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS, 
Description of procesS Options and Technologies. This discussion provides additional detail on the 
natural and socioeconomic characteristics of the NTS and the surrounding area. This information 
formed the basis for the impacts presented in Section 4.0 of the Operable Unit 4 FSLPP-DEIS. 

Additionally, on August 10, 1994, DOE published a Notice of Intent to prepare a site-wide EIS for 
NTS (59 FR 40897). This notice invites the public to participate in the scoping process for the NTS 
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Issue 18 - Disoosd 0 f DOE Waste at the Nevada Test Site 
On June 24, 1994, DOE received comments from a member of the Citizens Advisory Board for 
Nevada Test Site Programs which expressed concerns over the current decision process for 
considering DOE waste for disposal at the NTS. More specifically, the comment stated as follows: 

"The shipments of waste from Fernald are the first of potentially many other shipments to the NTS. 
Rather than making decisions on a piecemeal basis, we want to see the full picture before we are 
asked to make decisions on individual pieces. That is, we want to first consider the total impact of all 
of the waste that is being considered for disposal at the NTS. Following that, we want to consider 
each individual piece." (Commentor: 0) 

Resoonse: A Notice of Intent to prepare a site-wide EIS for the NTS was published on August 8, 
1994. The purpose of this Notice is to invite the participation of federal, state and local agencies, 
affected Indian tribes, and other interested persons in the process DOE will follow to solicit public 
comments on the proposed scope and content of the NTS EIS. The site-wide EIS will address the 
impacts of all waste disposal activities at the NTS. Shipments of waste generated from the cleanup of 
Operable Unit 4 are not proposed to begin until after the expected completion of the NTS site-wide 
EIS . 

f o r T e & & a l O v a a n d  ImDact M i t i m  
On June 24, 1994, DOE received comments from the Citizens Advisory Board for Nevada Test Site 
Programs which expressed their belief that: 

(a) funds should be provided for technical oversight of waste management activities. 

(b) the State of Nevada and affected Counties are entitled to impact mitigation payments 
as compensation for costs arising from management of this material. 

(Commentor: 0) 

&qxme; (a) The first issue regards funding for technical oversight. DOE currently has 
a program established for providing such funds. This program is detailed in an 
"Agreement in Principle, with the State of Nevada, one of several such agreements 
between DOE and the states in which DOE facilities are located. This agreement includes 
the provision of funding for technical oversight by the State of Nevada for waste 
management activities at the NTS. 

(b) The second issue is related to providing impact mitigation payments for management 
of waste in Nevada to the State of Nevada and affected counties. Mitigation payments are 
associated with actions whose implementation will have significant impact on human health 
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and the environment. Since no sigtlificant impacts are expected to result from the 
transportation and disposal of the vitrified Operable Unit 4 waste at the Nevada Test Site, 
no mitigation payments for management of the waste in Nevada are anticipated at this 
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. 
6.0 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS NOT RESULTING IN ISSUES i 

Cornmentors A, B, D, G, H, and J inquired as to the possibility of covering the silos and ensuring 
pollution prevention measures are implemented during remediation. Through the remedial design 
process, appropriate measures will be evaluated, utilized, and monitored to maintain air emissions 
resulting from all remedial actions at or below the regulatory requirements. 

Cornmentors A and H wanted assurance that waste fiom other sites would not be brought to Fernald ’s 
vitrification facility to be treated nor stored at the FEMP f o r m e  disposition. At this time, no plans 
have been made to treat waste from other DOE sites through the Operable Unit 4 Vitrification Facility 
or store materials at the F E W .  However, as part of a treatability study under the Uranium Soils 
Integrated Demonstration program, DOE is considering a program that would involve importation of 
uranium-contaminated soil samples from Portsmouth, Ohio to be tested at Fernald and returned to the 
point of origin. This study would be conducted as an extension of the current Minimum Additive 
Waste Stabilization (MAWS) program, which is part of Operable Unit 4 remediation program. These 
tests are an essential component of FEMP’s ability to conduct necessary research in support of DOE 
technology development. 

The purpose of doing this test work is to make use of the investment which DOE has already made in 
equipment and experience at Fernald; to produce valuable remediation information for a nearby Ohio 
site; and to avoid duplication of the resources already available at Fernald. 

The pilot-scale soil decontamination work at the FEMP is part of DOE’S Uranium Soils Integrated 
Demonstration, a DOE office of Technology Development program aimed at developing and applying 
new and enhanced technologies by demonstrating them at one test site. 

Currently, a proposed test plan is being circulated for review within DOE and FERMCO management 
to solicit comments on approach, feasibility and acceptability. No act ion has bee n taken or will be 
&&en without stake holder inDyt 

Comntors D and G wanted to suggest the possibility of setting up a trust find for monitoring and 
maintenance of the on-propew disposal facilities. A trust fund would not be a viable option due to 
the manner in which money is budgeted and allocated to the FEMP cleanup. The United States 
Congress annually reviews and approves the funding that the FEMP will receive through the DOE for 
remediation activities. A trust fund which would cover the cost of future routine operations and 
maintenance would not be viable under the current budgetary process. 

Commentor A asked how the VirriJied silo residue waste firm could emanate radon at the same rate as 
building materials, when the waste itself is much more radioactive. She also requested clarification 
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on the interim storugeprocess. The glass matrix of the vitrified Operable Unit 4 waste form retains 
radon much more efficiently than porous building materials such as concrete and masonry. 
Therefore, the Operable Unit 4 vitrified material releases radon at a similar rate of building materials 
despite the greater quantity of radon emanating radionuclides contained within the vitrified waste 
form. 

. 

Contaminated soil and debris would either be processed in accordance with the selected Operable 
Unit 5 (Environmental Media) and Operable Unit 3 (Production Area) remedy identified in the 
Operable Unit 5 and Operable Unit 3 ROD or placed in an interim storage facility to await the 
finalization of the disposal decisions for soils and debris under Operable Unit 5 and Operable Unit 3. 
The interim storage would be managed pursuant to the approved work plan for Removal Action 17 - 
(Improved Storage of Soil and Debris). 

The decision regarding the final disposition of the remaining Operable Unit 4 contaminated soil and 
debris has been placed in abeyance to take full advantage of planned and in-progress waste 
minimization treatment processes. Further, this FEMP remedial management strategy enables the 
proper integration of disposal decisions on a sitewide basis. As planned treatment facilities become 
available under Operable Units 3 and 5 remedial actions, full consideration would be given to 
applying these systems to the inventoried contaminated materials from Operable Unit 4. Following 
the application of available waste minimization processes, the remaining Operable Unit 4 
contaminated soil and debris would be disposed consistent with the selected remedies for Operable 
Units 5 and 3, respectively. 

Commenror D wanted to know if the 250 acres calculated to be disturbed during the implementation 
of the preferred alternative for Subunit 2C included loss of habitat. The 250 acres discussed in the 
Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 4 represents the cumulative sitewide acreage of land that 
will be disturbed as a result of the implementation of all five operable unit's preferred remedial 
actions. An estimated 220 acres out of the total 250 acres would be lost in the long term, with the 
remaining 30 acres only rendered temporarily unusable during the implementation of the sitewide 
remedial actions. Therefore, only 220 acres would be permanently committed as a result of 
implementing these remedial alternatives. 

Ihe State of Nevada (Commentor E) noted that, w. . . the cost estinuues of long-term storage/disposal 
of mixed waste at the N7S were not properly accounted for in the Drap EIS. Ihe asswnprions, for 
a m p l e ,  under which storage/disposal of mired waste at the NIS could be considered "fiee" when 
compared to a commercial facility, were not presented in the document. The cost for disposal of 
FEMP waste at the NTS incurred by the F E W .  NVO-325 (Nevada Test Site Defense Waste 
Acceptance Criteria, Certification, and Transfer Requirements), Section 3.5 discusses the methods of 
payment which generators will use to cover the cost of disposal operations for their waste at the NTS. 
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September 1994 e Specifically, NVO-325 states ". . .disposal charges are based upon the estimated volumes listed on I 

their (generator's) Threeyear Waste Shipment Forecast' multiplied by the corresponding disposal 
charge per cubic foot. . ." 

2 

3 

The "Three-Year Waste Shipment Forecast" is prepared annually by the generator and it estimates the 
quantity of waste to be shipped to NTS by that generator each year for the next three years. These 

waste for the upcoming years. Therefore, although the NTS disposal site is a non-commercial, non- 

"free-of-charge." It should be noted that, as stated in the response to Issue 4, the Operable Unit 4 

by-product material for disposal at the NTS is not mixed waste. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

forecasts are then used by the NTS to project operating costs for operations related to disposal of the 

profit government facility, the cost for operations is funded by the generators and is not provided a 

9 

I O  

Commentor B questioned how NEPA was being addressed within these documents. More specifically, 
how NEPA values were being integrated into the CERCLI process for the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP- 

11 

12 

13 

14 ' ? 

DEIS. 
NEPA requirements into the procedural and documentation requirements of CERCLA whenever 

When the Operable Unit 4 EIS process was initiated, it was DOE'S policy to integrate the 

practicable. 1s ' 

For Operable Unit 4 at the FEW, DOE has chosen to prepare integrated CERCLMNEPA 
documents. This decision was based on the longstanding interest on the part of local stakeholders to 
prepare an EIS on the restoration activities at the FEMP and on the recognition that the draft 
document was issued and public comments received. 

16 f 

17" 

18 4 

19 

20 

21 

Therefore, an integrated Feasibility 
Study/proposed Plan - Final Environmental Impact Statement (FSlPP-FEIS) has been completed 
which evaluata alternatives for the treatment and disposal of radioactive residues contained in storage 
silos at FEMP. 22 

In accordance with both CERCLA ad NEPA processss, these documents are made available to the 

remediation. Public commentr will be considered in the selection of remedy for each operable unit, 

plans to prepare and issue a single ROD to be signed by both DOE and EPA. The contents of the 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

public for comment. Public inVolvment is an important factor in the decision-making process for site 

which will be p r d  in a ROD. Applying the integrated approach for CERCLA and NEPA, DOE 

documents prepred fbr the remedial actiom at the FEMP are not intended to represent a statement on 28 

the legal applicability of NEPA to remdial actions conduaed undet CERCLA. 29 

comrncntor Q provi&d twuy commc~ on the h p o s t d  Plan. Some o f  these comments were 
addressed in the issue &cw~nsptcscnud in Section 5.0 of this docrmrcnt. Ihc remaining 

haw signipwU impcurt on the &ament. Ihc comments are distingrrisAcd by the lencr a d  the 
response to the comments immedicttciyjWows. 
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(a,l) comment; The responses to Comments "a" and "1" were.similar in content and, therefore, 
have been combined. The comments are related to the differences in cost and 
implementation between alternatives with the same treatment technologies. The 
commentor stated that I.. .there are variances in the capital cost for the same treatment 
alternatives with the only difference being on-site versus off-site disposal. What is the 
source of this variance?" Furthermore the commentor stated: "...comparison of remedial 
alternatives, state differences in implementing identical treatments with different disposal 
options. Is this difference related to transportation issues for off-site rather than on-site? 
Please explain these differences. Also Subunit C lists no treatment for all alternatives; 
please demonstrate why no treatment is acceptable." 

' 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

manse; -he variances of the capital costs are primarily due to the difference in the 
disposal mt.iods. The on-site disposal alternative includes the capital costs associated with 

I 1  

I2 

13 

14 

I5 

16 

the construction of a disposal vault. The off-site alternative has no capital cost associated 
with the construction of the disposal vault, but does include capital costs associated with 
the transportation and disposal of the waste at the off-site disposal facility. The 
implementation of these alternatives is also affected by the same factors. 

No treatment response actions were utilized in the development of alternatives for Subunit 
C waste (Le., soils and debris). This decision is consistent with the F E W  site-wide waste 
management saategy. This strategy is designed to coordinate the disposal of similar waste 
between operable units. From a site-wide perspective, the estimated quantity of soils and 
debris requiring management by Operable Unit 4 in comparison with the total estimated 
quantity of soils and debris to be managed by Operable Units 5 and 3 respectively, is 
quite small. Therefore, as opposed to Operable Unit 4 developing its own treatments 
methods for soils and debris, the disposition of these wastes will be integrated with the 
disposal methods and any treatment methods dewdoped by Operable Units 3 and 5. 
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25 

(b,d) The ruponsa to Comments "b" and "d" were similar in content and, 26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

t h d r e ,  have been combined. These comme~s are related to post-remediation 
monitoring and Sits reviews fot alternatives which include on-property disposal. The 
commentor a s k d  
accordance with CERCLA requirements. Who and how ofken would a review be 
perhrmed in other years?' and also asked: 

'...=A would review on-property disposal every five yean in 

"Post remediation OBrM cost are estimated 
ova a thirty year peaiod. What about the remaining years for which this material wiU 
require moaitoring?" 
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5 m n s e ;  The EPA requires a five-year review under the CERCLA as follows “...if a 
remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants 
remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, 
the lead agency shall review such action no less often than every five years after initiation 
of the selected remedial action.‘‘ The final details regarding the extent, frequency, 
duration, and responsibility for conducting post-remediation monitoring and site reviews is 
being developed by Operable Unit 5 for the entire site as a whole, including the Operable 
Unit 4 area. Similarly, the Operable Unit 4 selected remedy has adopted preliminary soil 
cleanup levels with exhumed soils being placed into on-property storage, pending the 
establishment of final remediation levels and a disposition strategy through the Operable 
Unit 5 Record of Decision (ROD). Since this soil disposition strategy has been adopted, it 

is not considered appropriate to specify in the Operable Unit 4 ROD the long-term 
operation, maintenance and monitoring requirements for any residual concentrations of 
hazardous substances in soils in the Operable Unit 4 footprint. The Operable Unit 5 ROD 
will establish final remediation levels for soil and the associated long-term operation, 
maintenance, monitoring and institutional requirements for the site. The scope and duration 
of these requirements will be consistent with the contemplated future land use for the 
FEMP property and the final remediation levels documented in the Operable Unit 5 ROD. 
Active operation, maintenan ce and monitoring for the soils staged in the interim storage 
facility are contemplated as part of the Operable Unit 4 remedy. 

. .  

(c) ‘ Comment: “There is no mention of retri[e]vability of the materials which would be 
disposed of in the on-site disposal vault. Is this option being considered, and if not, why?’’ 
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11 

Reswnse: The on-pmperty disposal facility is designed with an intruder barrier and 

engineered proteaive feames and to eliminate water infiltration. ’Ibis design is utilized to 

23 

24 

2s 

26 

27 

28 

permanent markings to inhibit purposeful or inadvertent human intrusion of the facility’s 

provide pennanerrt disposal of the wastes and does not include a means to readily retrieve 
the waste. Designing a means to easily retrieve the waste would compromise the integrity 
of the cap and would present an easier access for intrusion into the disposal facility. 

(e) comment: ‘‘Alternative 2B and 4B have an identical post remediation cost, with I 29 

30 

31  

Alternative 4B b e i i  untreated. Please explain how cost can be the same for treated versus 
untreated nurterials disposed in an on-site vault?’ 

Poa-ranediin cost cover the costs associated with the monitoring and 32 

33 

34 

maintenance of the disposrri facility. The monitoring and maintenan ce requiremeats and 
the disposal facilities for both alternatives are the same. Thetefore, the post-remediation 
cost associated with these activities are also the same. 0 0 0 0 5 ~  35 
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Comment; "There is discussions of interim storage. What is the estimated time for this 
interim storage?" 

The use of interim storage is L2;iixified for Subunit C alternatives waste ody. 
Interim storage would be utilized only if the waste could not immediately be managed by 
the remedial alternatives selected for Operable Units 3 and 5. If interim storage is 
required, the duration of the storage would be contingent upon the schedule for 
implementation of the preferred remedy identified in the Operable Units 3 and 5 ROD. 
The interim storage would not exceed the date for final remediation of the FEW site 
which is currently estimated to be completed in 30 years. 

comment; "Alternative 2C states that the contaminated materials would be placed in bulk 
(without packaging) into the on-site disposal vault. Please expand on why this material 
would not be packaged and state the advantageddisadvantages of packaged versus 
unpackaged. " 

-me; The soils and debris considered for disposal into the disposal vault would be 
contaminated with relatively low levels of contamination. The d&sal facility for the 
contaminated material from Alternative 2C would be designed to be protective of the 
environment without the use of packaging. The use of bulk disposal elhinates the 
UM~C~SSUY cost of the packaging and also reduces the cost of construction by requiring a 
much smaller disposal facility. 
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(n) CommeG "It is stated that non-porous materials will be released from the site as 
uncontaminated per DOE Order 5400.5. Will this material be checked for contamination 
prior to release or just assumed to be uncontaminated and release?" 

20 

21 

22 

Reswnse: As per DOE Order 5400.5, any material which has been used or stored in a 
radiation am is to be considexed potentially contamipated. Prior to frerelease of any 
potentially co- material, the material will be surveyed to determine whether the 
removable or total surf'ace contamination is within specific limits as established in DOE 
Order 5400.5, NRC Regulatory Guide 1.86, aad FEMP site procedures. The 
establishment of these limits is based on the primary objective to prevent an effective dose 
equivalent to the public in excess of 100 mrem per year. Tbis standard is considered 
protective of public health and the environment. 

Comment: "Will wastewater generated during remediation be treated for non-radioactive 
co rmminam prior to discharge in the Great Miami Rived? To what extent will radioactive 
ad non-radioactive elements be removed prior to discharge?" 
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u r n m e ;  All waste water generated at the FEW, including waste water generated 
during Operable Unit 4 remedial activities, is subject to compliance with the FEMP 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. The NPDES permit 
limits the amount of contaminants, both radioactive and non-radioactive, which may be 
discharged through waste water effluent into the environment. In compliance with the 
NPDES permit, all waste water generated from the remedial activities for Operable Unit 4 
will be treated to comply with the FEMP NPDES permit standards. 

Comer& "A material variance in the cost associated with Subunit C exist between 3C. 1 
and 3C.2 with the ody apparent difference being 3C.1 disposal at NTS and 3C.2 at 
Envirocare in Utah. Please explain this variance and if this is partially due to more 
stringent requirements at NTS, should these more stringent requirements also be required 
at a commercial facility? Which requirements is more protective? It is also stated that an 
exemption from DOE Order 5820.2A (this is transposed as 5280.2A in document, page 
56) is needed to dispose at a commercial facility; has this been granted?" 

Reswnse: The variance in the cost between Alternative 3C.1 and 3C.2 is primarily due to 
the elimination of packaging for the Permitted Commercial Disposal Facility as opposed to 
the use of packaging for the NTS. The elimination of the purchase cost of the packaging 
and the reduction of required transportation significantly decreases the costs of Alternative 
3C.2 as opposed to 3C.1. The NTS currently does not accept waste in bulk form (i.e., 
unpackaged railcar) and therefore, the disposal alternative for the NTS does not recognize 
the same cost savings. Because both disposal facilities operate within their permits, and 
the environments in which they are located are similar, both disposal facilities are 
considered equally protective. 

An exemption from DOE Order 5820.2A, which excludes the use of commercial disposal 
facilities for DOE waste, has not been sFifically pursued for the disposal of Operable 
Unit 4 remedial wastes. The evaluation of the alternatives in the FS/PP-DEIS, indicated 
that other altemath were preferred over the alternatives which included the Permitted 
Commercial Disposal Facility. Therefore, a request to grant an exemption from this DOE 
order was not required. However, exemptions From this order have been granted and 
commercial disposal facilities have been utilized for other FEW wastes. 

0 Comment: 'Will notification of these shipments be given to the areas involved in the 
transportation routes for both rail and truck, and what precautions for protection will be 
employed?' 

Response to this comment is provided in Issue 5. 
00 0 0 6 0 
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(m) ComrnenL "Is there a potential for failure of the vitrified 
trap[p]ed continue to decay, and if so, what is that risk?" 

material has the radionuclides 
2 

?he weathering behavior of volcanic glass (a natural analog to the Operable 
Unit 4 vitrified product) can provide some measure of the long-term stability and durability 
of the vitrified product. Only very thin weathering rinds develop on volcanic glass over a 

period of several million years. The slowness in the overall degradation of a glass grain 
suggests that the diffusion coefficient or leachability index would remain relatively 
unchanged over time. Data on the long-term stability of vitrified material are not 
available, and the life expectancy of the vitrified product is difficult to estimate from short- 
term leach rates. However, on the basis of the longevity of volcanic glass and diffusion 
calculations, the vitrified product would be expected to withstand direct environmental 
exposure for thousands of years. Furthermore, past studies have shown that the decay of 
radioactive materials do not affect the durability of the vitrified product. 
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12 

13 

(n) Comment: "It states that the capital cost associated with, the on-site disposal facility has 14 

been removed. Where is (will) this cost be accounted for?" 

Reswnse: This comment refers to a sentence in the Proposed Plan (page 67, line 6) 
which was erroneous and scheduled to be deleted from the text. However, this deletion L I  

was inadvertently overlooked and the sentence was left in the text. The capitol cost of the 18 

19 on-site disposal facility is included in the total estimated cost of the preferred remedy. 

(0) Qmmerlit; "Line 14, page 67 reads ". . . results in significant a reduction in the 
volume.. . , " this would read better if the "a", preceded significantlrather than follow. " 

20 

21 

This comment is duly noted. However, it has no significant impact on the 22 

document. 23 

0) Commem: 'Please defiae the following statement (line 16, page 67) utilize permanent 
solutions to the maximum extent practical. What viable pennaaent solutions presently 

24 

2s 

exist?" 26 

Reswnse: The intent of the statement " . . . permanent solutions to the maximum extent 27 

a practical...' alludes to the fact that, based on available technology, this remedy provides 
the most feasible and permanent solution for the remediation of Operable Unit 4. A 
potential remedial alternative's ability to achieve long term permanence is one of nine 
criteria used to evaluate a remedy in terms of the risk remahhg at the site after response L 

objectives have been met. The primary focus of this evaluation is the extent and 32 
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effectiveness of the controls that may be required to manage the risk posed by treatment i 

wastes. 2 

As discussed in the Operable Unit 4 Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan, the preferred 
remedy (removal, vitrification of the waste and offsite disposal at the Nevada Test Site) 
would be the most effective based on treatability studies conducted on the silo residues 
which demonstrated that vitrification would be effective in reducing radon emanation, 
radionuclide leachability, and significantly reducing the residue volume by approximately 
50 percent. Off-site disposal at the NTS would provide a greater certainty than on- 
property disposal over the long term that the treated residues would not affect human 
health and the environment. 

(0 Comment; "Basis for stating long-term environmental impacts of permanent disposal at 
NTS are minor and no long-term impacts of biota expected from disposal activities at 
NTS. It is stated that to reduce U-238 to essentially background is not feasible; it also 
states that it is assumed that the federal government retain ownership of the FEMP site to 
consider cleanup protective. While I do not have a problem with these statements, it does 
bother me that no formal statement has been made publicly concerning this. These two 
statements present future land use constraints which must be addressed. Why hasn't the 
DOE adopted a formal position concerning this issue ami communicated this to both the 
Fernald Citizens Task Force and the community?" 

Reswnse: The DOE and the EPA recognize that future land use for the FEMP site is 
currently under considetation by the Fernald Citizens Task Force and is actively involved 
in and supports this &r&. However, due to the stipulations of the Amended Consent 
Agreement, Operable Unit 4 is required to put forth a remedy for cleanup of soils within 
the operable unit boundary prior to completion of the Fernald Citizens Task Force effort. 

As discussed ia the Proposed Plan, Section 5.4.1, the prefmed remedy for Operable Unit 
4 d m  Of CO ntamib?ltnrl soils to the proposed remediation levels presented in 
Table 5-2. In addition to this, it is indicated that these cleanup levels for soils may be 
adjusted to lower values, if necessary, to insure protectiveness of human health and the 
environma The Ievd of proteuiveness required by the soils will be dictated by the final 
land use selected for the entire FEW site, including that for Operable Unit 4, by the 
Citizens Task Fora, and the ongoing feasibility study modelling efforts being performed 
by Operable Unit 5. Factoring in the Fernald Citizens Task Force recommendations, 
operable Unit 5 will evaluate and d-e the final cleanup levds required for soils on a 
sitewide basis. Accordingly, the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS recommends that the 
decision for final d v i t i o n  of the ~~LltamiDated soils be put in abeyance until the Record 
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of Decision for Operable Unit 5 is issued, at which time the final soils cleanup levels will 

be established. 2 

( 0  (lomment: "Line 13, page 76 reads". ..would bot be...", should that read "...would not 
be.. . "? 4 

3 

Reswnse: This comment is duly noted. However, it has no significant impact on the 5 

document. 6 

(9 Comment: "It states the on-site, above-grade disposal facility would be designed for a 
lo00 year life with no active maintenance. What is the half-lives or duration for which the 
radionuclide and chemical contaminants are a threat to the environment; do they exceed 
lo00 years? Also explain why no active maintenance is assumed for lo00 years? 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Reswnse: The half-lives of the radioactive constituents in the Operable Unit 4 waste 
range from 3 to 4 days for Radon-222 to over 1.4 x le'' years for Thorium-232 well in 
:zs of loo0 years. 

On-site disposal of contaminated soils and debris in an above-grade disposal facility was 
evaluated in the Operable Unit 4 Feasibility Study (FS) and also presented in the Proposed 
Plan (PP). For purposes of the FS/PP, this disposal facility would be designed for a life 
of 10oO years. This vault would be designed to preclude the need for long-term active 
maintenance for the duration of its design life of lo00 years. An assessment of the risks 
to human health, presented in Appendix D of the Operable Unit 4 FS, indicates that for the 
extended trespasser the residual risk from soil remaining in Operable Unit 4 in addition to 
risks posed by disposal of contaminated soils and debris in this facility would be well 
within the required risk range of 1 x lo* to 1 x 106. However, it should be noted that the 
final disposition of soil and debris will be determined by the Records of Decision (RODS) 
for Operable Units 3 and S. In accordilllce with the requirements of CERCLA, the 
Operable Units 3 and 5 RODS will defhe the appropriate level of protectivena required 
for final disposition of opetable Unit 4 debris and contaminated soil respectively. 

comment: "Has an exemption to the Ohio solid waste facility requirement been requested, 
and if not when will such a request be made? Also line 28, page 79, would read better if 
"the" or "a' were added to precede disposal. (For disposal facility on the FEW site.) 

Reswnse: Operable Unit 4 will not be creating a new solid waste disposal unit for 
management of operable Unit 4 remediation waste 
remedy. Rather, the decision to treatldispose of operable Unit 4 wastes on site will be 

part of the Operable Unit 4 preferred 

000063 
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part of the Operable Units 3 and 5 RODS, since the disposition of Operable Unit 4 
demolition debris and soils for remediation will be deferred to those respective operable 
units. Therefore, compliance with the Ohio siting requirement is not germane to the 
Operable Unit 4 FSFP-DEIS. 4 

i 

2 

3 

Discussions with the EPA and OEPA have taken place regarding exemptions and possible 
waiver to this requirement. At this time, the issue of technical exemption under Ohio 
statute, versus ARAR waiver by EPA has not been resolved. 

The editorial comment on the text contained in Line 28, Page 79, has been noted. 
However, it does not have any impact on the document. 

Ihe Ohio EPA (Commentor R) noted that DOE should attempt to incorporate pollution 
prevention amhities whenever possible Siuring the design and operation of the OU4 
remedial action system. In addition, the Ohio EPA commented that all available methods 
to reduce or eliminate dischargesfiom the treatment system should be considered during 
the design of the system. It is DOE policy, in accordance with Executive Order 12856, 
whenever feasible to apply pollution prevention and waste minimization principles into the 
design and operation of all its facilities. The DOE is committed to employing all available 
methods and techniques to minimize waste and/or eliminate discharges from remedial 
treatment systems in a manner protective of human health and the environment. 

8 

9 

IO 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

l'Re Ohio EPA (Commentor R) stated that, ... "l'Re OU4 Proposed Plan is the culmination 19 

20 

21 

22 

of emns  by US. DOE, Ohio EPA, and US. EPA to UnderStMd and develop a plan for 
mitigating releases to the environmentfiom OU4. l'Re alternative selected in the Proposed 
Plan will address potential and actual releases in a manner protective of human health and 
the environment. " 

The DOE acknowledges the Ohio EPA comment and believes that the implementation of 
the preferred alternative identified in the Proposed Plan will address the remediation of the 
opaable Unit 4 area in a manna protective of human health and the environment. . 
lhe US EPA, Planning and Management Division (Gnnmentor S) stated that, . . . "the only 
comments on thc reconi fiom our agenq are those pr&usb s lcp~ l fed  to you by our 
Wanc Management Division. At this point in time, giwn the requirements of NEPA and 
its implementing regulations, those comments wiU haw w smce as our agenq 's 
commenw. Provided that the comments previouslypmvid&i by our Wme Management 
Division are complted with, andjiutherpmvided that fail@ in question is subsequently 
operated infidl a c o r k e  with applicable local, State, and FedercJ requirements, it 

I 
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appears unlikely a this time tha! any significatu adverse impacts on the env i romu can 
reasonably beforeseen. The DOE previously addressed the US EPA Region 5 ,  Waste 
Management comments on the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS in May 1994. These 
comments were satisfactorily resolved with the US EPA Waste Management Division at 
that time. Attachment II of this responsiveness summary details the significant changes 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 required by the resolution of the US EPA Waste Management Division comments. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 s  

1 6  

1 7  

1 6  

I9 

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

a fau mora of u8 from Ohio t P A .  Wa'ro hiring #om. 

aero Stbff, So h o p ~ t u l l y  that will bo a little mora 

proactive to your and holp you out ba far as 

inCorm8tion you aight naod. So liko I s8id, f o o l  

Croo to Contact m 0  Out8ido O f  thi8 8t tho offlco or 

w h o r o v e r .  Th8nk8. 

M R .  S T I G W I R :  Th8nk you. wh8t uo'll 

do nou La, we'll h8vo an informal quoation and 

bnauor aoaaion. It might bo boat i f  you uao r 

aicrophono back tharo. If you don't fool 

comfortabfo, jurt atand up and ahout it. Wo havo b 

rocordot horo toaiqbt. ?loa00 jurt atrto your nrmo 

and tho quoation, 8nd ~ 0 ~ 1 1  lot tho pan01 pick it 

up. so uhoovot wants to bo Carat, Cool troo. 

nl. nuwomv#a: 28. worma 

NUng08tOr. a ?oraald romidont8 rad a ...bot o f  

Irorb. 2 b8ro 8 q u o r t i o a  of  Doanir l iroa.  flo mrdo 

tho atrtoaoat fh8t I don't .gram w i t h ,  aad I 

wondorod i t  ha oould a h t r t t  to? 80. 1 0  #&id that 

whoa you r i t r i t y  wamta, i t  roduaom t rdon  omanation 

to tbaL ol buildlag matortaim. To my 

undotatanding, whoa you v i t r i f y  rrdloaualidor, that 

thoy  .till aro vory, v o t t  h o t .  

MR. IOIXOU: fbat'a C O t ? O b t *  '!!I@ 

S?AMGLaR Rl?OlfIYQ StRVICBI 
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Commentor A (Cont.) * 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 s  

1 6  

1 7  

18  

19  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

.. . 

3 1  

concentrate, duo that reduction, is the radon 

generation fro8 tho treated warto itself that i8 

significantly reduce. Tho radon ir actually hold 

up, and tho 8urf.C. ar.8 i 8  rignificantly roducod. 

Did you got o v o t y  othor word? 

You're exactly right, that duo to 

that tact that thOro'8 a significant volume 

roduction, you actually concontrato tho 

radionuclido8r 80 you h8ve a higher concontr8tion 

of 8ay ur8niur in 8 sot  ~ 0 1 ~ 1 0 ,  but the r8don 

itrolf i 8  ruch 1.88. Tho genor8tiOn or tho 

n88nation from tho vitrifiod wart0 i8 much le80 

th8n in i t o  natural form. 

MS. NUUGtSTtR: Okay, thank you. 

MS. YOCUM: tdw8 Yocumr lrerh momber 

and 8 to8idoat O t  tho lornrld I W.8 88king 8 

quartion, thio c o n e o r a ~  Subunit C 1  on your 

proforrod rltorartiro domolition romov8l on 
proporty dirgorrl. whoa you woro talking 8bout tho 

004 HS?h comgAianoo uith tho 8UbStmttivO cumul8tivO 

impact up to 250 8Ctoo o f  rutface di8turb8nc0, door 

th8t 10an that would bo what would bo part Or whoro 

tho w8rto will bo put? 

MR. YOODS: Yeah. ~ 9 a i a ,  wo 100k0d 

S1AUOLtR RtPORTIWO StRVICIS 

PHONE 1 5 1 3 )  381-3330 F A X  ( 5 1 3 )  381-3342 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

0 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3 .  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

l e  

19  

20 

21 

22 

2 3  

24 

3 9  

at an L R A  and assumod on-sit0 d i s p o s a l .  

MS. YOCUM: Okay. 

MR. WOODS: And that acreage would 

incur a r e a 8  whoro walto would b o  dfrp08ed o f .  

US. Y O C U U :  O k a y .  Thon, you a l r o  

are talking about tho lor8 o f  220 acre8 of 

habitat. Is that includod in tho 250 acr08? 

MR. WOODS: Yoah. That 250 would bo 

a total that would occur during tho short torm, in 

othor worda, during ercavation activitior. Once 

torobiation ir complotod, YO would look at 

approsiratoly 110 ac tor  boing porranontly 

corrittod, ro y o # ,  that.8 corroct. 

Wb. YOCUW: Okay, 811 right, that's 

what I wantod to know. 

MS. NO#CtSTIR: Can you oxpand 011 

that porranontly cormittad? f rirrad rorotbing. 

Pormanontly corrittod tor what, warto dirpor81 

facility? 

wn. WOOOI: Yaab, corroct. 

MI. WUYGIITtR: Not for tho warto 

itralt but to? tho -- 
nu. W O O D ~ :  tor tho flCilitiO# that 

Would hour. tba WaltO. 

SIAMGLIR RtIORTXNC SERVICIS 
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6 
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8 

9 

10 

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

I 4  

1 s  

1 6  

1 7  

18 

19 

20  

2 1  

2 2  

a 3  

2 4  

MS. NUNGESTBR: That's tho inground 

facility, tho upgrado vault, as  you SO r a y 7  

WR. WOODS: Corroct. 

WS. NUNGESTtR: Now can you givo mo 

an explanation o f  what is in an upgrado vault? 

WR. WOODS: Tho alternative8 that ue 

used for tho evaluation utilirod tho vault concept, 

which would bo 8 portion o f  tho wa8to boing 

di8po8od of bolou grad., and, you knou, ba8ically a 

portion abovo. Thoro would bo facilitioa that tho 

warto could bo rotriovod from, and what YO urod uas 

tho calculation of tho i r o a .  

MS. NUNGSSTIR: DiSp08.1 moans 

potaanont? 

WR. WOODS: Y O # .  

WS. NUWQISTIR: But now you'ro 

t8lklng intorim? 

MI. WOOOI: Uoll, what I * m  raying i a  

Lho dorign o i  the  facility wasu't a r  important as 

tho aroa that the f8Ci1ity could incLudo. D O r i g n S  

a t .  goin9 to bo Linalitod a# wo 90 through tho 

r0r0di.1 P ~ O C O . . .  

M8. WUNGBSTIR: U o l l ,  tbia i8 

rnothot thing, whan you go t h t ~ u g b  chr 11 rad 

SPANGLCR RIPORTING SKRVICIS 

PHONK ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 3 0  P A X  ( S 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 4 2  
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Commentor 'A (Cant.) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 s  

1 6  

1 7  

18 

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

that's whero tho f i n a l  dOCi8iOn and dOSign8 aro 

actually mado - -  
MR. WOODS: Cotroct .  

US. NUNGOSTOR: -- how can you corn. 

out with a Rocord o f  Docision boforo you 8ctually 

know what the vault i s  go ing  to look liko and i f  i t  

18 roally g o i n g  to d o  tho job? 

- MR. WOODS: No, you cannot roach a 

Rocord o f  D o c i a i o n  untilr you know, uorvo gono 

through tho full analyo10 Or what tho vault ulll bo 

dorignod liko and hou it v i 1 1  work. What YO did is 

utiliro tho altornativor that uoro availrblo a t  

that tiao for tho purporo or tho ovaluation, which 

i s  t o a l l y  tho bort uo can do. Wo can't fororoo. 

M 3 .  HUNGtSTER: Okay. &I of today? 

MR. WOOOI: Zhatrr corroct, thatrs 

corroct. A i  YO 90 through tho variour operablo 

unit8 and doaiaionr aro 8.60 a0 to tho final dorign 

of tho vaultr and changor a?. mad0 to tho .roar 

that aay be toqulrod. Worll updato tho aaaAyrir 

and provido i t  i a  tho iuturo iateqratod docuaonts 

for tho othor ogorable unit.. 

MS. #UWOISTIR: Okat. So tho0 our 
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Unit 4 can chango b y  tho tino attor arriving at a 

decirion? 

MR. HIXON: wo uere rpocific with 

the subunit wart08 tho Rocord of Docision. ?or 

Operablo Unit 4, spocitically tho Rocord oC 

Decirion, tho proposed plan in the future Record of 

Docirion will bo th8t tho Subunit C warto is -- YOU 
romombor u8 talking about boing hold in aboyanco or 

dolayed operable unit., tho Subunit C w8rto will bo 

handlod in accordanco with tho Rocordr oC DeCl8iOn8 

Cor Oporablo Unit 3 8nd Oporablo Unit 5 ,  

ro8poctively. Okay. 

So a. Car a. our Record of Decirion, 

rss8nti8lly YO carry it through tho roroval of t h o  

roil, intorim rtorago of that 80i1 in accordanco 

with Aoroval Action 17, whicb ir tho ranagoront of 

thoro soilr, demolition ol tho rtructur.8 and 

,torr90 o f  tb8t dobrir in intorrim until OU3 CO.08 

ap with a final dociaion Cot the dobrir. 

OU) Will hbv. 8 fin81 dociaion on how 

tho roil8 will bo troatod, 8nd thoro all intograte 

vary w o f l .  Whon YO rtart th8t rorodiatioa proco8rr 

dhon YO havo thoro roil8 oxcav8tod and atorod, 8 t  

that  ti.. oparrbla U n i t  3 and 4 ilatafdr o t  

SPANCLtl REPORTING SERVICES 
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DOCiSiOn8 W i l l  bo in plrco, and wo'll havo v a r y  

good intogration. 

At that point wo'll bo ab10 to 

delivor 0 -  Thoorotically, wo*ll bo ab10 to tako tho 

8oilr out and t 8 k o  tho80 to 8 Oper8blo Unit S 

f8cility for troatmont. Thoy'll be dirporad of in 

accordanco with thoir Rocord O f  Dacirion, 8nd that 

may o r  8.y not bo On-8itO di8pO8.1. 

MS. WUMOXSTIR: Okay. Y O u ' r *  

saying, you're taking tho dobrir, tho 8tructur0, 

tho oquipmoat, tho rurtaco .oil, you're putting 

thor all in tho uadorgtound Vault.? 

MR. MIXOM: Oporablo Unit 4 i8 

dolaying that docirioa. ihat*8 going t o  bo 

8CtU8lly bo 8tor.d in 8Q i n t o r i ~  fI8hiOn - 0  

MS. WUMO1STII: Okay 

MI. 131101: -- until 001 and 003 

 avo rocord8 OS doci8ioa. How, thoir Aocord O C  

a O C i 8 i O Q  

by w8rhiag it and dirgo8iag O f  that on 8it.0 

vOS) w~l>-b. that'w. Will tr0.k 80if 

M8. MUNOSSTIR: Bight, but it 

SOO8n't 88J t h t ,  that i t ' 8  going to bo intOZi. 

until Unit  I i a  conridotrd. 
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clearly state, as well as the Record o f  oecirion 

will clearly rtate tho.., that integration. 

MS. NUNGESTER: It do.#? 

MR. NIXON: Y e s r  it door. 

MS. NUNGICSTBR: Okay. W.11, 2 know 

on tho propored plan booklet on pago 43 talks about 

that SpOCifiC iSSU0. 

MR. NIXON: Alght. 

MS. NUNGISTEU: If anybody h8S that 

book, and thoy want to look at it, thoy can, but I 

don't boliovo it ray. -- It say0  romothing about 

that it will bo corbinod with S, Unit S, but it 

door not 8 8 y  th8t would bo intori8 dirpor.1 until 

3. 

MR. IIXOU: Dirporal, it i r  intorir 

8tOr890 

IS. # f J U O l S t l R :  Or rtor8g0, but thoy 

U I O  "dirp0881" 80 tho word throu9hout tho wholo -- 
WR. WIXOH:  In tho proporod plan, 

tho ptoporod plan haor tor Subunit C warto, it har 

a soloctod or prototrod altarnativo which i r  

on-rtto dirporal idontitiod, 8nd tho roaron tb8t*s 

in thoro i r  bocruro on-rito and oft-rito dirpor81 

war ro cloro YO had to roloct tho on. for tho rrkr 

. .  RHONI ( S 1 3 )  381-3330 T A X  ( S 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 4 2 .  
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evaluating tho full altornativo from start to 

finirh. Okay. 

Lator i n  tho documont i t  talks about 

tho intogration offort th8t will occur with 003 and 

OUS,  and put8 -- hold8 that docirion i n  aboyanco 

for  final dirporal o f  tho80 dobrir and roil until 

OU3 and 00s havo thoir Rocordr o f  DOCi8iOn. 

M S .  ALLBN: Tho confu8ion could bo 

tho fact 8hO.t on pago 1 2  rtat.8 that tho roil 

dobri8 uill bo di8p08.d O f  on 8ito. 
a ) C f C f  

UR. NIXOH: Thoro ir an a& in tho 

fact #hoot on pago 1 2 ,  tb. laat p8rrgrapb I 

boliovo. 

us. NUlGSSTSA: Thon, this rhowr 

mor. o f  8 roamon why tho publio rhould havo 8 

corront poriod boioro - 0  aftor -- in botwoon tho 
ROD'#  and ovon during tho romodial, tho RA, thon, 

to undorrt8nd i t .  Tbrak you. 

MI. ST1011R: Othor quortionr? 

O#IOS#TI?I~O S1SAKtR: I h8VO on., 

and i t  900. to back to wbon you uoro talking about, 

Randi about, tho cormunity and rtako holdorr Or 

public or whatovor wo'ro c8llod thoro 68~0, Pf8Yr a 

part i n  thir procorr. 1 ~ 1 1 , o c h o  whrt tdw8 j U @ t  
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MR. STIGNIR: I# Loo bolvor at111 

horo? 

UNIDONTI?IID SPEAKER: Ho loft. 

M R .  ST'BGNIR: Bob, do you havo 

somothing to r a y ?  

UNIDENTI?IED SPEAKER: 1'11 turn i t  

in later. 

MR. STKGNIR: b o b  00##01 - 0  God.01, 

I'm rorry? Going vory woll a 0  far. Tor Wagnor, 

Citizens Tark ?ore.? Okay. Wo havo an opon riko, 

folkr, i f  anyono wantr to rako a commont. 

IS. NUNGBSTBR: You want my addroar, 

too? 

IR. STtGNER: Not n o ~ o r r a r y ~  as long 

a r  wo have your namo. 

IS. NUWGtStlR: Norma Nungortor, 

Fornald roridont and ?rorh group. I havo rovoral 

commontr. ?irrt o t  allr I want to covor a9ain what 

war rtatod in tho qUO8tiOn and answor poriod. I 

think botwooa tho draft  ROD and tho final ROD wo 

no06 a public comront official ti.., and you no06 

to formaliso thir. On down horo bolow you ray tho 

public involvomont, publie involvomont, that moanr 

nothing t o  UI. You naod t o  tormalira that .  
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And you a180 nood mor0 dOt8il8 on 

your RD/RA work plan. Wo want to know mor0 dotails 

on tranrportrtion. Wo want to bo notifiod whon 

you're tranrportlng thir rtuff and talk about tho 

matOri&l8 that aro actually in tho K-65 whon 

thoy'ro vitritiod and whon you rtart to 8hip them 

out to Novada. 

A I 8 0  thi8 8tUff that 8t8y8 on 8 i t 0 ,  

I'd liko to know how thoy will bo monitorod, and 

for how long of 8 poriod thoy'ro goin9 to bo 

monitorod. I gU.88 I jU8t W8nt to O X p r O 8 8  th8t Y O  

want 8 quarantoo that ro8l-timo monitoring will bo 

u8.d. 

A 1 8 0  8 8U9908tiOn, how about COVOring 

thoro 8 i l 0 8  whoa you rtart working on thorn? I 

think thir i r  on0 o f  tho nort import8nt thing8 you 

could do for tho community. I think th8t'r .bout 

it. I'm trying to ro8d ny notor th8t 8ro chickon 

Bcratcb horo. 

Ob, on. mor. thing. I'd liko to bo 

ailigoat on roforriag largo quantitior o t  W88tO 

from othor ritor. Wo don't w8nt 8nything brought 

Ln hero froa othor plantr to v i t r i f y  with our 

~ a t o r i a l  or to bo put undor tho 8tOr890 8 Z O 8 8 -  
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Commentor B 
Vicky Dastillung: flormal oral. documented bv Johnnv Reisinn. DOE. March 4.1994) e 

What capabilities do we have to do "real-time monitoring?" 

Who has the authority to "shut down" the operation if the 
"monitoring" levels are high? 

FRESH wants more public input on the R D M  process (real "nitty gritty" of how 
things will be done). 

How has NEPA been addressed? Where and how do we bring this out in the 
document (Proposed Plan)? 

Vicky does not believe the last bullet on page 12 of the Proposed Plan fact sheet is 
correct. (Her point is that we cannot pre-suppose that on-property disposal will be 
the result; it must be evaluated with Operable Units 3 and 5.)  

e 
FEWOU4ILODlHHT.APP-Dl~l~ 3:- 1-19 
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unit, then. 

UNIDCNTIFICD SPtAKtR: Okay. I'll 

discurr it with you. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I ' m  Lou 

Bogart. I ' m  a reridont o f  Roar. I havo mom. 

technical que8tiona. In looking at data tables f o r  

Oporable Unit 4, one of the things that 8ttik.8 me 

is that you always roport uranium 2 S 4 1 2 3 6 .  Does 

that moan thoro's U - 2 3 6  thore? If so, I don't 

bolievo it b.c&u80 U - 2 3 6  doorn't eXi8t in n8tUrO. 

Jocondly, tho ratio of U-234 to u - 2 3 8  

in many casoa look very odd, odd in tho sonso that 

in naturo 8nd in thir or0 and in tho raffin8to tho 

2 3 4 ,  2 3 6  ratio ought to bo very cloao to unit. For 

example, whon i n  tho tablo that you've givon a 

handout, tho Jilo 1 numbor lookr protty wrong. Tho 

Silo 2 numbor ir mor0 accoptablo. 

And tho roaron I think that's 

important ia bocauao you'ro going to focur tho 

clean-up lovolr on U-138. I don't quit. know how 

you're goin9 to d o  that without doing 80.0 vory 

SOphi8tiC8tOd irOtOpi8 anrlyair. Dut in any car. 

tho80 numborr don't look right, anb you r o o  that in 

many, many trblor. 
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On tho inorganic chemicals, is there 

somewhere in all the 004 documontation a list o f  

all of the inorganic constituents? For example, I 

note that in a0.t of the recent document8 you don't 

lrst gold. Now you can. There is about, about 

four times as  much gold in this material a8 

silver. 

Just a8 rid. light for 8 Y  own 

amusement, I calculated thi8 afternoon. Thoro's 

about $2.3 million worth of gold in tho80 two 

81108, and that may not bo i8QOrt8nt, but what 

othor ele8ont8 aro not roportod which r a y  havo 8080 

i8p8ct on tho procorring o t  tho matorial by 

vitrification? 

?Or ~~.mpf., thoro 8h0uld bo 8 f 8 i r  

burdon of, r8ro 0 a r t h 8 ~  tho who10 la8propbyllito 

serioo 8hould bo in thoro or.., and X don't 8.0 8ny 

of that boing roportod. Anybody hrvo an an8w.r for 

that on.? 

MR. NIXOIO: Uoll, you had 8bout fivo 

qu08tion0, 80 I011 atart in tho boginning. On. Ua8 

2 3 5  to 2360 thoro 8ro 8n8lyZ.d and roportod tho 

samo. You aro corroct. Uo don't f o o l  thoro i8 8ny 
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Whothor the ratio botworn 0 - 2 3 4  and 0 - 2 3 8  i8 

corroct, I do not have tho answor to that, but wo 

can diSCU88 that and got back with you within the 

noxt couplo o f  day8. 

MR. BOCART: H o w  about a corplato 

list of - -  
MR. NIXON: Comploto lirt, tho 

remedial invo8tigation did do a coaploto list o f  

the orqanlc8, inor~8nic8. Whother gold was 

ovaluatod, 1'. not ruro. I'm looking at my toarn. 

MR. BOGART: You wore ruppliod gold 

by TLCP. 

MR. NIXOW: but YO a180 do a full 

HSL, Haratdour Subrtanco L i r t ,  which gold would not 

bo part o f .  So I'm not 8uro whothor gold war 

particularly roportod in tho RI. 

WR. DOOAR?: Ifow about rat0 Ot?,rth8? 

WR. NIXOW: I couldn't anrwor khat, 

either. Wo'vo got a aopy o i  tho tornodial 

invortigatioa horo. Whothor thora folloua can 

quickly rind anaworr to thoro quortionr or again YO 

can got back with you. 

Amy Baglor I know i r  ritting out horo 

sornewhoro taking w r y  good notor, and we'll rorpond 
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to any of tho quertionr which we don't havo answers 

to tonight. We've committed to havo anrworr back 

within 48 hour8 from thir ovoning. 

MR. BOCART: Well, I -- not 8 0  much 
f o r  oyaolf, but I think f o r  tho gonor81 public. 

MR. NIXON: Any question that is 

raised even in the inform81 confarenco w i l l  bo 

addro88.d in tho rO8pOn8iVOn.88. 

UNIDINTI?IED SPEAttA: C8n uo u8o 

that g o l d  88 COllbtOr8t, Cbn W O  U8o that? You raid 

thoro'8 liko $ 2  million worth o f  gold. Can uo uro 

that 88 COl18tOr81 808OhOW? 

MR. BOGART: l t t r  going to cost 90 

million buckr, maybo YO c8n mako it 8 8  million 

buck8. On e890 11 O t  whatovor thi8 thing i8 

~ b l l o d ,  tho proporod pl8n, tho rpir.1-bound thing, 

an pago 1 2  about tho middlo o f  tho p8go ir an 

Lnitiation o f  a dircurrion .bout rirk. 

And thir ir tho aroa  that concornr mo 

tho groatort, bOC8urO although you point out 

that -- And I prorum0 in all ~18.8 you'ro trlking 

bbout fatal cancorr bOCbU8. thoro aro, o i  courro, 

lont8trl C l n a a t i  8180. And that'8 not totribly 

:laat in anything that'8 uritton. 
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Risk from exposuro, the radiation 

naturally occurring in the environment is about 1 

in 100 primarily From radon; howover, incremental 

rirkr targeted by the upper end OF t ? A  range oeanr 

i t  all perron8 within a population OF 10,000, 1 

perron might get cancer From the exporure, and 

cancer is expected from 811 other C8U8.8. I think 

the whole bU8inO88 OF rirk a88088mOnt noodr to bo 

put into rore kind oL conteatt. 

If you look 8 t  tho 18t08t WCR? 

guidance, 115 8nd I guar8 116, you can talk about 

rirk in terra o i  about 4 or S timor 10 to tho rinur. 

10 and you do tho hocur-pocur chomirtr liko to do. 

knd thAt turnr out tho ~ v o r a g o  roridont from 

natural radon, that risk bocomor about on0 hAlf 

year8 old. And wbon 90 roar8 old, I guoaa cancer 

18 tho laat thing 1'. going to worry about. 

aut in m y  ovont,' you mako tho 

rtatomeot t h a t  tho normal cancor ri8k ir about 10 

to tho miaur 2, rad tbon you procood to march down 
t h o  road o l  thAn9r that aro 2 to 4 to 5 ordorr o i  

argnitudo r m l l o ? ,  and it'r novor put in contoxt. 

Lnd 1 think thoro docuaontr no08 t o  direurr rbrb 
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are we paying for, and that bocornos a rm.1 

problor. I don’t know how many pooplo fool 

comfortable with a 10 to tho minus 6 risk, and I ’m 

not real sur0 thbt that’s a fatal cancor r i 8 k .  

There is a problem with tho 

methodology of uring tho hoalth offoct ruooary 

tablo slop. factor thing aa  opposed to aothodology 

that’r used by pooplo who do tho boor rtudioa and 

tho NCRP rtudioa bOC8UrO UO’rO tblking about V b 8 t  

ordorr of 8bgnitUdO differoncor. 

NOW, tho 1ASt commont I guoss, I’d 

l i k e  to r o o  romothing in thoro documontr thbt mor. 

cloarly oxplrin# why tho C I R C L A  procorr hbr oloctmd 

to uro ruch aborinbbly rm8ll rimk oatir8tor. 

M y  lrrt commont porh8ps goor to L O A  

back in 1986, u88 8 b8d yo8r tor mo, 8PA publirhod 

a notico o t  intoat that tho1 wore going to 

promulgbto r08idU81 rogulrtion St8nd8rdS. It i s  

aou 1994, bnd, to tho boat o f  8r knowlodgo, 

rmaidu81 rbdt8tiOa 10v.I rtbndbrdr hbvo not boon 

pro8ulgbtad. 

In 1993 in b CAO roport to Congtorr 

iomobody in 8PA S8id th8t in MbrCh of 1994 thoy 

SPANCLCk REPOUTING StRVICSS 

PHON8 ( S 1 3 )  381-3330 ?AX (S13) 3 8 1 - 3 3 4 2  
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rtandarda, not publiah thra, but thoy would taka 

thoa to OMB, which would bo tho fist atop in 

getting thor publirhod - -  woll, not tho firat atop, 
but a koy atop in grtting thoa publirhod in tho 

Federal Regirtor. 

narch 1 9 9 4  is now. n y  concern fa, is 

thero on. part of t P A  working on roaidu8l r8diation 

levo1 atand8rda which r 8 y  vory woll irp8ct on tho 

cloan-up lovolr that aro boing talked about horo 

for tho clo8n-up of O U O  

MR. NIXOM: W 8 8  thoro 8ny rorponro? 

MU. SARCA: Yo8h, I c8n 8nrw.r th8t 

from my undorrt8nding. On. of tho pooplo involvod 

from tho BPA porrpoctivo th8t Work8 with mo, ho*r 

boon comronting th8t ho'r involvod in working on - 
IOIO of thoro rt8nd8rdr. Will thoy diroctly impact 

thia invortigation, I don't know. I don't think 

B O .  Woaring 10.0 o t  tho nunborr, I think thoy m8y 

~ v o n  bo moving tow8rdr tho rid0 o f  boing OqU8lly a8 

:onrorv8ttvo, could bo mor. conrorvrtivo. 

I don't know wh8t tho Lin8l will cor0  

aut with. Whoa thoy do COIO out of tho numborr, 

they'll go to budgot 8nd movo forw8rd from thoro. 

t do know that  thoy aro boing w o r k d  011. 8a4 6! 

SPANGLIR REPORTING S E R V f C t S  

PHONt ( 1 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 3 0  F A X  ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 4 2  
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t h e  poop le  fro. m y  offico i 8  doing that right now. 

I don't know tho o x a c t  rtato. 

UNIDENTI?IED SPEAKER: If momory 

s a r v o s ,  I think that tho gold Lou wa8 talking about 

wa. containod in tho pitch blond or whatovor i t  uas 

t h a t  cam. ovor from A f r i C 8  that tho Unitod Stator 

bought and dump06 into tho 11-6s ~ 1 1 0 8 .  1 hoard or 

road that romowhoro. You might w8nt to chock that 

out. 

MR. NIXOW: It ir in tho 11-65 

oatarial, y o # .  

MR. BOGART: It all carno Cror oao 

mino. 

UWIDElTIlIED SPEAKER: Tho roaron 

they took that pitch VU tho0 wrntod to rtriko 

gold? 

UR. DOGART: No0 r8diur 8nd gold. 

UlfDllTIlIED SOgAXZR: A 8  f 8 S  88 1'. 

:oncotnod, i t  can bo vifrltlod. 

UR. IOGART: Tho quortion v a r ,  what 

D l 8 0  i r  thoto? 

UWIDIWTItIED S?EAKER: Okay. I jurt 

ravo anothor quortton. Whoa you r a i d  thoy woro 

t i l l i n g  tho rilor, orpocirlly 1 an& 2 ,  did thW 

SPANGLE1 RE?ORTING SSRVICES 

PHONS ( 1 1 3 )  361-3330 ?AX ( S 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 4 2  

1 
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3 7  

concontrato, duo that roduction, ir tho radon 

gonoration from tho tro8t.d wb8ta it8Olt that ir 

significantly roduco. Tho radon i8 actually hold 

up, and tho 8UrfrCO aroa i8 rignificantly roducad. 

D i d  you got ovory othor word7 

You're oxactly right, that duo to 

that fact th8t thor0'8 8ignitlCant VO&UlO 

raductton, you actually concontrato tho 

radionuclido8, 80 you havo a highor conoonttation 

ot 8 8 y  uranium in & 8ot v01umor but tho radon 

itrolf ir much l o o r .  Tho gonoration OS tho 

omanation from tho vitrifiod warto ir auch lor. 

than in le8 natural form. 

MS. M U U O K S f l S :  Okay, thank you. 

nr. rocun: Kdwa Yocumr Irorh mombor 

and a roridoat o i  tho Potnald .roar I warn arking a 

quortton, tbim concorno lubuait C2 on your 

ptotorrod rltotn8tivo domolition romoval oa 

progorty dirpo.81. Whea you uoro talking about tho 

0 0 4  RX?A COmplianCO With the #ubrt8ntiVO CU.u&atlvO 

lapact up t o  2SO 8 C r o r  o f  rurfaco dlrturbanco, door 

that moan that would bo whAt would bo part Of whoro 

tho warto u i l 1  bo put? 

W 8 .  YOOOS: Yaah. rqrin, U# Issku! 

S ~ A W G L X R  RBPORTINO sxuvrcta 
' OHOWK' 4 S 1 3 )  381 -3330  ?AX ( S 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 4 2  
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& t  an L R A  and rrruaed On-rite diSQOS81. 

n s .  YOCUM: Okay. 

MR. WOODS: And that acreage would 

incur .rea@ where wa8te would be dirpoaed o f .  

M S .  YOCUW: Okay. Then, you 8180 

are talking 8bout the loa8 o f  220 acras o f  

habitat. I8 that included in tho 2SO a c t a s ?  

WR. WOODS: Y8.h. That 250 would be 

a total that would occur during tho rhort term, in 

other uord8, during ercav8tion activitio8. Once 

tamedi8tioa i8 comploted, YO would look 8t 

approximately 220 actor  being permanently 

committed, 80 Y.8, tbat'8 Correct. 

118. YOCUM: Ok8y0 a11 right, that0. 

uh8t I w8nt.d to know. 

MS. NWNGKSTKR: C8n you oxpand on 

that porr8noatly cormlttod? I mirrod 8Omothing. 

Perm8nontly corrittod Lor what, w8rto di8p0881 

facility? 

MI. WOODS: Yo8h, cortoct. 

M 8 .  NUWGKSTKR: Not for tho warto 

it8Olf but Cot t h e  -- 
MR. WOODS: ?or tho facili.tior that 

would hour0 tho warto. 

S?A#GLtR Rg?ORTING SIRVXCKS 

PHONl' ( S 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 3 0  F A X  ( S 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 4 2  
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Thbnk you. 

MR. S T L G N I R :  Thank you, Norma. 
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Edwa? 

MS. YOCUM: Ldwa YOCUB. Soro or 

thi8 w i l l  sound rOpOtitiOu#, but 1 ' 8  .Skin9 for a 

public cormont poriod botwoon tho ROD'r, tho drbft 

and tinbl; bnd YO nood an otficial public comront 

poriod bttor tho RA procorr. And blro I ' r  bsking 

tor a public corront poriod botwoon tho boginning 

bnd corplotioa of rorodibtion. And thon, too, whon 

birrantling tho I t - 0  84100 and a180 tho 3 and 4, 

I'd liko to h8vo 8 protoctivo covor bo uood around 

tho 8ilOO. 

And a0 t8g 88 I r0.d in thoro, th8t 

UDA would bo roviowing tho v8ult or tho dirpooal 

ritoo ovory Livo y o a r r ,  I'd liko to know tho 

dotinition of "roviowing," and I would liko 

continuouo roaitoriag and raintonanao O F  on-@it. 

dirporbl V8UltO OS at 1080t On0 ti.0 8 y 0 . t  a0 long 

81 thoy'ro 00 8ito. And 8100, who would bo W y i n g  

for  thi8 moaitoriag 8nd aaintonanco? And thio way 

I rocorrond 8 trurt fund tor roaitoting and 

maintonanco o f  tho diopoo818. 

M R .  s m i 8 ~ ;  qbrnlr YOU, a h .  Opan 

I 
S?ANOLIR R1?01TIlO SIRVICE8 

PLlOWl ( $ 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 3 0  ?AX ( ' I 1 3 1  3 8 1 - 3 3 4 1  
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Commentor E 

Aprfl 16, 1994 

nr. Kan Moman 
Rlblfo Xnforrutien Dirrator 
A m t  t8/PP-OtXb C m U ' l t .  
m r n . L O  ria16 offtce 
Poot Off ioo  80s 398705 
Cinainrutl, Ohio 45239-870s 

U - 8 .  O f  

A l  n undatrtrnd -8 propornod action, DOE La trking tha 

?or tha 

poottion that tho thorium mill triling vmato, whioh ia  rdraittrd 
t o  b. nlxmd wait., io not rubfeot to-krvirorrrront.1 Ptatretion 
Aqanoy (E?A) or ~tata'of ttevada m l a t o l y  control. 
r m r m o  spoaiftd bolar, w 0  balimva thio pornition l a  not corrmct. 

. 
1-3 i 
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a i n  1987 WE promulgatod roqulatlonr (10 CFEI 962.1)  
stating that RCRA haerrdour waatr, mfxod w i t h  byproduct 
mafarial f 8 l l i n q  under thr catrqory deffnrd in thr Atomic 
Enrrpy Act ( 4 2  USC 3014(e)(I), would be subfrct t o  

w 8 a t O )  by LPA and t?Amd8lW.t8d Btrtea, Hwurt, tho 
byproduct mrtrrial f a l l i n g  undor thr category given i n  4 2  
USC 2 0 2 4 ( 0 ) ( 2 )  khat warn riuad w i t h  R C I U  hrrrrdour vasto, 
whil. OOnStttUtfng 8 mfJC@d Wll te,  would not b. 6ub380f t o  
rOqUlrtiOn@ by EPA and Or t ? A d o f ~ p r t o d  8t8t.8. WO not0 
ptomu~grtfon o f  t h e m  rrqulatfona and aasooirtrd 
reetrictiona worm oatriad out prior to tha p.0889. of t h e  
Padrrrl Facil i ty  C ~ p l i r n c r  A c t  of 1992 (f?CAct). 

t e v l . t i O n  ( L e a .  tha hr88rdOU. coaponant8 Of thm mixad 

we rlao n o t .  that tho coat ratiaartoa of low-tam 
#tOr8ga/dia$OO8& Of U88t8 8 t  -0 W.80 not prapOrly 
accountad for in tho matt 818. Tha rrmumptiotu, for rxrmplo, 
undor which r+oraq0/4lrgoml of mixad wartr 8 t  tha NTO could ba 
constdrrd nfroa" whm eomp1r.d t o  li comaorcia1 troillty, wr?O 
not pnrant.6 in thr doamant. 

1-32, 
OOOaOl 
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Coiniiientor E 0 
In a relatad m a t t r r ,  we arm s t i l l  weatinq f o r  a rraponse 

A 8  you may recall, ve recently requeetod 
concmntnq our requeat far an extenrion of t h e  comment period for 
the rubject Draft EIS. 
tho extansion to facilftatr mtakeholdrr involvement activities in 
8 O U f h O t n  NWad.. 

Thank you for t h e  opportunity t o  commont on the above 
mantionad Draft 518. 

Maud Nstoll 
State Clrarinqhouaa .. I 

,I '  

M / W  
cc: Governors olLica 

A f  F a c t a  Stat0 Aqoncies 
Navada canqrurional Dolegation 
Carol M. 8orqmtrom OOtWQ\NEPA 
Joreph tior., DOt/Nv 
Dorrrld R. tll., oor/rrv 

c 

000102 
1-33 , 
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COMMENT SHEET 

DOE IS :nterested in l o u r  comments on the cleanup dternauves being considered In the Feasibility SrudyiProposed 
PIm-Drsn Environmenr;ll Impact btatement for Remedial Action at Operable Unit 4 Please use che space provlded j 
heiou to uric(: yuur comments. then fold. sraple or tape. and mail this form We must receive vour comments on I 
or oefore tne close ot the public comment period on April 20. I994 I f  you have questions Jbout the comment 
perioa. please contact Ken Morgan. the DOE Public Information Of icer 3t Fernald. st r5 13)  64-3 I3 I 

- 

Due to its prommlty to the Great Miami River, this land IS part of the 

migratory flyway. Ducks, geese and other migratory birds fly over 

this area or use it as thetr residence many months of the year. 

Presently, technology exists in landfill management using rubber ( neoprene) 

liners to minimue water seepeg.. This technology could be incorporated into the 

Femald ama to wate ponds and wetlands. Controlled water levds in ponds. 

rewoi rs  and wetlands could bo regulated by the pumps and W l s  that am now 

in place and bmng u s d  in the aquifer dern-up. 

Hazardous waste should bo taken out by rail Jncs the tracks are in place. 

Handling this waste by transporting it by truck is much mom dangerous. 

I would d w r a g e  indwtriel devdopmmt or devdopmmt that would attract 

problems would h a p  to. develop in the large con- ' ns of humam in 

future. We cannot affofd to haw an& Love Canal. Our a m  ha8 had its fair 

sham of nogame prsss and peace of mind and good he8tth is our wish for all. 
I 

I 

! 

Name: d%K. 8. va.kQJz u.w??(?brC-- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

I .Address. . . . . . . . .  

Phone: 
I 9 

X4ILING LISI' ADDITIONS: 

Please 3dd my name to the Fernald Mailing List to receive additional information on the cleanup progress at the 
Fernud Enviranmental .Management Project: 
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COhl3lE.YT SHEET 

DOE is interested in your cornmenu on rhe cleanup alternatives being considered in rhe Feasibility Study/Proposed 
Plan-Dran Environmental Impact Statement for Remedial Action aroperable Unit  4. Please use the space provided : 
~ ~ I O U  to w r i t e  !our comments. then told. stapie or tape. and mail chis form. We must receive your comments on 1 
c)r before me close of the public comment period on April 10. 1994. If you have questions about the comment j 
period. pieve contact Ken Morgan. the DOE Public Information Officer at Fernaid. at ( 5  13) &8-3 I3 I .  

I 

* ? . L-4 u d  &-& .we&. 
y q  L -  L!i - 

i; 
, I 

I ! 

I L C  \ * & n o s )  .5 
7 ,  ' ' \  , 

<\;?.- 

'iX+ i 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . I  [ 
.  . ,  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ; 

Yame: 

Address.

CitytStat

Phone: . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  
I I 

I I 

I I 

I 0 

I 

I I 

I I 

>LAILL\C L I S  ADDITIONS: 

Pleve idd my name to the Fernald ktailing List to receive additional intormation on the cleanup progress as the ; 
Fernaid Environmental Management Project: 

9 
I 
I 

YES- YO- i 
! 

. t-35 
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Commentor H 
3686 Cincinnati-Brookvde Road 
Hadton .  Ohio 450 13 

March2S. 1994 

Mr. Ken Morgan 
Director. Public [donnat ion 
US. Department of Energy Field Office 
P. 0. Box 398705 
Cincinnati. Ohio 45239-8705 

SUBJECT: PUBLIC COMMERTS ON PROPOSED PLMt FOR REMEDLAL ACTION 
OPERABLE UNIT 4 FEMP SILOS 1.2 AIQD 3 CONCERIVIPIG PREVENTION 
OF OFl31TE MIGRATION OF AIR POLLUTION AND NOISE 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

In order to prevent offete contamination with respirable airborne cancer producing toxic 
gases. vapors, fumes and particulate maner h m  Rerne dial Actions at Otxrable Unit 4, it is 
suggested that at a the following recommendations be adhered to regardless of 
which cleanup alternnrive is selected: 

I 

1. Construction of a tail d e  containment faciliity maintained at negative 0 air pressure (imitni to a glove box) to house all viaification, bulk 
reduction and/or cement stabilkation equipment and ab#)ciattd HEPA 
atem, m b b e t s ,  and gos pcament, etc. ad well aa all D- 
O D e r a U W  

2. Use of red time alarm system with backup must be used to detect tailure of 
equipment including each and every ate? and scmbber unit. Air renvned 
to the environment must be cleaned. 

3. Use of real time alarm system with backup to detect any toxic chemical 
conmmaated air le- into the total contaiament facility from 
malfbctioajn# equipment and packa(png operations. Contaminated air 
must be de.ntd kbre bein# released into the environment. Dilution of 
highly toxic chemical8 iuto the environment caa not be tolerated as a 
s o i u ~  

4. W alarm must be checked and calibrated daily aad back u p  
alarm systems in place and operative at ail times Reventive 
maiateaance of dl equipment must be done at required scheduled intervals 
a d  checked by maaagement. 

stabi l izdon and packagmg remediation operations, a member of 
management h m  FIuor Daniel, D.O.E. and US EPA must  all be present 
at all to quickly resolve any problem that are certain to come up, 
and to make cenain that established decy  procedures are followed to the 
letter. 

5. To properly oversee the vitrification, bulk reduction, cement 

0 
6. Should contaminated air be detected entering the environment from 

whatever source. a complete shut  down of the offending opetrrtion would be 
in order una corrected and Fernald ne&bofs be immediately notified 
through site perimeter public addresa speakers and ne- mcdip, ( J O O 1 0 5  

. 1-16 
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Commentor H 
-2- 

7. Toxic chemicals or mixed toxic waste by any other name must not be 
brought into the Fernald Site to funher contaminate it h m  anywhere 
else for any purpose whatsoever be it for testing, pilot m s ,  temporary 
or permanent storage, decontamination vitrification, bulk reduction or 
cement stabilization, etc. 

8. State-of-the-an engineering noise controls should be incorporated in 
the design of facilities and equipment used so that no noise from 
remedial actions is heard downwin<l offsite. Noise resulting from the 
releasc of 
attenuated through appropnate engineering conools. 

pressure air or steam into the atmosphere must be 

9. Shipment of toxic wastes should be made to Nevada Test Site as soon 
as possible. Temporary storage of safely encapsulated toxic waste, 
contammated sod and debris should be south of the production area 
as far from the h e a d y  traveled Route 126 (CinciPnati-Brooke Road) 
as IS feasrble. 

- 

Please include the above as part of the formal Public Comment for Remediation of O p e d i e  Uni t  
4 FEMP Silos 1.2 and 3. 

Thank you for your help. 

Sincerely, 
A 

J. E. Walther k. 
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Zhlo Htstotie Pieservetton Office 

March 23, 1994 

It. Ken Morgan 
?ublic fnfomation Director 
~ m :  F SPP-DEIS  Comments 
Fcrnald Field Office 
Y.S. Depanrnent of Energy 
33st urrice 8 0 x  N 3 7 0 j  
Cincimtl. OH -5229-8705 

Commentor I 

W C E  1885 

Re: Femald Environmenral hfanagernent Plan 
Butler and Hamiiton Counues. Ohio 

Dear iMr. Morgan. 

Thrs i s  in response 
dated February 14. 
the comspondcnce 

0 to correspondence from Cat01 M. Borgsuom of  the Depanrncnt of Energy 
1994 (received Mviarcn I) regarding the above referenced pro!cct (a copy o i  
WM also submrncd tfuuugh the State Ckannghoue and received Marcn 7 .  

1994). ;l;e comments of the Ohio Histonc ?reservatron Office I OHPO) are submirred t i l  

iccordance with provisions of the National Historic Prescmaaon Act or  1966. as amcnoed : 6 
i-' S.C. 470 (36 CFR 800)); the U S .  D e p ~ m m t  of Energy serves as the l e d  federal agencv. 
'.lv s t d  has reviewed this project. a d  I offer tne following comments. 

OHPO has two arcas of concern tor the proposed ctcm-up at the F e m d  facility. This 
:micuiu p;v~ o t  the clem=up involver proposed demolition or' storage siios in Operable (:rut 
A .+dditionJ acttons are under conriderauon for several other operable units in the WUKC 

jroragc area. The rim arcs o i  concern IS the potcnuai for impacts to archaeoiogicai sites. 
The F e d d  facrliry is locrtcd in M atcnaeologicaily semitive area and several arcboiogtcal 
studies have been completed for other act to^ related to the cican-up in and around the 
Fernaid facility. i'nul a programmnuc agreement hw been deveiopcd each project wil 
X Q U ~  coordinauon with this of ice  for archaeoiogSak resources. Coordinauon is anacipated 
:quoin$ the proposed demolition of the siios pmvrding us sufficient information to make a 
:ecommcn&on for archacologrcd invcstigauou. At this time we have not determtntd that 

mv archaeoiogrcal work is  needed for MY of the proposed or hnuc acuom in the WMC 

storage are& The coordinauon should provide dewled mapping. dcttnptioru of the solis (to 
x t e m i n e  if any areas within the project area an rclafively undimuucd). Cescnptions o 
;reposed actioru including Mciiluy work areas and any temporary storage areas. and 
pnotograpiu ai the facilities. 

-1-38 000107 
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The second area of concern reinter to the FemaAd faciliy as an integrated senes of 
irchirccrural stmcturcs and facilities. I t  is out position. under guidetines provided bv  the 
.~dvisory Councii on Histonc Preservation. the Nauonal Councii of State Histonc Prcservauon 
 office^. and the D c p m c n t  of Defense. that the Femaid Faciiiy is eligible for inciuslon in 
!he Sational Register of Histonc Places. It is our position that the faciiip Includes dl o r  the 
strucwes and facilities within the 1000 plus acre tract. The Fernald facilip is ehgibk 
'because oi the imporrant role it played in suppon of United States defense programs dunnp 
the Cold War. hu. the facility is a s i p f i c a n t  part of one of the most imponant aspects oi 
3u history. 

Thc proposed dcmoiition of the silos. or anv ocher suucrure or faciiity, could have an adverse 
ctfect on the Femud facility. Coordinauon with thu office 1s rcqured pnor to the 
Imuiementauon oi any plan or acuon resuitins in demolition or change to any structure or 

and the limiu of the conmbumg str~czurcs Md facilitim. then spccrfic recommendauonrr can 
be made rcunrding pmposeri acuorw such as the propod dcmoiition of the silos. [n the 
Interim. i t  i s  our recommendauon chat the silos should be regurdd as contnbuting structures 
ma we should proceed under the asrumpnon that the propoKd demolition w ~ l l  have M 

facaiiry. OHPO recornme& the development of a programmruc avement to address 
historic prescrvauon concern. Once we nave csubiishd the contern for the Fernald f'iiiy 2 

a 

adverse effect on a dimct etigibie for inclusion In the Nauond Reqinct of Histonc Places. 
Cootdinauon wth thrs office i s  recommended to begin prepmng the ncccssw documcnuruon - 3 

'1 

: ,  3 for ths acuon. -* 

[n summiuy. OHPO recommends chaages to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement to 
Incicde coordinauon with this otfice under provisions or the Nauonal Historlc Preservauon 
Act. 

T 

Any questions concerning this matter should be addressed to David Snyder or Julie Quinlan at 
[ 6 14) 297-2476. between the h o w  of 8 am. to j pm. Rwic you for your cooperation. 

Sinccnfy, 

*hutha J. &mor Department Head 
T c c b d  and Re Y ew Services 

MJR/DMS:Q 

XC: Carol M. Rorgruom. Dcpmmcnt of Energy 
SW ClCirinqbo~ (OH9002215-X763*;6.4ll) 

000108 
1-39 3 C . , .  , 



FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor J 

I'O: Ken Mstqan, Publlc Relations, U.S. DOE. FEMP 

r".?OCt: ti fa  Crawford, President . F.R. E. S. H. , INC. 
SUBJECT: O.U. 4 Comments on Fzaposed Plan 

1 . )  

2 . )  

3.) DOE should incorporate pollution prrvantton activities 
whenever pOmrlbl4 during tho dorign and operation o f  thu OU 4 
remedial action r y r t a a .  

4 . )  

3OE should inelude and c ~ f  dsvelOP r0.i-tirne nonitortnq is;- 

rnfetmation obtained from raal-time rnonitori~q and any other 

dircharger to tho @ n V i r O n m m t  r r ? O U l t h l  from remedial (ict!ons. 

monitsxirag activitias should he provided to the public. 

. DOE must make e a r t o i n  that tho eublic has involvement and it 

public involvement during t h i a  e ~ f o d .  

30E lnurt :*viae the  s i t e  community relations plan t o  meet the 
nead for r-ontinuod public iavolvemrnt durinq tha R D / A A .  

DOT must and w i l l  k8op tho public abreast o f  a i l  aectsions and 
any  chanqar chat occug durin7 t h i s  poriod, 

will continua during the RD/RA. Doe must commit to continued 

5 , )  

5 . )  

S f  you have quomtfonr, ? l e u 8  fael fC88 t o  contact I W .  

LC : eae 

c c :  f i l a r  

Thank you.  

000109 
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Commentor K 0 

. .  

April 20, 1994 

Hr. K. L. 9organ 
Public Iniormatlon Officer 
WE Field 0ftice.termld 
LI. S. Dspartmsnt of Energy 
r7. 0. Ehx 398703 
Cincinnati. Ohio 45239-9705 

\ 

bfter reviewing t.he F'ropoeerl Plan lo r  M i a 1  hations at Opcrahle Cnit 
4 At Fernald. I w I d  like vOl(!e Lo YOU S a l x !  of mY c;oncerm a8 e 
resident w h o  lives downwind of the! ptapoa#l activity. 

I maid like to know if thewe h v e  been NW air pollutifm modal6 run 
which ahm the dlrttibutlon of tho cantamumtion that will be caurod aa 
a result of thaocr activities. Not scrcenim types models. but - 
spmiridl!t, c:omprehenrive raodeln whtcti taka into conaideration 
terrain. w i n d  apead, weather corditiona. mixing bight Md the 
d e W 8 i t i ~  pattern. 

!iy major concern is the emmion of p ~ i u m  (WJt radon) i n  tho cxhauat. 

gama snb IWltivo #mer lroa the proposed vitrtlrcation facility. 

OM of th@ important conrideratiom for risk bard calculatiano IS that 

School .M all in thm direction of the prevailing nird yattern. 
I would 1 ike t o  reaxmtenb tht comprchemIve air pol lution model i ;w brt 
dorm on tho fmility'm imt to the area's air quality. I wouki like 
t o  aee the v t t r l f i ~ t t o n  unlt's riak frw fugitive and exhauat unisiions 
quantiiid. t would like to uoa trow the v i tr l f i ea t im unit w i l l  impsct 

the sits's overall r isk  t o  the caaxnunity, U t l y .  L would like to see 
tne tmprat that thin w i l l  have on tha alto's radioiiuclido air emaaiona 
epclciftmlly wlth rerpect to radium uuiatwrm into the air. 

El& E l m -  scndol, t h  Horn Middle Sc)lool, Md tb Eb88 Senior High 

I make tneae comaants in flood faith, aw trust they w i l l  be received as 
, a good raith trfort to  improve thc irnpimntation or the propared 0001,fO 

. !41 
\ 



Commentor K 

FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

action. me tA%t no effort wll I hs UC by m y  p t v  t o  affect my 
employment at the FEW. 

Fiespcctful ly yours. 

Lawrence L. Stcbbins 

- I42 000111 



5983  
FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor L 

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 
Cap4tol Campla 

Carroe Clcp. Nevada 89710 
FU (702) 687-3903 

(702) 687-4066 

Hr. Kon Morgan 
Public Information Dirrctor 
ATTN: FS/PP-OEIS Cornenfa 
Fernald Field O f f  ice 

. U.S.  Dopartl~ont of Energy 
P . O .  BOX 398705 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8105 

staz tornald tnvironaontal rmpaat ~trtomoat, oporablo unit 4 
t.m.16 0 O h i o  

Dear Hr. Morgan: 

Thank you f o r  providing tho Stat. o f  Nevada tho opportunity 
to raviov tho Dapaitnont of Enorgy'r Fearibility Study/Proporrd 
Plan Draft Envfronmantal Impact Statomant ( E I S )  for Remadial 
Action at Op8rabh Onit (OU) 4 o f  tho Fernald Environmontsl 
Managamont Projact (FEW).  A. you know, thi8 aDraft EfSa 
ammamom a l t a m r t i v u  lor tho romovil, troatmant, and dlapoml of 
radfoactiva matrrial a t  #)t'@ Fernald mito near Cincinnati, Ohlo. 

Tho propo8od 8ctiOn analyzed in tho Drrft EIS i# to araoar 
the potontlal onviromantrl impacts of 001's profarrod 
alternative, whlch ia  to removo silo matorial. and rurrounding 
environmontal modla, rtabilite tho product through vitrification, 
and eon8 tho treated material to tho Nevada Teat Sit. (NTS) for 
final dirpo6al. According to information providod to offlciala 
from DOE'S Novada Operations Office (DOE/NV), i f  tho proporod 
action le implemantod, ovot 300, 'OOO cubic yard. of radioactive 
waste would be d i r p o a e d  of at NTS. bfapo8al activitios would 
cover a period of approxlmrtrly thirty yaatr. 

0 



FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

0 Commentor L 

AS you knov, comments on the Draf t  EIS are d u e  on April 2 0 ,  
1 9 9 4 .  However, for the reason discussed below, wo bel ieve  the 
comment due  dato s h o u l d  be extanded t o  f a c i l i t a t e  a mora 
comprahonsivo stakeholder involvement procerr tor t h e  citizens of  
Nevada . 

Rocenfly, a group of coneorned Nevadani, affacted Indian  
T r i b e e ,  and l oca l  govornmont o f f i c i a l s  along w i t h  o f f i c i a l 6  from 
t h e  Stat. and DOE j o i n t l y  p a r t i c i p a t r d  i n  tho er tabl lshmcnt  of a 
S i t e  Specific Advisory board for DOE/NV's Environmental 
Res tora t ion  and Waste Hanagament Program a t  t h e  NTS. The group 
l e  o f f i c i a l l y  t i t l e d  Tho C i t i z e n 6  Adviaory Board for NTS Program 
( C A B ) .  Thia nev CAE for NTS proqrams held Its f i r e t  
organiza t iona l  m a t i n g  on March 8 t h ,  1994.  

Bocauso the CAB w i l l  l i k e l y  play a kay rolo in advis ing 
DOE/NV about 6takahold.r Concern8 involving major program 
decis ions  ruch  as tho.. ptopoaod i n  tho abovo montioned docurnant, 
ue believe it i o  of paramount impOrt8nCO that tho CAB b8 g ivon  
the opportunity t o  discus8 t h o  poroibillty of roquesting a 
b r i e f i n g  on tha proposed act ion and al tornatfvea dircu8rod f n  t h  
Draf t  EIS. 0 

YOU might rocall t h a t  ouch a brioflnq vaa providad by bog 
official. and contractom from PEW t o  off tc ia lm from mE/W and 
tho Stat. of Nwada. Granting our toquoat for  an extendod 
C O I ~ I C ~ J I ~ ~  pariab o l  a t  1oa.t 60  day6 vould allow tha CAE t o  
addrase t h h  h8uo at it8 next meeting, which 1 8  ochodulod for 
April 2 0 ,  1994. 

wo await your proapt doclmlon concernlnq thi8 rrquort, 

. Slncoraly, 

Maud Naroll 
9 f a t o  Clear lnqhousa 

nN/ j bv 
cc: M8mbors, Cititona A d V h O r y  Board NTS Program. 

Govornora O f f  ice and A i  f 8 c t e d  Stat0 Agoncioa 
Nevada Congressional Ooloqation 
Carol II. Borqrtroo DOEHQ\NEPA 
Nick C. A q u i l i n a ,  WE/W 
JOSOph ?lor., DOE/NV 
Donald R e  Elle, DOE/NV 

. * 1-44 

1080113 
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Commentor M 

Xr. K m  Itorgan 
Pub110 Infomation Dlrootor 
A m :  tS/PP=DSIS C o a U n t a  
torn416 tield Ollie0 
U . 8 ,  Oopartmwtt o f  Inorgy 
P . 0 .  80% 3 9 0 7 0 5  
Clnolhnoti, OH 4S239-0708 

Tho rovl~wod doourontr aro olmrly of r qonoral ~ t u r o  a t  t h i o  
ha.. o i  tho proqrom, rnd do not ro f loo t  all dotail. muoh 

a0 mtly tad P oaoray rofhoba, u t o r i a h  olrmmilioatlon, 4nb pacltrginq 
raquirod far oolrplirnoa w i t h  tho t r u a p o a t l o n  rogulrtlenm. 
Thor. woro no atrtoaonf.  about an orpootmd no04 tor -0 ti0198 

under T i t l e  4 9 ,  cod0 o i  ?.dorrl Roqulatloni (C?R),  ?art 1071 
rathor, lt fa r t a t a 6 U w t  a l l  cin'rpuntr wilL bo maba in f u l l  
oo~plianco w i t h  H tagulatlona. 

I n  tho dovolop~ont of tuturo boaumontatlon for  tho ?SUP, i t  Io 
ruggmrtob t h a t  tachniorl rttontion b. givon to two minor 
oonoorna YO rw in  tho F V D M 8 .  t i r o t ,  in V o l w  On., 8.atIon 
2.8 .7 .1 ,  ?a90 2-70, it V U  8tatOd that matoriala 
ttrnrportod vouia 8O.t the dotinition or m u  8poolliu Aot tv t ty  
( U I A )  rrdlorotivo m a k t i a l o  a0 6oilnmd in 49 O n  173.403(n]. 
Yo bdlavo tho oIrpootod p h y O h a l  f O h  of f A l  utOr1.l 
trrnoportod w i l l  rooult l n  tho radiological r i d  to tho public 

f ro .  tho nquiroamto  o t  DOT roqu I ationm uhieh aro author 'p rod 

0 
1' 
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Commentor N 

May 17. 19% 
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Mt. Ken Morgan 
Director, Public I d O m U O n  
u.S. Department of Enctgy, Fernald Field M c e  
P.O. Box 39705 
Cincinnati, Ohio 452394705 

SUBT]eCT: DO- COMPRISING TRE FMAL FEASfBILX'IY 
STUDYlPROPOSED PLAN ENYIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT FOR REMEDIAL ACTIONS AT OPERABLE UNIT 4, 
TBE FERNALD -ONMENTAL P R O J "  (DOE/EISIo195d) 

Dcar Mr. Morgan: 

cc: Jama Suit. mion V 
Environmcnul ProtoctioP ' 

,147 
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Commentor o 

On June 24, 1994, the DOE received by facsimile transmission, the following four comments/issue 
statements on the behalf of the Nevada Test Site Citizens Advisory Board (CAB), from an individual 
who identified herself by telephone as Katherine Yuracko, a member of the CAB. As directed by 
Katherine Yuracko during the telephone conversation, the facsimile was redacted by DOE to only 
include verbatim the substantive comments/issue statements pertinent to the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP- 
DEIS. 

I. 

?. 

3. 

4. 

0 

- .-- 
The rhipmmts of waste from PcrnrlJ are the f i r ~  of potendally many other rhipmentr IO 

the m$. Rather thM niaklng decliionr on 1 p k e m m l  b u i s ,  we want to see ilie full 
plcturc before wl arc asked tu mrka dccirlonr bn individual yirccr. That IS, we want IQ 

fiat eannder the toul impact of dl O f  Ill0 W a m  that Is king  cwsdrrd for disposal at 
the KTS. Followin# that, wa want to m i l d e r  each iirdividuJ piece. 

We believe that: 

a. Please list fie rodiunwlide md inorganic and oqrnic chemical wnstituentr of  the 
mu. 

b. Please Idontify the concentrotion of u c h  cdnsutulnt. 

e. P l w c  identify th4 nSk Wlt1na from each canu1Ncnl. 

d. Plearr describe how hhr pmp0~4 trulmrnl and d i r p o v l  mechrniunr address 
both Ihc kdimuclidt and chemical consliruenta of the W U .  

0 

0 

0 
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Commentor P (1-177) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

. .  

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

, 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernaid waste. 

Name R/ 'I & I C  J e t  v i s  

-/go

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radtoactive waste 
consisdug of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be requited to 
accept addittonal risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Sicc 

0 Transponadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radlum among other radle 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be nquired to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be chomughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 

Keep Fe,mald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Femald Cleanup EIS. 

consisdng of unnium, thorium and radtum vnong other radb  
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radiolcdvc waste 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tect the l o a l  popuke. Nevadans should not be rcquLrcd to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transporratton risks need to be thomughlyevaluaced. 

0 Sodocconomk impam on the receptor commuaity s h d d  be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the dedm of Ohio to 
movcFernaldwastc 
Name 

-I, - 'LA' -22 [;y/ 

000119 
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Cornrnentor P (1-177 Cont.) 0 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS, 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yardg of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p r e  
tea the local populace!. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 
Name \I) ark- “ \ L p ) \ J ? \  

Keep Femald Waste On-site in Ohio,. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radiolctive waste 

nllclldes, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tea  the I d  populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept addidonal risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Si te  

0 Tansportaion rW0 need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

consisdng of uraniw thorium and radium among other radio- 

P(6) 

Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor  communi^ should be 
thoroughly ewluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
movcFernaldwaste. 
NaUU ffi t h k i ?  6, i ,-e 

-1-5 1 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald CIeanup EIS. 

e The more than. 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radle 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequte to pro- 
tect the local populace. NM- should not be mquired to 
accept additional risk on top of that &y present at the 

P(7) Nevada Test Site. 

Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Socioeconomic impaccs on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other adie 
nuclides, should be kept on-siteln containers adequate to pru- 
tea the l o a l  populace. Nevadans should not k required to 
aaepc addtttonai risk on top ofthat already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. P(8) 
0 Transporntion risks need to be thomughlyevaluatd 

0 
thoroughlyevaluaced and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
rnoveFernaldwvtc 

impacts on the receptor community should be 

-1-52 000121 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 0 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radfoacdve waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. P(9) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Socioeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desfres of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Femald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radtoacdve waste 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tect the local pop- Nevadans shouid not be requhd to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transporndon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 

P(10) 



FEMP-OU4FEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS, 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other d e  
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

P(11) Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risk need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 
Name T o n - \ &  &r r 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,, 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of fadfoacdve waste 
consisdng of ur;mium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on cop of that already present at the 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

P(12) Nevada Test Site. 

0 Sodocconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desihs of Ohio to 
moveFernaldwrwtc 

FERIOU*RODIHHT.APP- DIWl2*iP4 I :47pm 

000323 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioacdve waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other d e  
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

P(13) Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste.. 

N W  (“LA? GJ,Gfr:r -, - t t r  c>tr [Jafe,, kc . ,  

* 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisdng of uranium, thorium and radium among other adie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containem adequate to pro- 
tect the I d  populace N M ~  should not be tcquired to 
accept addittonal rislr on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 TranspomUon risks need to be thoroughlyevaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor communtty should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Pt 14) 

.- 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radtoacdvc waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radte 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pn 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be requited to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P(15) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 

N m  fi.dv dEbw&&k r 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of mdioactive waste 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pn 
tect the local populace. N e w i a n ~  should not be tcquJrcd to 
accept additional risk on top of thac already present at the 

0 Tansportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconornic impacts on the receptor commuai~ should be 
thoroughlyevaluated and balanced against the desim of Ohio to 
mowFernaldwswtc 

consisting of uraxlim thorium and radium among other radie 

P(16) Nevada Test Site. 

000125 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium 
nudides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

radium among other radio- 

'('' - Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

, 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactivewaste 
consisdng of uranium, thorium and radium among ocher radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tea  the local populace. Nevadans should not be tequircd to 
accept additional risk OQ top of that already present at the 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor commmity should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
moveFernaldwaste. 

P(18) Nevada Test Site. 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

FEMP-OU4-=IS-2 
September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of fadioacdve waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in conminers adequate to p 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated 

0 Socioeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 

Qet'n U T ' , q k  Name at\\, ctn 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Femald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of mdioactlve waste 
consisctng of uraniw thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in contlinen adequate to pto- 
t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be rcquirtd to 
aaept additional 

P(20) Nevada Test Site  

TransP0rr;rdon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

on top of that already present at the 

000127 
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FEMP-OU4-FEE-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,, 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS, 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioacdve waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to prct 
t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. P(21) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

, 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioacdve waste 
consisdng of uranium, thorium and radium among other radit~ 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be rtquircd to 
accept additional risk on top of chat already present at the 

R22) N e w h  Test Site 

0 Tansportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
moveFernaldwastt. 
N a m  m ~ 7 d U  &a: .* n' 
a
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Commentor P ( 

P(24) 

E M  P-O U4- FEIS-2 
September 1994 

~177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioacdve waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tea  the local populace. Nevadans should not be requtred to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
mwe Fermal&waste. 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Femald Cleanup EIS. . 

consisting of uraxlim thorlum and raifaurn among other radb 
0 ThC more than 300,000 cubic yards of ndiorrceivc waste 

nudfde?r, should be kept on-site in coWi!tners adequate to p m  
teathelocrlpop~Nevadansshe%&notktcquircdto 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation rislrs need to be thoroughlyevaluted. 

0 Sodoeconomicimpacts on the receptor oommuni~shouldbe 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
mwe Fernald wasm 



5 9 8 3  
FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yarda of radioacdve waste 
consisting of Uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tect the local populace, Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

R2S) Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor comunity should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 
Namc 71%- 0KLzm& 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisdng of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
n u d e s ,  should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tect the local populace Nevadans should not be tequired to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Tea Si- 

0 Transportation rfsks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the deslrcs of Ohio to 
movcFeraaidwase. , 

R26) 

Name trh+71 m m v m  cw 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 
September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,, 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of adtoactive waste 

consisdng of uranium, thorium and radium among ocher radie 
nudides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to prct 
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be requfted to 
accept additional risk on top of that a h m y  present at the 

P(27 Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thotbughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. \ 

- \ r v t 7 P r  i--T ;4r3 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS, 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radiolcttvc waste 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in containas adtqurrtc to p m  
tea the local p0Pul;la. Nevadans should not be rcQuircd to 
accept addittonal risk on top of that alrcadyghscnt at the 

consisdng of uzaniw thorium and radium among ocher radie 

P(2S) Nevada Test Site. 

0 Tanspomtion risks need to be rhoroughly evaluated. 

000131 
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5 9 8 3  
FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of adioacdve waste 
consisting of Uranium, thorium and radium among other raclie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept addltional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. P(29) 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desfres of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. - 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yvcb of mdioacdve waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other raclie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tea the l o d  populace. Nevadans should not be mquired to 
accept additional risk on top of that already pmmt at the 

P(30) Nevada Test Site. 

8 Tr;msportldon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced agaiast the de si^ of Ohio to 

A I L \  c f w q b q  

. .  000132 



FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS, 

consisting of ufilllfum, thorium and radium among other radio- 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

nudides, shouldbe kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
t e a  the local populace. Neyadnns should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. P(31) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impam on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 

- % - < >  ~- -_ , 

NUlM R e A 4  //per? 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,, 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS, 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radiolcdvc waste 

n u c k b ,  should be kept on-site in cantliners adequate to 
tect the local pop- Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional rlsk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Si- 

consisting of llmniq-thorium and radium among other radio- 

0 Transporndon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomicimp- on the receptor communtcyshould be 
thoroughly evaluated and balan@ against the desires of Ohio to 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

a The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioacdve waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radicz 
nudides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to ptcr 
t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

P(33) Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Socioeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

SJ’ 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of adiozcdvc waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containem adequate co p m  
tea  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional rhk on top of that already present at the 

~ ( 3 4 )  Nevada Test Si= 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor  communi^ should be 

move F m d  waste. 
thoroughly balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,, 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radtum among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tea the local populace. Nemdans should not be requited to 
accept additional rislr on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. P(35) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards o f  mdioacdve waste 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in conpintrs adequlte to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be requked to 
accept addittonal risk on top o f  that already present at the 

consisdng of uranim thortum and radium among other radio- 

P(36) Nevada Test Site 

0 T a n s p o ~  risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoccononric impacm on the receptor oommunlty should be 
thoroughlyeWuated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
muve Fernald waste 

1 c @mc&r.L,  
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

5 9 8 3  

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,, 0 

P(37) 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS, 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of tadioacdve waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and &urn among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be requtted to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. I 

Name 4LL -5&5&%7 

Keep Femald Waste On-site in Ohio,, 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of mitoactive waste 
consisting of m u m ,  thorium and &urn among other 
nuclides, should be kept on=stte in containers adequate to pro- 
tea  the local populace. Nevadans should not be tcquircd to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

P(38) Nevada Test Sicc 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomfc impacts on the receptor communiqr should be 
thoroughly evaluated amd balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

. .  : :, . .  
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

consisting of urantum, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nurlides, should be kept on-site in containem adequate to pm 
t ea  the local populaa~ Nevadans should not be requited to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Newada Test Site. P(39) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernaldwaste. ., 

p) Q, ','>,? *K- . Name 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radloacdve waste 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers ildequatc to pre  
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be rcquihd to 
accept addiUonal riskon top ofthat alrcldypresent at the 

consisring of uranim thortum and adium among ocher radie 

P(40) Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodocconomfc imp- on the receptor commtlllfcy should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
rnovcFem@d 
Name ~ I c  ixe +,-M . I  
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) a 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioacdve waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radi- 
nudides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. ~ ( 4 1 )  

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and baianced against the desires of Ohio to 

. move Fernald waste. 
/ .  NUIE L- '  

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other adi- 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tect the l a d  popdace Nevadans should not be tequired to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

P(42) Nevada Test S i te  

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoceonomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thomughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 
Name mw 

. .  



FEM P-OU4-FEIS-2 
September 1994 

CnmmPntnr P (1-1'7'7 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,, 
Comments on the Fernald CIeanup EIS, 

consfstfng of u r a n i q  chorlum and radium among other radto- 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of adiolcthn waste 

nuclides, should be kept ondte in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be fcQuffcd to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada T e ~ t  Site. P(43) 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thorougbly evaluated. 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,, 
Comments on the Fernald CIeanup EIS, 

co- of uraniul& thorium and ra6mm amongothcrradto- 
Thc more than 300,OoOcubicyarda ofmiiqaahwaste 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in 
tea the local popdace Nevadans should not bertquihdto 
aaxpt additional risk on top of that shady present at the 

P(44) Nevada Test Si& 

Trvwportltlon risks need to be thorwghlyevaluated. 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 0 Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of adfoactlvc waste 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequte to p m  
tea the local populace. Nevadans shauid not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

consisdng of uranim thorium and radium among other radio- 

P(45) Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced a- the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 
N e  fir9/??64> A/ vP7 c3 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

corwtst ingof~~thoriurnandradi~amangotheradto-  
T h e m o r e t h a n 3 0 0 , 0 0 0 c u M c ~ d ~ ~  

nuclides, should be kept on-site in containera adcquacc to p m  
tectthe local popuke. Nwadans should not tiempired to 
acxept additional risk on top ofthat akadypresent at the 

0 Tnnsporntion risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomicimpactsonthereceptorcommunityshouldbe 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desin~ of Ohio to 

P(46) Nevada Test Sicc 
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FEM P-O UCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

cwsfsclngofunntum,tilorlum;mdradtunlvnongothcr~* 
T h c ~ 0 t c t h y r 3 ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ y p r d s ~ f n d i o l c d v c w r u c C  

nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adeqwte to p m  
tea the l o a l  popdam Nevadans should not be rcqufrcd to 
aaept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. P(43 

0 Transportation riska need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor cotlllllltllfty should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Femald waste. 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

000141 
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FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

consisting of utanium, thorium aad radium among other radio- 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tea the local populace Nevadans should not be tequired to 
aaept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald 
N w  G r  

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards o f  mitoactive waste 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers rrdequltc to p m  
tea the local populPioc. Nevadans should not be requtrcd to 
aaxptaddbnairtslrontap ofthat rrlrcridyprcscnt at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

c o n s i s t f n g o f ~ t h o r f u m u l d ~ ~ a m o n g o t h e r r a d i o -  
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FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 
September 1994 

Cornmentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nucUdes, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

, ’ 
; 
! 

R51) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor communiw should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced agalnst the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald yaste. 

I 
- 

N ~ P ~ V H  A, ,p,.-;*, & 4 ; e . y  

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of adioactive waste 
c- of Urmtum, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nudides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populoa, Nevadans should not be rcquihd to 
accept addidomi risk on top of that already present at the 

, ’ 
I 
j NevadaTesSite. 

P(S2) 

0 Tnnsportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor  communi^ should be 
thoroughty evaluated and balauiced against the desires of Ohio . .  to 

FERIOU*RODI)(WT.APP-D1WUIP4 2:OOpm .1-74 000143 



5983-  
FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) e 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

nrrdines, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
aaept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

consisting of uranium, thorium aadxadium among other radio- 

; 
; 
I NevadaTestSite. 

P(53) 
I 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of OLo to 
move Fernald waste. 
Name , A D  Eh/W't?.3 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 Themonthaa300,000cubicyardsofadto;rcctvcwaste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be rcquitcd to 
aocepc additimal rislr on top of that already present at the 

i 
I 
I 
I NevadaTestSitc 

P(54 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly waluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor  communi^ should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernaldwaste., 

1-75 



FEMP-O U4-FEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Femald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of tadtoactivc waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radfo- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be tequited to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

I ' 
I 
: Nevada Test Site. 

P ( S 9  

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste 
Name \li &?C(Q p \ (Ihs+Qc? 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of urmium, thorium and radium among other radlo- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in concztncn adequate to pro- 
tect the local - Nevadans should not be requihd to 
aaept additional riskon top ofthat already present at the 
Nevada T e s  Site. P(56) 

0 Transportatbn risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 %doeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
movcFernaldwasm 

- 
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FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 0 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisthlg of uranium, thorium and tadium among other rafito- 
n u d e s ,  should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional xbk on top of that already present at the 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated 

I 
1 : NevadaTestSite. P(57) 
I 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 
Name ' f l  9 'a \ Z W A  

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,ooQcubic yards ofradioactlve~nste 

consisting ofuranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
I nuclides, should be kept ondte in containers adequate to p m  
! tea the local pop- NcMdvw should not be to 

accept additional r&k on top of that already present at the 
! Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

P(58) 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor  communi^ should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohto to 
movcFemaldwastc 

Name @ / A / A d  b f a P M / ~ -  

000346 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,, 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS, 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of adi&w waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radte 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pnz 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

l ’ 
I NevadaTestSite. 

p(s9) 

0 Transportation risks need to be,thomughiy evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor communicy should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move F d d  waste. 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radimctive waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be requited to 
accept additional rtsk on top of that already present at the 

; 
I ’ 
I NevadaTestSim 

P(60) 

0 Tr;msparradan rwrS need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodocconomlc impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced agalnst the desires of Ohio to 

FERlOUIRO DIHHT. APP- DIWII4IPI 2 :oOpm 
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5983 . 
FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) a 

a 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Femald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 

I nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- : tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
i accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
1 I NevadaTestSite. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

P(61) 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 

move Fernald waste. 
Name rf 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to - ~ ~ < T y + % p + y -  

'34. f..' , . , 
., 

 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodocconomfc impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
movT Fernald waste. 
NIlne 

000148 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentot P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radloaccive waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containen adequate to pro- 

1 t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
; accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
I Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desirea of Ohio to 

I 

P(63) 
I 

move F-d , I  wasw I ,  1 -,,, T5 I y t 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radl&ve waste 

I consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among ocher rad- 
I nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
I tea the local populace. Nmdans should not be required to 
' accept additional rlsk on top of that already present at the 

Nevada Test Site. 

e Txaaspmati~n risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

P(64 

0 Sodoeconomfc impacts OIL the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste, 
NIlne C-L ,a-Lq\ 

000149 
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5 9 8 3  

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) a 
FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 

September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

. , ' 
; 
l 

' Nevada Test Site. 

P(65) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move F y f d  wai?.. 
Name 1 PI .t t 1- p*,-, -". 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of d u r n ,  thorium and radium among other rad* 
nudides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional rlsk on top of that already present at the 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

I ' 
I 
I NevadaTestSite. 

P(6Q 
I e 
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FEMP-OUC~IS-2  
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

consisting of uranium, thorlum and radium among other radio- 
I nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
I t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
: accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

. 

P(67) 
1 N m d a T e ~ t S i t ~  

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Socioeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive m e  
consisting of urantum, thorium and radium among other radio- 

: nudldes, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
I tect the local populzcc. Nevadans should not be required to 

accept additional risk OII top of that   ready present at the 
1 I NevadaTestSItc 

0 Transpomdon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodocconomic impacts 011 the nxeptor communiv should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

P ( a )  

000151 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) a 
FEMP-OUCFEIS-Z 

September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste Onoad 
Comments on the Fernald L.. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
I nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- : tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
I accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
I Nevada Test Site. 

P(69) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly waluited and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 
Nme /!k i&W& A & b 4  

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 

I nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
' tect the local populace. Nevadma should not be requlred to 
; accept addittonal risk on top of that already present at the PVO) 
i N-Te~tSic  
I 

0 TmxgmtaCton rbks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 sodocoonomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desim of Ohio to 
m w e  
Nmne 

000152 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

FEMP-OU4-FEE-2 
September 1994 

I 
I 

P(71) I 

I 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EXS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containem adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Femald wast 
NIlne 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace Nwadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

TransportaUon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

I ’ 

I 
P(73 ! NevadaTestSite. 

Sodoeconomic impacts 011 the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desim of Ohio to 
move Femald waste 
NUfB 

 

000153 
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69 8.3 
FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) e 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other adi- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

l ’ 

1 Nevada Test Site. 
p(73) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  

f t e a  the local populacc Nevadans should not be required to 
I accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
, NevadaTestSite. P(79 I 

0 Transporndon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 
I 

0 Sodocconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated.and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Namt 
.I ’ 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont,) 

4 
I 

I P(79 I 

I 
I 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

m 

move Fernald wate. \ m @  

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Femald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other rad+ 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 

f tecf the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
I I accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
, NevadaTeaSite. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thomughly evaluated and balanced against the dtsirts of Ohio to 
move Fernald wast 
NUlW 

P(7Q 
I 
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6983 
FEMP-OUdFEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) e 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other r a d b  
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

; 
! I 
I Nevada Test Site. 

w77) 
, 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 
Name 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other r a d b  
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tea  the local populace Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of.that already present at the 

; , 
I 

I NevachTestSite. 
P(78) 

0 Transportatton risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomtc impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move F a d  waste 

. *r t ' , .  Name- - 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other r a d b  
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional rfslr on top of that already present at the 

; 
, ' 
; NevadaTestSite. 

P(79) 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of mdbacttve waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containem adequate to pm- 
tea the local popuhcx~ Nevadans should not bcrequircd to 
accept aciclitionai risk on top ofthat already present at the 

0 Transportadon rwrS need to be thomughlyevduaced. 

0 Sodocconomtc impacts on the tcccptoT commuaicy should be 
thoroughly dusted and balanced agatnst the desires of Ohio to 
moveFemaidwasce.. 

' 
P(80) i NevaclaTcscSim 

I 
I 

mtm .5+eLI I 
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59 81.3 
FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 0 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioacdve waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tea  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 
Name f l~&GHG'dTdcaJ 77?&&*& 

I 
; P(81) 
I Ncvad;iTatSite. 
I 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

. :  

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of ndioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radtum among ocher radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

P(82) : 
, 
' NevadaTestSite. 

0 Tmuportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 SodoeconooJc impam on the receptor community should be 
ced against the desires of Ohio to 

:-, 

 

I 
- I _ .  : . , .  
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1 .  

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioprthrc waste 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in contatners adequate to pto- 
tea  the local populace. Nevadans should not be requited to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

cousisthlg of uraaim thorium and radium among other radio- 
I 
1 

1 
, 
I NevadzTestSite. 

P(83 

0 Transporndon risks need to be thoroughly.evaluated 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
mweFWd,waste. I 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 T'hemorcthrrn300,000cubLcyydsofndfo;rcthnwaste 
corrsisclng ofuranium, thorium and ndium ilmongotheradio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequte to p m  

P(84) I teetthe local populace. Nevadans should not bercquitcdto 
aaccpc addidonal risk on top of that already present at the 

i 

I 

I NevadaT'Site. 

a TtvwportacLon risks need to be thorou#hlyevaluatedD 

Sodoeconomicimpactsonthereceptorcommuni~shouldbe 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced againstthe desires of Ohio to 

Name' 

0001s9 



FEMP-OU4-=IS-2 
Septcmbcr 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) a 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
0 The snore than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

; 
, ' 
I 

P(83 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and b 

N- 

against the desires of Ohio to 

0 
Keep Femald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
; +T'hemonthan300,000EubicyYdsofndiollcCivcmutc 
l cansfsttng of uranium, thorium and radium among other Wo- 
I nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pr+ 
I tea the loaI po~ulacc Nevadans should not be required to 

accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test site. 

P(86) 

0 Tnnsportacton risks need to be thomughly evaluated. 

1-9 1 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,OOO cubic yards of radioactive! waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
; nuclides, should be kept on-site in contaFners adequate to pro- 
: tect the local populace..Nevacians should not be required to 
I accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
: NevadaTestSite. 

P(87) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 

O/L7/VULJ NIlne 3 m . e  iJD /Lj vis t c m c  k 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio;. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup 816; 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radtum among other radio- 

* nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
I tect the local popuLace. Nevadans,should not be required to 
, accept additional risk on top of that already p m c  at the 
' Nevada Test Si# 

P(W) 

0 Transpomdon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor communiw should be 
thonnrghiy evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohto to 
move Fernald waste. 
NUIM 

000161 
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6 9 8 3  
FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 

September 1994 

Cornmentor P (1-177 Cont.) 0 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other adb 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

; 

I Nevada Test Site. 
p(89) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

%'I 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 3b0,OOO cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other r a d b  
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containem adequate to pm- 
tea  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

I 
I ' P(90) 

0 Tanspormtion rWu need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomfc impacts on the receptor communiw should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desirea of Ohio to 
move Femald waste. 
Nu# TI P%,,-\, (3c; E' fl 

1-93 



FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
. September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

conststing of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on=site in containen adequate to pro- 

; tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
; accept additional risk on top of that already present at the P(91) 
I N ~ d T ~ t S i t e .  
I 

0 Transportation rfsh need to be thotoughly evaluated. 

Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste 
Name I& t-w , I M  5*;L\bdk 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of ndioacdve waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other r a d b  
I nuclides, should be kept on-site in containus adequate to pro- 
' tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be requtred to 
f accept additional rlsk on top of that already present at the 
; N ~ d a T e s t S i t c  

P(92) 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts 011 the rccepmr community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

N- / / & ' V  ,J 

000163 
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FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 0 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

l ' 
I 

; Nevada Test Site. 
I R93) 

Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept addidonal risk on top of that already present at the 

I 
I ' 

I Nevada Test Site. 
P(94) 

I 

0 Ttansportatfon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impam on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 
Name L- x:;fl,,>$? ,.: 

000164 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

EMP-OU4FEIS-2 
September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio., 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in contatnen adequate to pm 
t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 

, accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P(95) 

0 Transportatlon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic lmpacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
mow Fernald waste. 
Name A m v \ - h  

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioclctlve waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containen adequate to pro- 
tect the local popdam. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional rislr on top of that aiready present at the 
Nevada Test Site 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughIy evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohlo to 
move Fernald waste 

STtr Ld Cr.lAL1C MS tu 

I-% 000165 



FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 0 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consistlng of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

, 
I 

1 
! 
' Nevada Test Site. 

P ( w ,  

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

/ I T  move Fernal 
Name 7 

f P  

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containen adequate to p m  
t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

NIMe 

000166 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

' ' 
1 
I Nevada Test Site. 

P(!W 
1 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Femald waste. 
Name ! { ~ ~ i i ~ l > C  /+I w, T1+ 

Addnss  

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

Transportation rwU need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

i 

'(loo) NevadaTestSite. 
I 
I 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

000167 
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59 8.3 
FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 0 %  

I 
I 

P(lO1) 1 
I 
I 

P( 102) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

6 G  

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in OhiOmm 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EISm 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic of radioactive waste 
conststing of uranium, thorium and radium among ocher radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tectthe local popdace Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional rlsk on cap of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site  

0 Transporcacbn risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomfc impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
moveFemaldwaste. 

000168 
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FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 0 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

consisting of uranium, thorim and radium among other adto- 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yvds of radioacdve waste 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in containem adequate to p m  
tea  the local populace. Nevadans should not be requited to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. P(103) 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Socioeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move F V  waste 
N m  -’ &/Cn hwnCZ71 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS, 

, cons i sdngof~uI4~r iumaadndtumvnolrgothcr~*  
The more thaa 300,000 cubic YarQ ofmiioactlve- 

nuclides, should be kept omsite in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local pop- Nevadans should not be rcquircd to 
acccpc addtdomldskon top of that already present at the 
NevadaTestSitc 

P(1W 

-I- too 



Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of fadiozedvc waste 
conslsdng of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pto- 
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

: 

i Nevada Test Site. 

~(105)  

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
mow Fernald waste 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 T h c ~ t h a a 3 0 0 , 0 0 0 c u M c y a r d s o f ~ w a s t e  
consisclng of unnium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tea the l o a l  populploc. Nevadans should not bercquircd to 
accepc additional risk on top ofthat alreadyphsent at the 
Nevada Test Sitc 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

, 
P(1W 

: 

0 Sodoeconomfc impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
rnoveFe!rnaldwaste 

0 
1-101 



FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radhdve waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radlum among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tea  the local populace. Nevachs should not be rcquLred to 
aaepc additionai xisic on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

; 
, 

I 
'(lo7) 

0 Tansportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 SodoeconomLC impacts on the receptor communiw should be 
thoroughly evalated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

coluistlngof u r a n i ~ t h o r i u m a n d r a d i ~ a m w g o t h e r ~  
0 Themotcthan300,000cubicyvdsofadiorrcttvcwvtc 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in contlfncrs adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be rcquircd m 
accep? additional rlskon tap 0f-t altcldy present at the 
Nevada Test Si& 

TtYwporatlon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

Sodocconomicimpactsontherecepcorcommuni~shouldbc 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the of Ohio to 

-1-102 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 0 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioacdvc waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be tequired to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

I 
I 

I 
I Nevada Test Site. 

p(109) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
rnoveFernJdwastc , 4 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- - 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be requirtd to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P( 110) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald 
N- c* /Qy 

 a

000172 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other r a d b  
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

; 
p("l) I Nevada Test Site. 

I 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald wast 
Name 2 GdP/ 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The m o ~ c  than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other r a d b  
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Ncvad;ms should not be requirrd to 
accept additional rIs& on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Si& 

P( 112) 

0 Tmmportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodocconomic impacts on the reccpcotcorxununityshouldbe 
thoroughly evaluated and balanaxt against the desires of Ohio to 
moveFepldwastc - T 



5 9 8 3  
FEMP-OUPFEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) a 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be requinxl to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

; 
l ' '('13' 

e Tansportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

P(114) 

Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor communtty should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

e The more than 300,000 cubic yards of mdioacdve waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tect the I d  popullec Nevadans should not be mqukd to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Tfansp0rt;rdon rfslo need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

Sodoeconomfc impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and baianced against the desires of Ohio to 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yank? of radioactive waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

I 
I 

P(115) 

a Transportation risks need to be thotoughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

-31 W ~  

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic prds of radioactive waste 
cotwistlng of uranium, thorium and radium antong other radio- 
nuclides, shtnald be kept on-site in contllnen adqmte to pro- 
teathe locll popuke. N m  should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
N W  T&st Sit. 

p(ll@ 

0 Transpomdonrisksneedtobethomughlyevaluaccd 

0 Sodocconomic impacts 013 the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
mowFernaldwaste 
N8lneaac -z;rfkF 

000175 
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September 1994 

Cornrnentor P (1-177 Cont.) 0 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

consisting of uranium, thodurn and radium among other radio- 
nudides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be requtred to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. P(111) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Rf2nm t- 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 abic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and ndium among ocher radio- 
nuclides, should kept ou4te in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans~hould not be requhed to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Sitc  

'('18) 

~Tmuportationrisksneedtobethmghlyevaiuated. 

0 Sodocconomic impacts otl the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

. .  . .  
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

P(119) 

P(l20) 

The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radtoacdvc waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclldes, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
t a t  the local populace. Nevadvu should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Tansportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly waluated and balanced againsf the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the FernaM Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

colwiscing ofuranium, thorium and radium among other radb 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace Nevadans should not be required to 
accept addttid rfslr on top of that already present at the 

T ~ r l s k s n e d t o k t h c m u g b l y e v a l u a t e d .  

I Nevada Test Site. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughty evaluated and bdance!d against the desires of Ohio to 

FEWOU4ROD/Hnr.APP-D/061UIQ1 2 : O l ~  . 1-108 
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FEMP-OU6FEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to prct 
t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 

j 

I Nevada Test Site. 
'(12') 

0 Ttansporcation risks need to be thorougbly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor communfty should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards o f  radioactive waste 

n u c l i b ,  should be kept on-site in containers a d e q w  to pro- 
t e a  the local populace N e v a W  should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that akeady present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

consisting of uraniw thorium and radium among other mil* 

P(122) 

00017s 



FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pra- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be requfred to 
aaepc additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportadon rislrs need to be thoroughly evaluated 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor conimunlty should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
moveFernaldwaste. 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more thvr 300,000 cubic- of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
n-, shouldbe kept on-dte in contlinan adequate to pro- 
tect the loal- Nevadans should not betequirrdto 
aaept additional riik on top of that already present at the 

P(124) Nevada Test Si te  

0 Transponadon risb need to be thomughly evaluated . 

FwOU4 RO DIH HT A P P -  DIW24194 3: 1-1 10 



FEMPSU4-FEIS-2 
September 1994 

Cornmentor P (1-177 Cont.) 0 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be requited to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P( 125) 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced agatnst the desires of Ohio to 
moveFernaldwaste. 
Name .2,)2* 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

O T h c m o r e c h v r 3 0 0 , 0 0 0 c u b t c y v d s o f ~ w p s t c  

nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tectthe local papulzra, Ncvzdvls should not be tcqutrcd to 
acccpc additional risk on tap of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

c ~ g o f u r a n i ~ c h o r i u m a n d n d i u m a r n a n g o t h ~ r a d i *  



FEMP-OU4-FEE-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radtlm among ocher radicP 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radiomw wlste 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in contlfners adequate to pro- 
tea  the local populace!. Nevadans should not be tequited to 
accept additional rtslr; on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced agatnst the desires of Ohio to 

NUIH mwxy+T& - : I 
--*

P(l28) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000cubicyvds ofradtoacdvewasce 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nudidm, should be kept on-site in containem adequate to p m  
tcx the local populace. NM~~IUS should not be nquitcd to 
accept addidomi riskon top of that alreadypresent at the 
N m  Test Site. 

0 Transpoipdon rwrS need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thomughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

NaUB 
m w e  F && 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) a 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

, ' 
P( 129) 

P(130) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste, 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 ThC more than 300,OOO cubic yarch of mdioacdve waste 
consssttng of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be requited to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
N W U ~  Test Site. 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughlyevaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thomughly evaluaccd and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Femald y,, 
Name ?&ld ,A 



FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
constscing of uranium, thorium and raciium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in contafnen adequate to p m  
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

l 

P(131) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fenrald waste. 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of ndtozcthn waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-sitein containers adequate to p m  
tea the local populace. NeMdans should not be requhxi to 
accept addtttonal risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P( 132) 

0 Transporntion risks need to be thomughlyevaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thomughly evaluated and balanced against the e of Ohio to 
movcFexnaldw;wtc 

,I-1 14 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 
FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 

September 1994 

P( 133) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisdng of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pto- 
t e a  the local populace. N e ~ d a n s  should not be requLred to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
rnowFexnaldwaste. 
N n  J0L.t- A ,  Lo&C'hr  

P( 134) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,OOO cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisdng of uranium, thorium and radium among other r a d b  
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populacc Nevadans should not be required to 
accept addi t id  risk 011 top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transoorratfon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated 

0 SodoeconoaaiC impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

d waste. 
Name mmFw 1 ~ f i ~ P k z  PACt?L 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

FEMP4U4-FEIS-2 
September 1994 0 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,, 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS, 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioacdve waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p r e  
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P( 135) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Femaid waste. 
Name \cYpz7 04. WM 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 T&emoscthpn300,000cuMcyardsofradhdvewaste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radte 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequte to p m  
tea the local popuke Nevadans should not bercquitcd to 
ataept additional rlsk on top ofthat already present at the 
N m  Test Sitt. 

P(136) 

0 Tmnsporadon risks need to be thoroughly waluatd 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor communi@ should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the ddms of Ohio to 
moveFe!rnaldwsrstc 

.I-1 16 



FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 5983  
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) e 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consistlng of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P(137) 

Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated 

Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the des- of Ohio to 

-I. 

. .  

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisdng of minium, thorium and radium among othex radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tea  the local populna. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that adready present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P(138) 

0 Transportation rlsh need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor  communi^ should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
rnoveFernaldwastc 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioacdvc waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
, nuclides, should be kept on-site in containen adequate to pro- 

tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P(139) 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

e Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste ::.-site in Ohio., 
Comments on the FemaPd Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yvds of adloactive waste 

consisting of m u m ,  thorium and radium among other radio- 
nucUdes, should be kept m-site in containers adequate to p m  
tect the l o a l  populace Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of chat altcady present at the 
N e  Test Sit& 

Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor comunity should k 
thonnrghly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

000387 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Cornrnentor P (1-177 Cont.) ' e  
Keep Feraald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radic~ 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P(141) 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
rnoveFernaldwaste. - 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fetnald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

consisttng of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuciides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P( 142) 

0 Tansportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

receptor community should be 
ced against the desires of Ohio to 

000188 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

. .  

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
constsdng of Uanium, thorium and ndtum among ocher radie 
nudfdes, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

C O I Y s k h l g  of uralltw thorlm and radium among other radie 
0 T h e r n o r c t h p n 3 0 0 , 0 0 0 c u M c ~ o f r a d i o a c d v e ~  

nuclides, should be kept an-site in con- adeqwte to p m  
tecc the I d  papulncc Nevadans should not be rqwlredto 
accept addidmd riskon top ofthat alreadyprcscnt at the 
Nevada Tcsc sic& 

0 Transportation risks need to be thomughlyevaluaced. 

0 Sodocconomfc impam on the receptor community should be 
thoroughlyevaluated and balanced against the d d m  of Ohio to 
m a v c F d d w a s t c  
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Commentor P (1-177 Con..) e 
FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 

September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste .On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioacdve waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other tadi- 
nuciides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P(145) 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic imp 
thoroughly evaluated 

on the receptor community should be 
balanced ag- &e desites of Ohio to 

I 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 3 0 0 , 0 0 0 ~ ~ b i ~ ~  of adfoacdv~waste 
consisclng of uranium, thodum and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containus adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
N W  Test Site. 

P(146) 

TraMportsrtlon risk need to be thoroughlyevalutcd 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor communicy should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced agatinst the desfres of Ohio to 
rnoveFemaldwascc - I n 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more chan 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

~(147)  

P( 148) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomtc impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

NamC 
w&yciu. 

Ad

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The mom than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of urantum, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containem adequate to pro- 

accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test'site. 

tect the ld p o w  N-C&IU should mt k w to 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Socioeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thomughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
rnovcFernaldwu#. I 

000191 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 0 
FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 

September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio., 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

consisting of uranium, thorlum and radium among other r adb  
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace!. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P(149) 

P( 150) 

0 " 

e Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,, 
Comments on the Femald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioantve waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the l o a l  populace. Nevadans should not be requLted to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
NevadaTestSitc . 

0 Transportation risks need to be thomughlyevaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor communiw should be 
thomughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
rnwcFernaldwaste. 

000192 
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RMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

P(lS1) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioilcdvc m t e  
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
n u d e s ,  should be kept on-site in contatnen adequate to pm 
tea  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept addttional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste 
Namd y .  L\UMMAL \ 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments oh the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

P( 152) 

The more than 300,000 cubic yards of mdioacttve waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in conmipen adequate to pro- 
tect- l o a l  populace. Nevadans should not betequfrcd to 
accept IddtCi0n;rl rfslr on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 
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FEMP-OU~FEIS-Z 
September 1994 

5 9 8 3  

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) e 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioacdve waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pre 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should notbe requtted to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P(153) 

Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

e 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of mitoacdve waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be requited to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
N e  Test Si#. 

P( 154) 

0 Ttansportatbn risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
movcFernaldwaJcc 
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FEM P-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P( 155) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fern 
N W  ;&/' 

- 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional xlsk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
moveFe+dwas~ 
NalDC / a ~ , q  . . J d q  I 

000195 
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C0mmentor.P (1-177 Cont.) a 
FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 

September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among ocher radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p e  
tect the local populace. Nwadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P( 157) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste 
Name (f k-‘-, 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among ocher radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local popuiace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P(158) 

.. ._ 
Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

0 000196 
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FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 
September 1994 

Cornrnentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioaatw waste 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P(159) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

P( 160) 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radick 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the I d  populace Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Tkst Site. 

0 Transportation rhks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald was= 
Name AJ &\ArV 
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S983 
FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 

September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 0 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
t e a  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P(161) 

0 Transponation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against,the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 
Name LpLt6 ,wcc  Jk,iwd&&JJ. J L 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radlum among other radiu- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containen adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P(162) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor coqununity should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

000198 
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FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,OOO cubic yards of radioactive waste 
' 

consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuclide should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be! required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nemda Test Site. 

P(163) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomtc impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 Nbfcwrds ofmdhcdvewcwtt 
consisting of uranium, thoriuxn and radium among other radie 
ncrdld#, should be kept on-sitg in containers adequatg to pro- 
tect the f o a l  pop- Nevadans should not be requirrd m 
accept addttiolrpl rlsk on top of that srlrcadyprwcnt at the 
N m d a  Tcsc Si= 

, 
' 

P(1W 

0 Transportation risks need to be thomughlyevaluatcd. 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

5 9 8 3  

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) e 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium among other radie 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P( 165) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated agatnst the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards o f ~ a c d v e w a s t c  

consisdDgofuanfum,thortumand~~vnongothcradi~ 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
t e a  the local populace Nevadans should not be tcquired to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
N e w l a  Test Site. 

P(166) 

0 Tnnsportaclon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodocconomtc implco on.the receptor  communi^ should be 
thoroughly evaluated an+balanw against the desires of Ohto to 

. I,: 1 .  000200 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald CIeanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 &k yards of radhdve  waste 

nuclides, should be kept OB-site in containers adequrue to pre 
tea the I d  popul;lcc. NM- should not be rcquircd to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
N e m h  Tot S i a  

consisttngofuanium,thorlumandradiumamongothcradib 

P(167) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thomugbly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
ced against the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The mom than 300,000 cubic yards of radoacdve waste 
c o ~ g  of uranium, thorlum and radium among ocher radio- 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the I d  populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that adready present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P( 168) 

0 Tramporation risks need to bc thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodocoonomlr impam on the receptor commuaiv should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohto to 

ooozoa 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) e. 
FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 

September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

cansisting of umniw thorhlm and radtum arnongotheradick 
0 ThC more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioadve waste 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pro- 
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be tequired to 
accept additional rlsk on top of thatt already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P(169) 

0 Transportation risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the re!ceptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

P(170) 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomicimpac&sonthereceptorcommunttyshouldbc 
thoroughly evalllccd and balananpnfna the desires of Ohio to 
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Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

consisting of -w thorium and radium among other mil* 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yatds of mdio- wlstc 

nuclides, should be kept on-site in containcn adequate to p m  
tect the local populace. Nevadans should not be tequited to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

I ' 
P(171) 

0 Transportation risk need to be thotoughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

P(172) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consisting of uranium, thorium and radium amon# other ndtol 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containem adequate to pm 
tect the ld populace Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional tis on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Tea Site. 

0 Transportation rlsksneed to be CborougWywaluatecl. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the rece!ptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated q d  balanced against the desires of Ohio to 

e 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

P(173) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio,, 
.Comments on the Femald Cleanup EIS. 
The more than 300,000 cubic yards of ndioacdve waste 

consisdng of uralliw thorium and tadtun amoag other radio- 
nuclides, shouid be kept on-site in contafnvs adequate to - 
tect the local populace Nevadans should not be requited to 
accept additional rislr on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

0 Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desks of Ohio to 

Keep Femald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fetnald Cleanup EIS. 

0 Transportation dsks need to be thoroughlyevaluptcd 

0 sndnrmnomic impam on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced a@mc the dcsihs of Obi0 to. 
mowFernaldwastt. 
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FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 

0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 
consfsdng of UfaSlfllDI, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nuelidea, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tea the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that alteady present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

P( 175) 

0 Transportation risk need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic.impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 

Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 
Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
"he more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioactive waste 

conslsdng of urantum, thorium and radium among other radb 
nuclides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to p m  
teu the l o a l  populace. Nevadans should not be requfrcd to 
accept additional risk on top ofthat already present at the 
N e  Test Site. 

0 Sodoeconomicimpam on the receptor communiqt should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desims of Ohio to 
movcFernaldwaste. 



FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 
September 1994 

5983  

Commentor P (1-177 Cont.) e 
Keep Fernald Waste On-site in Ohio.. 

Comments on the Fernald Cleanup EIS. 
0 The more than 300,000 cubic yards of radioacdve waste 
consisdng of Urantum, thorium and radium among other radio- 
nudides, should be kept on-site in containers adequate to pm 
tea  the local populace. Nevadans should not be required to 
accept additional risk on top of that already present at the 
Nevada Test Site. 

~ ( 1 7 7 )  

Transportadon risks need to be thoroughly evaluated. 

0 Sodoeconomic impacts on the receptor community should be 
thoroughly evaluated and balanced against the desires of Ohio to 
move Fernald waste. 

FER/OCQRODMKT.APP~D10?/WPl I :Ypm I- 137 
0002OG 



. 

Commentor Q 

FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

., . $3 r.. **’- . , : The following comments/issues were submitted by Pam DUM, Harrison, Ohio. The commentshues 
were retyped and alphabetically identified by DOE in order to facilitate developing comment 
responses. The original hand written comments have also been included as matter for the record. 

June 20, 1994 

Mr. Ken Morgan 
U.S. Dept. of Energy Fernald Field Office 
P.O. Box 398705 
Cincinnati, OH 45239-8705 

RE: Comments Proposed Plan For Remedial Action OU4. 

In reviewing the Proposed Plan for OU4 there are variances in the capital cost for the 
same treatment alternatives with the only differena being on-site versus off-site 
disposal. What is the source of this variance? 

It is stated that EPA would review on-properey disposal every five years in accordance 
with CERCLA requirements. Who arxi how often would a review be performed in the 
other years? 

There is no mention of reai[e)vability of the materials which would be disposed of in 
the on-site disposal vault. Is this option b c i i  considered, and, if not, why? 

Post-remediation O&M coat are estimatsd over a thirty-year period. What about the 
remaining ycan for which this material will require monitoring? 

Alternatives 2B and 4B have identical post-remediation cost, with Alternative 4B being 
untreated. Please explain how cost can be the same for treated versus untmted 
materials disposed in aa on-site vault. 

There is discussions on interim storage. What is the estimated timC for this intaim 
storage? 

e 

e 
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Commentor Q (Cont.) 0 
Alternative 2C states that the contaminated materials would be place in bulk (without 
packaging) into the on-site disposal vault. Please expand on why this material would not 
be packaged and state the advantageddisadvantagntages of packaged versus non-packaged. 

It is stated that non-porous material will be released from the site as uncontaminated per 
DOE Order 5400.5. Will this material be checked for contamination prior to release or 
just assumed to be uncontaminated and released? 

Will the wastewater generated during remediation be treated for non-radioactive 
contaminates prior to discharge in the Great Miami River? To what extent will 
radioactive and non-radioactive elements be removed prior to discharge? 

A material variance in the cost associated with Subunit C exist between 3C.1 and 3C.2 
with the only apparent difference being 3C.1 Disposal at NTS and 3C.2 at Envirocare in 
Utah. Please explain this variance and if this is partially due to more stringent 
requirements at NTS, should these more stringent requirements also be required at a 
commercial facility? Which requirements is more protective? It is also stated &at an 
exemption from DOE Order 5820.2A (this is transposed at+ 5280.2A in document, Page 
56) is needed to dispose! at a commercial facility; has this been granted? 

Will notification of theae shipments be given to the areas involved in the transportation 
routed for rail and truck, atui what precautions for protection will be employed? 

Table 6-1 comparison of remedial alternativea, state d i m m a  in implementing identical 
treatments with differem disposal options. Is this difkexm related to transportation 
issues for off-site rather than on-site? Please explain these differences. Also, Subunit C 
lists no treatment for ail alternativa; please demonstrate why PO treatment is acceptable. 

Is there potential for failure of the vitrified material has the radionuclides trap@]ed 
continue to delay, and if so, what is that risk? 

It states that the capital cost associated with the on-site disposal facility has been 
removed. Where is (will) this cost be accounted for? 

Line 14, Page 67 reads results in significant reduction in the vol ume...This would read 
bemr if the "a" preceded significadrather .than follow. 
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Please define the following statement (Line 16, Page 67) utilize permanent solutions to 
the maximum extent practical. What viable, permanent solutions presently exist? 

Basis for stating long-term environmental impacts of permanent disposal at NTS are 
minor and no long-term impacts of biota expected ftorn disposal activities at NTS. It is 
stated that to reduce U-238 to essentially background is not feasible; it also states that it 
is assumed that the federal government retain ownership of the FEMP site to consider 
clean-up protective. While I do not have a problem with these staements, it does bothei 
me that no formal statement has been made publicly concerning this. These two 
statement3 present future land use constraints which must be addressed. Why hasn't the 
DOE adopted a formal position concerning this issue and communicated this to both the 
Fernald Citizens Task Force and the community? 

Line 13, Page 76, reads "... would bot be ...I, should that read "... would not be ..." ? 

It states the on-site, abovegrade disposal facility would be designed for a loo0 year lifk 
with no active maintenance. What is the half-lives or duration for which the radionuclei 
and chemical co- am a threat to the environment; do they exceed lOOO'years? 
Also, explain why no active maintenance is assumed for loo0 years. 

Has an exemption to the Ohio Solid Waste Facility requirement been requested, and if 
not, when will such a request be made? Also, Line 28, Page 79 would read better if 
"the" or "a" were added to pre!cede disposal. (For disposal facility on the FEMP site.) 

Should you have any questions concerning these comments, fed free to anta me at the 
address given Mow: 

Submitted by 
Pam Dum! 

cc: 
Mr. John Applegate 
F.R.E.S.H., Inc. 
File 

e 

0 
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April 19, 1994 RE: PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Hr. Ken Morgan 
Public Rolation6 
U.S.  DOE FEWP 
P . O .  00% 39870s 
Cincinnati, OH 45329-8705 

Dear MI. Morgan: 

The purposo of this l e t t e r ' l e  to provido official comments-on.the 
Operable Unit 4 Proposod Plan: 

O.U.4 PROPOSED PLAN 

,rP 

C . .  

4 

2 .  

1. 

4 .  

5 .  

The O U I  Proposod Plan is tho culmination o f  efforts by U.S. 
DOE, Ohio EPA, and U.S. EPA to undorrtmd and devolop-a plan 
for mitigating roloaso8 to tho onvironmont from OU4. The 
alternative selected in the Proposod Plan will address 
potontial and actual reloare8 i n  a mannor ptotectivo or 
human health and tho onvironmont. c 

DOE should comait to lncluding and/or developing reml-timm 
monitorinq for discharge. to t h e  onvironmont rmmulting from 
reaodial action. including any troatment 6yst.a. DOE should 
attempt to incorporato any now dov~lopmonts in real-time 
monitorlng from tha Officr of Tachnology Davolopmont. Data 
obtainod from roal-timo monitors and any additional 
monitoring activitiom should ba provided to tho Ohio EPA and 
public in a timoly mannor. 

DOE should attompt to incorporate pollution prevention 
activitie. whenever porribh during the dosign and operation 
o i  the OU4 roaodial action systom. All available  methods to 
roducr or oliainato discharges from the troatmont syatcm 
should bo conoidored durlnq t h e  de8ign ol tho system. 

DO1 mumt enoU&o the public that thoir involvoment will not 
br diminishod during Romodial Dorign and Remedial Action 
(RD/RA). 00 should commit to continuod public involvement 
during RD/RA t within tho Record of Dociaion for O U I .  

DOE should raviae tho sit. Community Rolation8 Plan to 
addr.88 tho n o d  for continuod public fnwlveaont during the 
RD/RA. Ohio EPA look0 forward to working with 008 to revise 
this document. 

. 
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a.03 

Ohio EPA CarnrPantm O U I  PP 
April 19, 1994 
Pa90 2 

If YOU have any quaetionm about thaeo comment8 please contact me. 

Sincaraly, 

Thomam A. Schnoldrr 
Projoct Manager 

TAS 

cc: L1.a Crawford, FRESH 
Jack V a n  Klry, Ohio AGO 
Jim Saric, USEPA 
Ken Allcuria,  FERMCO 
Lima Auguet, Cootrano 

Jenifer Kwaeniowmki, OE?A/bPIR 
Jeff Hurdley, OtPA/La98l . 
Robert Ow-, ODH 

J8.n WiCh8.h, PRC 

000215 
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UNITED S T A n S  ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 6 9 8 3  
REGION 3 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 80604.3590 

MB. Rand1 Allen 
Departxiant o f  Energy 

Cincinnati, O h i o  45239-8704 
m6t o f f i c e  BOX 398704 

Dear Ms. Allen 

T h i s  w i l l  confirm the eubstance of our recent telephone 
conversations concerning t h l s  Agency's revirv of the OIpartraent 
of Energy's proposal f o r  implementing activities includlng re- 
activation of certain power generating facilities a t  the Fernauld 
site. - 

AS discussed with you, the Draft Envlromental Impact Statement 
( E I S )  for thie pr0j.e vas never received in t h i s  Branch. 
this regard, the Planning and Assessment Branch h a s  been desig- 
nated as the o f f k i a l  Contact point VfVrfn Region V for provision 
of costanent8 on Feuera1 projects as requitad purrnuant to Section 
309 of the Clean Air A c t  and/or the National Environmental Polj,cy 

pired 4 5  day. from t h e  bate a notice of tho EIS's availability 
waa published i n  t h e  Fedoral R-lieter. f n  tho merntino, Rwever, 
me document waa t a C 8 i V . d r  rwisred, and commented upon by staff 
of our wamte M@n.gamnt D i V h i o n  w i t h  regard t o  those aspects of  
the project for a i a h  Waste HanagePcnt Division has special 
concern. 

In 

A c t .  The o f f i c i a l  e m a n t  period for thio Fernauld project ax- : 0 
Given expiration o f  tha o f ? i c i r l  RZRA aomaant period for thie 
project's EIS, the only commnu on the record from our Agoncy 
ara those previously supp1i.d to YOU fro8 Our Wmte Hanagenant 
Division. A t  tbie point in  tho, 9iv.n tho rcquiramonta of NEPA 
and its impl8manting ngulatioru, thosm comments vi11 have to 
s u f f i c e  as our A Q O n q ' 8  coa88nt8. Rwided t h a t  the comments 
previously provibod by our U8ote Xanagament Division are complied 
vith, and furthor provided M a t  facility i n  qu8mtion i s  8ubso- 
qurntly operated In f u l l  acoorb.nca w i t h  agplic.bla local,  State, 
and Federal requiranmnta, it apparrr unlikely e t  this time thrt  
any mignificant advena impacts on tha onviroroent can roaeonably 
bc toresoon. 

1-147 
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Conimentor S (Cont.) 

-2- 

we look forvard t o  reoeipt of the projoct'8 forthcoming F i n a l  
EIS. 
a timely b a s h .  If  YOU have any quertions, please do not 
hesitate t o  aOntaCt me a t  112/886-7343. 

Our Aqency's commont8 on the  lrlnal EX8 vi11 ba pr0vid.d on 

Senior ~nvironmontal Soientist 
Planning and Asses8ment Branch 
Planning and M ~ m g 8 ~ ~ t t  Divi8ion 

000217 
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II ERRATA SHEETS AND CHANGES TO THE FEASIBILITY 
I S"UDY/PROPOSED PLAN-DRW" ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The FS/PP-DEIS for Operable Unit 4 was released for public comment in March 1994. The DOE 
reviewed all written and oral comments submitted during the public comment period. Upon review of 

these comments, it was determined that no significant changes to the remedy, as was originally identified 

in the FS/PP-DEIS, were necessary. However, it should be noted that the repromulgation of 40 CFR 

$191 by the EPA, did result in minor changes in the comparative analysis of alternatives presented in the 
FS/PP-DEIS. Likewise, in May 1994 five final concerns were received from the EPA on the Operable 

Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS. In responding to these five concerns, Table D.3-5 in Appendix D of the Operable 

Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS was revised. The revised table is included in this Attachment. The following 

discussion addresses the nature and extent of these changes. 

II.1 REPROMU LGATION OF 40 CFR 6191 

Repromulgation of the 40 CFR 8191 requirements for Management and Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel, 

High-Level, and Transuranic Wastes has caused changes to be made to the ARARs as described in the 
Draft Final FS/PP-DEIS, conditionally approved by the EPA on February 9, 1994. DOE .chooses not 

to submit revision pages to the FS/PP-DEIS; all changes to the ARARs for that document and any 
impacts from the repromulgation are discussed in this section of the Draft ROD. Since the 

repromulgation resulted in relevant and appropriate, rather than applicable requirements, the 

repromulgation of 40 CFR 8191 will not impact the proposed off-site alternative for disposition of the 

K-65 material. However, the on-property disposal alternatives (Alternatives 2ANit and 2A/Cem) that 

were previously retained, having passed the threshold criteria of the detailed analysis, are no longer able 

to meet the threshold criteria of compliance with ARARs, and are consequently dropped from further 

consideration. Subsequently, all references to Alternative 2A are therefore deleted from reference in the 

text of the ROD, and in the Appendix A. 

a 

The only relevant and appropriate requirement from 40 CFR 8191 that is retained as an ARAR in this 

ROD (Appendices A and B) for the proposed alternative is 40 CFR §191.03@), which establishes dose 

limits for management and storage of the K45 material. However, since this ARAR is relevant and 

appropriate, rather than applicable, it will pertain only to the WroDerty portions of the remediation. 

I 

a -  The United States Department of Energy - Fernald Field Office (DOE-FN) received conditional approval 

i 
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of the Draft Final FSRP-DEIS for Operable Unit 4 from USEPA on February 9, 1994. Included in the 

FS/PP-DEIS applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) was a reference to 40 CFR 
8191, "Environmental Radiation Protection Standards for Management and Disposal of Spent Nuclear 

Fuel, High-Level, and Transuranic Wastes". This reference to 40 CFR §I91 was modified in the 

Operable Unit 4?FS/PP-DEIS, submitted in February 1994 in response to the conditional approval letter, 

to reflect the changes to the regulation that occurred upon its repromulgation on December 20, 1993. 

It still accommodates the specific direction previously provided by the USEPA regarding incorporation 

of the 40 CFR 5191 requirements as an ARAR/TBC ("Operable Unit 4 Screening Dispute Resolution 

U.S. DOE Fernald", Catherine McCord, USEPA, to Andy Avel, DOE, dated October 18, 1990). The 

final rule became effective on January 19, 1994, during final revision of the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP- 

DEIS, and agency comments did not address the repromulgation of the rule. This fact was discussed with 

the USEPA, and a DOE position paper on the incorporation of 40 CFR $191 as an ARAR for Operable 

Unit 4 remediation was submitted to the USEPA for concurrence. The USEPA disagreed with the draft 

position proposed by DOE, and responded with a directive to incorporate the substantive elements of the 

repromulgated rule into the ROD, with an option to resubmit change pages to the FS/PP-DEIS 

("Application of 40 CFR 8191 to OU #4", Jim Saric, USEPA, to Jack Craig, DOE, dated April 25, 

1994). DOE elected not to revise the FS/PP-DEIS, but rather to describe in this section of the ROD 

changes to the table of ARARs and associated impacts on selection or implementation of remedial 

alternatives that have occurred between the time the Draft Final FS/PP-DEIS was conditionally approved, 

and the submittal of the ROD to the USEPA and OEPA. The list of ARARs in the Draft ROD, and 

proposed approach to compliance with the substantive elements thereof, once approval by the USEPA 

is obtained, will be the final approved list of applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements for final 

remediation of Operable Unit 4. 

Imoacts o f R a r o r n u w  i 

Since 40 CFR 9191 cannot be considered a legally "applicable" class of ARAR for this CERCLA 

remediation, 9191 is not mlicable to any Operable Unit 4 waste streams. Since compliance with only 

applicable requirements is required to be demonstrated for off-site remedial alternatives proposed under 

CERCLA, these requirements will not impact the proposed off-site alternative for disposal of the treated 

K45 material at the NTS. 

DOE previously included 40 CFR 9191 Subpart A as a relevant and a m  roDriaE requirement, and Subpart 

B as @ b e  cons idered W C )  criteria for management of Kd5 material in accordance with guidance 

received from the USEPA. Subpart A of 9191, entitled "Environmental Standards for Management and 

FERIoullFEIs.m/o7/94 l:o%pm 11-2 
000223 
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Storage" includes public dose rate standards for protection of the public from radiation hazards posed by 

spent nuclear fuel, high-level, or transuranic waste material. The repromulgation of the Final Rule did 
not materially affect the sections of Subpart A referenced in the Operable Unit 4 FS/PP-DEIS; the 

Subpart A requirement referenced in the Operable Unit 4 FSPP-DEIS remains unchanged in the table 

of ARARs as a relevant and appropriate requirement for the on-property portion of the remedial activities 

to be conducted on the K-65 material. 

Prior to repromulgation, Subpart B requirements were in remand, and were therefore considered TBCs 

in the FSPP-DEIS submitted to the agencies. Since Subpart B of 5191, entitled "Environmental 

Standards for Disposal," has been repromulgated, the USEPA has directed that sections must now be 

considered as relevant and appropriate requirements for any on-property disposal alternatives. Since it 

could not be demonstrated .that the on-property disposal of treated K-65 material would comply with 

specific requirements of this Subpart, those alternatives involving on-property disposal (Alternatives 

2ANit and 2A/Cem) were no longer able to meet the threshold criteria of compliance with these AM&-, 

7 

8 

9 

:0 

11 

12 

13 

and were consequently dropped from further consideration. All descriptions to Alternative 2A'are 14 

15 therefore deleted from reference in the text of the ROD, and in the Appendix A. 

A new Subpart C of 5191 "Environmental Standards for Groundwater Protection", was cr&ted by the 

repromulgated rule. As with Subpart B, this new Subpart pertains only to disposal systems. 'The 

elements - of this Subpart must now be considered as relevant and appropriate requirements; however, 

since the on-property disposal alternatives to which this Subpart pertains were dropped from further 

consideration on the basis of non-compliance with Subpart B requirements, and since Subpart C will not 

pertain to any off-site disposal alternatives, these requirements will not be included in the Appendix A 
or B tables of ARARs. Subpart C will have no effect on the selected alternative, which includes off-site 

disposal. 

0 

II.2 

In the course of obtaining EPA's approval of the Operable Unit 4 Feasibility Study/Proposed Plan-Drafi 

ERRATA SHEETS TO THE 0 PERABLE UNIT 4 FEASIBILITY SmDYK'ROPOSED PLAN- 
DRAFT ENVIRO NMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

24 

25 

26 

Environmental Impact Statement, several iterations of specific comment responses were required to fully 27 

address five remaining EPA concerns. 28 

On May 9, 1994 the EPA approved the Final Operable Unit 4 Feasibility Study Report and Proposed Plan 

based upon the satisfactory resolution of five remaining concerns. Only the resolution of one of the five 

29 

30 0 
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remaining concerns resulted in an action by the DOE, which involved the revision of two pages to the 

Operable Unit 4 Feasibility Study Repoflroposed Plan-Draft Environmental impact Statement. 

In the May 9, 1994 approval letter, the EPA noted that previously agreed upon changes related to the 

Operable Unit 4 FS, Appendix D, Table D.3-5 were not made in the revised final document per 

resolution. Specifically, the surface area (SA) values presented for the Dermal Contact While Bathing 

pathway in Table D.3-5, were not reflected in the Final Operable Unit 4 Feasibility Study/Proposed Plan- 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement document. In addition, the EPA noted that footnote "h" of Table 

D.3-5 was incorrect; the referenced pages were not consistent with the cited EPA document. 

The following DOE response was accepted by the EPA on this matter: 

"This table (D.3-5) was derived from the OU4 Baseline Risk Assessment, but the latest 

change for this dermal exposure pathway was not made for this table. This will have no 

impact on the OU4 FS risk assessment as the only contaminant which was considered for 

the groundwater pathway was U-238. Since radionuclides are not evaluated for dermal 

absorption pathways, this parameter change will not change the risk values." 

In accordance with this resolution the DOE issued the following revised pages to Table D.3-5, which 

1 

9 

included the corrected surface area value of 23,000 cm' and the corrected footnote "h". 16 

, 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
DISTRIBUTION LIST 

FEDERAL AGENCIEs AND CONGRESS 

NAME/LOC ATION 

Cheryl Allen 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region V (P-19J) 
Superfund Community Relations Section 
77 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, IL 60604 

The Honorable Tom Bevill 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development 
Committee on Appropriations 
Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
2362 Rayburn 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

The Honorable James H. Bilbray 
Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
2431 Rayburn 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

The Honorable James H. Bilbray 
Member, U.S. House of Representatives 0 - 

1785 E. Sahara, Suite 445 
Las Vega, Nevada 89104 

The Honorable Michael Bilirakis 
Ranking Minority Member 
Subcommittee on Energy and Power 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
2322 Rayburn 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

The Honorable John A. Boehner 
Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
5617 Liberty Fairfield Road 
Hamilton, Ohio 45011 

PHONE/FAX 

312-353-6196 

702-792-2424 

5 13-894-6003 

In- 1 000232 
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FEDERAL AGENCIES AND CONGRESS (Continued) 

NAME/LOCATION PHONE/FAX 

The Honorable John A. Boehner 
Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
1020 Longworth 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

The Honorable Richard Bryan 702-388-6605 
United States Senator 
300 Las Vegas Boulevard, Suite 402 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 

The Honorable Richard Bryan 
United States Senate 
364 Russell 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Jonathan Deason, Director (18 COD ieq) 
Office of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: Lilian Stone 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
1849 C. Street, NW, Room 2340 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

The.Honorable Ronald V. Dellums 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services 
Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
2120 Rayburn 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Ms. Kathleen C. DeMeter 
Assistant Chief Counsel/General Law 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NCC-30) 
Room 5219 Nassif Building 
400 7th street, sw 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

The Honorable John D. Dingell 
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce 
Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
2125 Rayburn 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

In-2 000233 
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e 
NAMEILOC ATION 

FEDERAL AGENCIES AND CONGRESS (Continued) 

The Honorable John D. Dingell 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
2323 Rayburn 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
Ranking Minority Member 
Subcommittee on Energy Research and Development 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
United States Senate 
312 Dirksen 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

The Honorable J.  James Exon 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Nuclear 

Deterrence, Arms Control & Defense 
Intelligence Committee on Armed Services 

United States Senate 
528 Hart 0 Washington, D.C. 20510 

Mr. Robert Fairweather 
Chief, Environmental Branch 
Office of Management and Budget 
725 17th Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

The Honorable Wendell H. Ford 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy 

Research and Development 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
United States Senate 
312 Hart 
Washington, D.C. 20510 . 

The Honorable John H. Glenn 
United States Senator 
550 Main Street, Room 10407 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
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Chairman, Committee on Government Affairs 
United States Senate 
503 Hart 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

The Honorable John Glenn 
United States Senate 
503 Hart 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

The Honorable Tony P. Hall 
Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
Federal Building, Room 501 
200 West Second Street 
Dayton, Ohio 45402 

The Honorable Tony P. Hall 
Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
2236 Rayburn 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Herbert Harback 
Army Corps of Engineers 
Louisville District 
Louisville, Kentucky 40201 

The Honorable J. Dennis Hastert 
Ranking Minority Member 
Subcommittee on Environment, Energy, and Natural Resources 
Committee on Government Operations 
Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
2453 Rayburn 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

The Honorable Mark 0. Hatfield 
Ranlting Minority Member 
Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development 
Committee on Appropriations 
United States Senate 
711 Hart 
Washington, D.C. 20510 
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Kevin Heanue 
Office of Environment 
Department of Transportation 
400 7th street, sw 
Washington, D.C. 10590 

Sheila Huff 
Department of Interior 
230 South Dearborn Street, Room 3422 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

202-3664100 

G. Jablonowski 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region V (AT-18J) 
77 W. Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590 

The Honorable J. Bennett Johnston 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development 
Committee on Appropriations 
United States Senate 
136 Hart 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

0 
The Honorable J. Bennett Johnston 
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
United States Senate 
304 Dirksen 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Elaine Kaiser 
Interstate Commerce Commission 
12th Street and Constitution Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20423 
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Room 8302 Nassif Building 
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Washington, D.C. 20590 

Dr. William Klesch 
Office of Environmental Policy (CECW-PO) 
Office of Chief of Engineers 
Army Corps of Engineers 
Pulaski Building, Room 71 16 
20 Massachusetts Avenue, NW ' 

Washington, D.C. 20314-1000 

\ 

Don Klima 
Director, Eastern Office 
Advisory Council on Historic Reservation 
Old Post Office Bldg., Suite 809 
I 1 0 0  Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington, D.C. 20004 

Bill Kurey 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
6950-H American Parkway 
Reynoldsburg, Ohio 43068 

The Honorable Jon Kyl 
Ranking Minority Member 
Subcommittee on Military Application o f  

Nuclear Energy Panel 
Committee on Armed Services 
Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
2440 Rayburn 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Ugene Lehr 
Chief, Environmental Division 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Room 9217 
400 7th street, sw 
Washington, D.C. 205904001 
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Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
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The Honorable David Mann 
Member, U .S . House of Representatives 
503 Cannon 
Washington, D.C. 20515 - 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Region V 
77 W. Jackson Blvd. 
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Ross McKay 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 

Washington, D.C. 20472 . 
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Environmental Specialist 
Ecological Science Division 
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Washington, D.C. 20013 
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The Honorable Strom Thurmond 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Armed Services 
United states Senate 
232A Russell 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

The Honorable Barbara F. Vucanovich 
Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
6900 Westcliff, Suite 509 
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The Honorable Barbara F. Vucanovich 
Member, U.S. House of Representatives 
2202 Rayburn 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

The Honorable Malcolm Wallop 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
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Mr. John Marshall, Administrator 
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Attn: Environmental Section 
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The Honorable Robert J. Miller 
Governor of Nevada 
State Capitol 
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Ronald P. Miller 
Hamilton County Regional Planning 
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PHONE/FAX 
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Mr. Gordon D. Proctor, Administrator 
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25 South Front Street 
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M. Proffitt 
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
401 East 5th Street 
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Martha J. Raymond, Department Head 
Technical Review Services 
Ohio Historic Preservation office 
Ohio Historical Center 
1985 Velma Avenue 
Columbus, Ohio 4321 1-2497 

Mr. Tom Schneider, Fernald Project Managex 
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
401 East 5th St. 
Dayton, Ohio 45402-291 1 

5 13-77742 12 
FAX 513-2854249 

513-244-5843 

702-687-4065 

6 14-466-2307 

5 13-2854073 
FAX 513-285-6404 

614-297-2470 
FAX 6 14-297-2546 
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30 East Broad Street, 34th Floor 
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House of Representatives 
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MR. STEGNER: Good evening,- Thank 

you for coming. M y  name ir Gary Stegner. I work 

at tho Department of Energy at Fernald. Tonight 

we're going to bo dircurring Oporable Unit 4, which 

are the 81108, Silo8 1 through 4 including the 

basic five 81108. 

Briefly, very briefly, the way we're 

going to ret the evening up ir, if you look at t h e  

agenda8 on your chair, we'll start off with a 

rerios of prosontations which should lamt about a 

total of about 4 s  minutor. 

Following tho prorentationr we'll 

have an i n f o r m 1  quertion and anrwer rection. This 

ir fnforaal a8 dirtingui8hed from the foraa'l 

comment period that will follow. During the 

informal 80881on, It will be a give and take with 

tho pan01 and any of tho othor oxport. who we might 

havo out thoro in tho audionco to answer your 

quortionr rogarding Oporablo Unit 4. Wo do want to 

keep focu8.d 8 8  much a8 pO88lble on Operable Unit 

4. 

Following the informal quertionr and 

a n i w e t i ,  what we'll do ir taki a break for about 1 0  

or 1 5  minutor. Thon wo'll COIO back, and thon 

o00259 
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we'll have tho formal comment period. The formal 

commont poriod ir f o r  the record. YOU know, i t  is 

something that will be included in our 

Rerponrivenorr Summary, and it will be included in 

the Record of Docision for Operable Unit 4 .  

Before I introduce the panel tonight, 

a few logirtical announcements. People will 

remindr I think ovoryono i s  rogistorlng at the door 

as they COO. i n .  If you want to make a formal on 

tho record commentr ploaro derignate that when you 

8ign in. The Way I Will do that is# following the 

break when we begin that, I will go through there 

and find out tho numbor of people who want to and I 

will call them up. e *  

Don8t think that you havo to come u p  

hero to tho microphono tonight to makodyour formal 

conrentr bocaure thore aro commont card8 on your 

chairr. A180 you can g i v e  thoro to re a f t e r  the 

meeting. You can rend them to Amy at the 

Departront of Enorgy at ?ornald, and you can a180 

just writ0 out your corrontm and rond thorn to ur a t  

tho Dopartront o f  Enorgy at Pornald. Wo ark that 

you havo thoro to ur by April.20thr howovor. 

I t h i n k  t h e m  la fco  wrtor 80rrplaCq 
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i n  thi8 roor. Re8t room8 are o u t  t h e  door t h e r e .  

There'8 a180 a POP machine if you want to get 

rorothing to drink during the break. We encourage 

YOU to tako tho handout8 that wo havo rcattorod 

throughout tho room, if you want to find out more 

about Oporrblo Unit 4. 

So let ae get on with introducing our 

panel tonight. We have Randi Allen,.who is the 

Operable Unit ?our Manager for the Department of 

Energy horo tonight. Wilf Pickler, hor counterpart 

with ?EBnco, tho r8nag.r thoro. Wo havo Ed 

Skintik, Regulatory Corplianco for tho Dopartront 

of Energy. Hi8 countorpart, Eric Wood8, FERMCO 

4 reformatory prograrr; and a180 Denni8 Niwon., the 

A88i8tant Unit 4 Dir8CtOr. SO without further ado, 

I will turn it ovor to Randi Allen. 

MS. ALLEN: Yo a180 have Eric Wood8 

who work8 for ?BRNCO. A l l  I'm going to do horo 

real quick i 8 ,  in C.88 thoro'8 anybody in tho 

audionco that i r  not that familiar with Fornald, 

I ' m  )urt goi'ng to introduce you to the operable 

unit., and thon turn it over to Dennir Niwon. He's 

going to go thsough 8ome detai28 on Operablo Unit 

1. 
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Sure everybody has seen this before. 

Thir ir jurt to rhow you the location of the 

Pernald. It'# a 1,050 acre site located about 17 

or 18 milor northwert of Cincinnati. What I'd like 

to do hero teal quick ir jurt run through the other 

opor8blo unit8 to you, and than I ' d  liko to present 

a schedule. Wo're going to have a similar meeting 

for all the other operable units in a little bit of 

a later tire rcale here.. I'll show'that to you in 

a minute, 

O p e r 8 b h  Unit l r  which you roe in the 

or8ng0, i r  tho warto p i t a ,  and Operablo Unit 1 ir 

callod othor w8rto unitr. Thatr# tho flyarh piles, 

tho 8outh field, tho ranitaty field, and limo and 
r 

rludgo fioldr. Oporablo 3, that'r 8 biggor 

operablo unit. Thatr, all tho facilitior located 

on the rite. Operablo Unit 4 ir obviourly the 

sflor, on. o f  tho rmallor unitr. And Operable Unit 

5 is ovorything a180 not rhown on tho grid, 

environront81 modi., tho r o i l r ,  and tho ground 

woll. 

Horo'r a rchedulo for tho other 

opetable .unit& A #  you can roe, in tho yellow is 

tho poriod botwoon like whenever you roe the 
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remedial investigation report, that's when the 

docurontr 8ro boginning to become available for 

reviow by tho public. Oporable Unit 4 down there, 

we're right now between the fearibility stage, 

ptopored plan. WO'VO initiated preparation of a 

Record of D e c i r i o n .  

SOPI@ placor you r e e  the fearfbilfty 

8tudy, and ahortly thoroafter tho US EPA, the DOE 

headquarterr, and tho Ohio EPA will review and 

commont on tho documont and approvo the document. 

It bocoror 8V8il8blO for tho pub1i.c to roviow, and 

they'll hav8 thir typ8 O f  OvOning for e8Ch one O f  

.-. . 

the other operrble unitr. , 

Thir i8 the procers we go through to 

got i n  tho filo rarodiat$on. Actually, thlr i r  a 

pretty rirpla vorrion of it, if you can bolieve 

it. Right now in Opor8ble Unit 4 YO 8ro right here 

in boginning proparation o f  tho Rocord of 

DOCi8iOn. So wa0r8 gmtting ro8dy in tho near term 

to i88ue tho ltocord oL D.Ci8iOn of Operable Unit 4 

that get8 8ubritt.d to th8 US tPA and Ohio tPA in 

Juno o f  thi8 yoar. 

A f t o s  thrt, onco wo havo ro8ch.d an 

agrooront on what thrt  Record of Decirion ahauld 
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r a y ,  the comnentr you provide on this propored plan 

are incorporatod into that document. SO once we 

isrue that Record of Decirion, we will begin final 

remediation. 

At thir time what I'd like to do is 

introduce Dennir Nixon, and he is going to run 

through the document8 you guys have been arkcd to 

roviow 

MR. NIXON: Good evening. , What I ' m  

going to do, proront thir evening, is a brief 

hirtory of  Operablo Unit 4 and how wo got to where 

weOro at today. A 8  Randi raid, Operable Unit 4 is 

one of five oporablo unit8 at ?ernald. It8# 

locatod on tho woatern portion of the rite a next .. to 

Paddy88 Run Crook. Thi8 i r  an areal rhot of the 

oporablo unit area. 

Thore'r a goographic area 

encornparring tho four wrrto rtorago rilor. K-65 

and 2 contain tho K-65 reifduel. Silo 3 i r  -- 
contain. tho cold rota1 o x i d o  matorial. Silo 4 is 

empty and uaa novor urod. 

Tho oporablo unit a180 conri8tr of a 

radon treataont ryrtem and undorgrounb docant #Ulap 

000264 
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tank that war ured  in t h e  prOC88S O f  f i l l i n g  the 

ailor, tha 8Urf8CO8 roil#, 8ubrUtfaeo 80i18, and 

the berm 8 0 5 1 8 ,  a8 well 8 8  any perched watar that 

may ba oncounterad during tho final remediation. 

Tho 8 i l 0 8  ware conrtructad in 1 9 5 1  

and 1 9 5 2  for uae a8 interim rtorage verrelr for 

defensive program waste that waa being produced at 

that time at the Melloncrock Chemical Work8 in S t .  

LOUi8 

I have a group of rhotr on the 

construction I'll jurt run through. Thir is a -- I 
beliova tho foundation baing praparad for Silor 4, 

3, 2, looking routh. Tho 81108 wore conrtructed -- 
Silo8 1 and 2 WOICO conrttucted in th8 winter 

mOnth8, which caured roae problems within the 

conrtruction, c8uring problOr8 with rhutting down 

the concrato pourr which roaultad latar in cold 

joint., which whon thay rtoppad pouring tha 

concroto, which ~0'11 rhow you in h t o r  pictures, 

that lator would form crack8 in the ridor of the 

Sil08. 

Silor 1 8nd 2 during tho conrtruction 

ph88.8, 8hOt looking to tha W0.t during 
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1958. If you'll nOtiC0 tho cracks on the south 

faco whoro tho80 cold joints in tho construction 

occurred. E888ntially due to tho80 crack8, there 

later war an arphaltic cover. Hate again the 

crack8 in the ride8 of the 8ilo8 looking to the 

north, Silo 1, 2, and 3. 

In 1964 those cracks wero sealed with 

a Gunito matorial, 8nd thon an a8ph8ltiC soalant 

was placed on that, 8nd tho first of two berms w e r e  

added. The batr8 woro added not only for - 0  They 

were mainly addod for 8tructur.l 8tability. They 

were a180 thoro to provido 8ome rhielding due to 

the radiation that war glvon o f f  b y  the 8110 

matorial. Tho docant rump tank, which wa8 a buried 

tank, thi8 i8 tho 0 -  an aCC.88 U8Y, corrugatad 

p i p .  that w88 ured to ace088 that tank after the 

berm wa8 added. 

And thir ir an areal 8hot o f  the 

original berm. Again, the K-65 silo i8 here. In 

1983 that berm, tho original berm, had ro8idod, and 

we had a n o t h o t  berm addad in 1983 due to the 

eroaion problorr. Purthorroro, fn 1987 tho.. dome 

cap8 were pl8c.d on the K-65 ri.lor to enhanco the 

structural integrity of tho doro itralf. VhQ f6lM 
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the radon probl-, which we'll talk about a little 

later. 

Again, in 1991  - 0  I'll talk about t h e  

history, I8 tho clay that war added. We had a 

removal action in 1991 .  Due to the radon concerns, 

the chronic radon emirrions, a8 woll a8 concern8 of 

the silos collapring and roloaaing material, we 

added a on.-foot layor of bontonite clay to the 

re8idu.8 . 
A 8  I raid, the aatorial W88 added up 

until 1958  in th8 rilo8. Tho majority o f  the 

matorial, a8 I raid, W.8 procoraed at -- tho It-65. 

ratorirl was prOC.8806 at tho Uolloncrock Chomical 

Work8 in St. Louir. E88antially, thoy had a 

prob1.m in St. LOUi8 with 8tOt.g.. SO W O  

conrtructod tho rilo8 at Fornald for rtorago of 

t h a t  ~at8ri.l. It wai 8hipp.d from ?I8llonCrock as 

well a8 Lako Oattrlo 0,zdinanco Work8 to the ?ernald 

You can 8.0 horo tho incoming drum8 

that wara rocoivod a t  tho #it.. Thoro drum8 wore 

rlurzi8d in tho drum handling building. Thoy wore 

rerlurrlod, p u m p d  In tha 
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allowed to rit Over night, errentially, and the 5 9 8  
liquid war docantad off into the decant a u m p  tank 

that I rpoko Of oarlior. 

A 8  wall, romo K-65 material war 

procerred at Fornald in our refinery. Those 

raffinater were purpod in a liquid form through t h e  

trench that you see here running east west to S i l o  

2. 

Tho Silo 3 material war all procesred 

on rite horo in our rofinory at Fornald. Thoro 

raffinater wora unliko tho K-65 fn8t.ri.1, would 

calcine at a vary high torperature and would rot, 

and would pneumatically convey through the same 

trench to tha pip.  in Silo 3 .  

Tho IC-65 matorial generally taker t h e  

form o f  a wot clay matorial ranging from gray to 

brown. It i8 dofinod 88 tachnically a8 11E2 

by-product mrtorlrl under tho Atomic Energy Act, 

which mako8 that 'an oxcaption from the RECRA 

regulation., ovon though we do conrider RECRA a8 a 

helpful and appropriato roquirerent. 

Tho matorial in IC-65 8ilO. gonerally 

tho contaminat08 of concorn aro radium, thorium, 

and load-210. Duo to that radium C O n t O n k ,  th@ 
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reriduer give Off a consfderable amount of radon 

9.8, which again war the rea8on for the removal 

action to add the one-foot layer of bentonite clay 

in 1 9 9 1 .  

There are elevated concentrationr in 

the reriduer, the untreated rOlidue8, of barium and 

lead. There are very low concentration8 o f  PCB and 

tributyl phorphate ured that probably occurred 

during the proco88ing at the rofinory or at the 

Melloncrock Chemical Work.. 

Total volumo of matarial, including 

Silo8 1 and 2 ,  including tho bentonit. clay ir 

roughly 8 ,900  cubic yardr. In your packets you 

have table8 from the remedial invertigation., the 

actual charaCtOrirtiC8 of the rO8ldUe8 themselves 

I won't go over thoro tonight. 

Tho Silo 3 material I8 called cold 

matrl oxidor .  A i  I r a i d ,  thoro are a dry powdery 

matorial liko a talcum' powder, again dofined 

tochnically a8 1 1 x 2  by-product material, the much 

lowor concontrationr o f  radium nuclider in the Silo 

3 matoriala. 

Tho predominant contaminate8 of 

concern horo aro the thorium-230, uranium, and 
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591 lead-210 again. The Sflo 3 material a180 leaches 

rare earth metal8 lirted here. Little to no 

organic8 in tho Silo 3 material due to that high 

terporaturo calcino procorr. 

And horo tho total volumo o f  Silo 3 

material, approximately 5,000 cubic yardr, for a 

total reridue volume of roughly 1 3 , 0 0 0  cubic yards 

t o  be prOC8888d in our final remediation. Again, I 

have the table8 o f  the characteristic8 of that 

waate. 

In addition to tho reriduor, Operable 

Unit 4 will rorodiato rurfaco IOil8, contarinatod 

rurfaco roilr, contarinatod borm 8Oil8, tho 

rubrurfaco roil8 bolow and rurrounding tho rslor, 

and again any parchod wator that ir encountered, 

during the final remediation. 

A 8  Randi raid, we are In the procerr 

of a rorodial inva8tigation foaribility rtudy. We 

currontly havo corplotod our rorodial 

inva8tigation. It i 8  conditionally approved by the 

US BOA. Tha far8ibility rtudy and tho propored 

plan hava boon corplotod, and again aro 

conditionally approvad by the US SPA. 

Wa rra r t  tho phrro that u0 8 t d  
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getting the public commentr, public involvement i n  

our propored plan, and rerponding to the comments. 

We are making progrerr with our Record of DOCirion 

bared on thir propored plan. It8s due to the 

agency in Juno of thir yoar. That will include a 

Rerponrivone8r Summary which will rerpond to the 

quortionr and commontr th8t aro rairod tonight and 

in othor mootingr or othor diSCU8SiOn8, formal 

commentr. 

And thon aftor that Rocord of 

Decision, hopofully by Octobor, November time frame 

O f  thi8 W 0 8 1 1  haV0 A Rocord O f  Docirlon. 

Wo'll bo moving forward into tho romodial dorign 

and roaodial action pha8.8 of tho projoct. ... 

All o f  tho point# aro important that 

we make and go into detail with later. The 

docuientr th8t h8vo boon propared today are fully 

integratod with tho MEPA prOC.88 and act 88 the 

sit088 draft of tho gnvironaental Impact 

St~toaont. 

In tho fe88ibility rtUdy, W O  

evalu8tod 8 full rango of rltornativor, you know, 

alternative8 th8t includod On-8.ita and off-alto 

dirporal, v8riou8 troatnent optionr, and th8 DOE 
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5s  pr.opored altornative, preferred alternative, i a  as 

EIlOntially, the major componont8 of 

that proferrad altornativo are to remove the 

residue8 froa the dil08, 8tabilizc thore residue3 

by the ude of  vitrification and di8pore o f  those - -  
that vitrified warte o f f  site at the Nevada test 

site. 

Again, wo evaluatod a full range of 

alternativor, and thoro alternative8 wore evaluated 

under the nino criteria which were provided by 

CERCLA. Wetre currently involved with the 

modifying critoria, which i8 to get the public 

involved. Again, tho major corponont8, to r.emov8, 

treat, and dirpoao o f  tho matorials in the rilor; 

but in addition to that, w W r e  going to bo 

derolirhing. Aftor tho rO8iduO8 aro rerovod and 

treatod, u o ' l l  bo domolirhing and docontarinating 

the ailor thomrolvor, the remediation facilities 

requirod. 

Wo'll bo excavating any contaminated 

Soil., that'. 8Urf.C. and #Ub8Urf8CO aOil8, tho 

porchod ground wrtor, And thon,  of c o u r ~ o ,  tho 

dirporal of tho roil8 and dobrir will bo conrfrkenk 

S D A N G L I R  RBPORTING SERVICES 

PHONI ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 3 0  ?AX ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 4 2  

IV-1-15 000272 



5 

6 

7 

0 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 s  

1 6  

1 7  

18 

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

1 6  

with the Operable Unit 3 and Operable Unit s 

Records o f  Decision, respectively. They will not 
~ _ _  - -  

be finally dfrposed o f  with this operable unit, 

A 8  for the cort of thir action, the 

cort ia roughly $ 9 0  aillion from start to finish, 

which i8 mado up o f  tho capital co8t for the 

facility a8 we11 a8 various remediation c o r t s  and 

operation8 and maintenance corts. 

This I8 the rchedule. Essentially, 

we are at the end of t h e  propored plan period. We 

are entering into tho Rocord of Deci8ion. We have 

a draft Record DOCi8iOn right now at tho DOE 

hO8dqu8rtOt8 th8k08 boing roviowod. Wo h8vo 

initirtod 8oao work on tho roaidi81 dorign work 

plan bared on thi8 proporod plan. 

Following thm Record o f  Decirion, we 

will go into full-blown remedial derign, and then, 

of courier rerodial action will follow. The 

con8truction you 8.0 horo, tho con8truction phaie, 

will bo roughly through'Uarch o f  1 9 9 7 .  

Wo'll initiato tho raaodial 

oper8tionr rhortly thore8fter, and'tho f8cilitier 

will op8rcrt8 roughly until th8 year: 2,000. After 

the operation8 are complete, thir ir the period in 

0002.7.3 
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598 which we demoli8h and decontaminate the facilities 

that were ured to treat and stabilize the 

matorialr. 

Thoro arm a couplo of key quertionr, 

m y  lart couplo of  8lidor hare, that need to be 

anrwered. Why remove the si10 waste at all? I 

think everyone that'r involved with thir, this 

project, will agree that the 8ilO materials need to 

be taken out of the silo8 and put into a aafe 

configuration. 

Tho rilor havo quortionablo 
b 

rtructural integrity. Thoro ir tho potontial, 

alwayr tho potontial, for a continued le8kage from 

tho 8il08, prop0808 an un8cceptable rirk tO'*bOth 

the off-rito rOrident8 a8 well a8 any future 

trerparrerr for tho rito. 

Aftor thoy'vo boon rorovod, why 

vitrify t h e m  wartor? Vitrification i r  a vary -- 
Lt'r a proven tochnology, and duo to our oxtonrive 

rehabilitative rtudior, wo found it to be a very 

;ood troatront tochnology for tho R-6S 8ilO 

natorialr. Tho milo K-65 matorial8 havo high 

iilica content8 which i r  very conducive to thi8 

? r o c e r r  . 
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reductison. There 11 up  to a 60 percent reduction 

when vitrifying the K-65 materials. We have 

significant reduction of radon emanation rate. 

Errentially, onco tho matorial has been vitrified, 

it ha8 tho radon f l u x  o f  the common building 

matariala liko brick8 and wood. 

It a180 roducor tho leachability of 

metals that are in the material. For example, 

those metal8 we are concern04 with lirted here, the 

untreated warto, the loach08 in excar8 of the RECRA 

maximum allowrblo concontrrtion; after 

vitrification all woll bolow tho rogulatory 

limit.. Radon oranation rat., vory high for.-the 

untreated warto, and it i8 obviourly 8 rignificant 

reduction thoro. 

That'r a11 I have for you thir 

evening. I'd liko to introduce Eric 990048, who'g 

going to talk i n  dotail on the procerr in which we 

intograt04 tho CIRCLA 8nd NIPA in the.. documents. 

NR. WOODS: Good ovoning. What I ' d  

liko to do ia provido a 8hort prorontation on 

CERCLA/NEPA intogration, barically focuaing on 

three thing#: littla bit abaut the h h t W  6! 
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59 1 
NEPA compliance at the rite, and then look at the 

Operable Unit 4 fearibility rtudy and propored 

plana rpecifically and kind of walk.through how we 

arm intograting NEPA into thore documentr, and 

then, lartly, providm a summary of the Operable 

Unit 4 environmental impactr and the cumulative 

environmental impacts. 

So we're all on the dame page with 
- 

respect to NEPA, NEPA I8 the National Environmental 

Policy A c t  rignod into law in January of 1970. The 

goal of NEPA war to ptovido a national policy on 

protoction of tho environment, and one o f  the 

#pacific arpectr of NEPA in order to accompli~sh 

thi8 goal i r  that it ertablirhed a proce.8 by which 

federal agencior, ruch a8 the Department of Energy, 

will noad to conridor onvironrontal impact. when 

they mad. docirionr. 

T h i r i r  fotarlly known a8 tho 

Environmental Impact Statemont Procorr, what we're 

going through her8 for Operable Unit 4, and a very 

Important ..pact of that I8 the public Involvement 

8apOGt 

Tho ffrrt Environmental fapact 

Statomant proporod at tho  Fornald rito waa 8 

' 000276 
SPANGLER REPORTING SERVICES 

PHONIC ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 3 0  FA% ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 4 2  

rv-1-19 



5: “‘3 G ” .  

7- .) Y> \; 
1 

-_ 

2 0  I 

renovation E f S .  Whon the rite mission changed from 
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3 

subsequently canceled the renovation EIS. 

A 8  I raid, the mirsion war changing 

production to remediation, the need for this 

document went away, and the Department of Energy 

I at that point fror production to remediation, and 
‘ t h e r e  uaa .till the neod to addresr NEPA for the 

clean-up activitior that were being plannod at that 

1 4  

1 5  

time. Therofore, tho Department of Energy irsued a 

Unit 4 rarodial activitio.. 

thia docur8nt uaa derignod or war 

second notico o f  intont in May o f  1990. Thir was 

2 4  

followed by rcoping reetingr in June, and thir 

barically announced that it intonded to prepare an 
. 

document 8nd I’ll rhow whoro and how wo’vo dono 

Environmental frpact Statorent for tho Operable 

1 6  

1 7  

18  

1 9  

.2 0 

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

planned to do 8 couplo of thingr. Ualnly, i t  war 

to look at tho onvlronrontal iapactr of the 

Operablo Unit 4 altotnrtiver, rpeciflcally, and 

reach a doclrion for OU4 and OU4 only. 

llowovor, bocauro it u.8 the lead EIS 

or tho f l r r t  of fivo intogrrtod docurontr, to be 

cumulatlvo iapactr, and ~ 0 ~ 1 1  w.lk through tho 
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598: 
I'll mention that the remaining 

operable unit88 10 2 ,  3 ,  and 5 '  Will also be 

prepared a8 document8 at a lower level, and we'll 

make decirionr for tho88 operable unit8 

specifically. 

I think a key question i8, why did we 

intograt., why not do an individual EIS procera and 

an individual RI/FS procorr? The main rearon is 

thero08 a ririlarity botwoen tho two. Tho RI/FS 

proce88 undor CERCLA, therer8 an awful lot of the 

same thing8 we nood to do with the EIS under NEPA. 

Primarilyr NIPA OV8lUat.8 the rite, the 

altornativos to roach an ond goal, and it does 

nontion somo o f  tho critoria wo look at. In the 

mnd it idontifio8 proforrod alternativer. There 

bra 8imilaziti.8 in tho two. 

thoro azo 10.0 differ8nce8, primarily 

Ln tho way tho altornativor are evaluatedr and 

thoro tho80 diffOt8nC.8 occur i8 where we simply 

rtilito tho CIRCLA frarowork and infuso or 

tntograto NIPA into tho docurontation. 

Thi8 do08 8.V.r.l thing8 for UI. It 

woidr duplicationr, tho duplicationr Of p?Wafing 
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two Separate documentr. It also minimizer the 

potential for inco~rirtencies, and lt’r conrlrtcnt 

with DOE POliCY. 

Looking specltically at the Operable 

Unit 4 docurontation, I want to point out the 

variour part8 of the docurant where NEPA ha8 been 

lnfured or integratod. The flrrt placo i s  right up 

front In the Executive Summary in the introduction 

in Chapter 1 .  

We provided a dl8CuS8lOn of 

CERCLA/NEPA or NEPA/CERCLA integration, ba8lcally 

what rolo tho variour docurontr play, why we do 

thlr, how tho roraining oporablo unitr will 

follow. Thir jurt givoa an ovorviow of tho ” 

procerr. 

Tho nowt placo where we havo 

integrated NIPA i r  in Chaptor 4 .  Thir I8 really 

the rort important part of the document from the 

NEPA porrpoctivo. This i s  whore we idontify 

environrontal irpactr that wo anticipato f o r  the 

altornativoa that havo boon idontifiod. 

Basically, 8 8  you go through tho 

rltOrnrt$V08, t h 0 ~ 0  $a 8 8 h O r t - t i r : a  OffOCtiVOne88 

dircurrion and a long-torr effoctiven~8r di8Cua8iOn 
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QIor each altOrn8tiVO. Under rhort-term we provided 

an analyrir of the environmental impact. 

anticipated during remedial activitier. And then 

in the long-torn effectivenerr rection, we provided 

an analyrir Of environmental impacts that are 

anticipated after remedial activities are 

complete. 

When we evaluate environmental 

impact., there are some of the criteria we look 

at. A 8  you go through the document, you will aee 

short-term environmental impacts, jurt thir ir a, 

format of the evaluation you will 8ee. Rather than 

talk through thore, I thought I would provide some 

photograph8 to kind of illurtrate what weOre’ 

talking about. 

Thi8 rlido illurtrater rovoral 

thingr. Thi8 i8 Paddy8# Run. ObVi0U8ly8 water 

g u & l i t Y  ~ 0 1 a t o d  t o  P8ddy*8 Run, A 1 8 0  the belton 

king fi8h.r and the variour habitat8 o f  biotic 

re80urcea which evaluate wildlife, wildlife 

habitat, any rpocior that may be lirtod at the 

~ t a t o  or fodoral lovol protocted. 

A180 flood planor, thoro ar0 flood 

plan08 wo rust doa1 with along the Groat Uiami 
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River. Thero'r a180 flood planes along Paddy's 

Run. Flood planes extend to various points on t h e  

bank8 of Paddy'r Run depending on what the 

topography i r  like in that area. 

Anothor oatamplo of biotic rorourcor 

i s  thir ovorhoad. Thir is along tho oartorn 

portion of the site, and thir basically rhowr a 

typical field or pasture type habitat we have, and 

as we went through the cumulative impact analysis 

and f o r  the purporer o f  that analysir looked at the 

pO88ibility Of On-ritO dirpO8.1, thi8 W 8 I  typically 

tho kind of habitat that wo idontifiod boing 

dirturbod. 

Anothor irportant a r p e c t  i8 cultural 

resourcer. Cultural rorourcer could be hirtoric or 

prehlrtoric artifactr, 8uch a8 projectile8 or some 

of tho ceroronial p i o c e r  that are identified on 

thir ovorhaad. Thoy 8llO could bo rtructuros ruch 

ar homo8 that thia aroa i s  vory rich in cultural 

rosourcar, and we havo an activo program to insure 

th8t we don't impact thore typos o f  thingr. 

Thlr i r  8noth.r rhot of tho flood 

plan0 aror, Thir i r  along tho Great Hiam1 River. 

YOU can roo tho r i t o  i n  tho birtanca. Z t ' r  upaid0 
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dpwn. The flood plane8 obviously extend in t h e  

flat, cultivated field8 adjacent to the Great M i a m i  

River, and what We're concerned about when we l o o k  

at flood planor i r  barically changing elevationr. 

A flood, if it woro to occur, either 

a hundred-year flood or a 500-yoar flood, it's 

typically accustom to proceeding a certain distance 

from the river, in the care of Paddy'r Run from t h e  

stream. I f  we change elevations significantly, t h e  

water can no longer go where it war accustomed to 

going and will m8gnify down 8troar flood.. 

Kind of hand in hand with tho flood 

planer aro wetlandr. Thir i r  8 typic81 wetland 

th8t uo h8vo on rite, b8ric.11~ thir drainago ditch 

with the cat t.118. Wo have about 3 5  acre8 of 

wetland on the ?ornald rite, and approximately 10 

to 15 fall unbar thir catogory of drainage ditch 

wetl8ndr. Thoro'r 8 largor 8r.8 o f  fororted 

wetl8ndr i n  tho northorn p8rt of tho sit., which 

aro A littlo b i t  higher quality th8n thir. 

Whon we look at impacts in the 

Operablo Unit 4 documont, both rpocific and 

cumulat$vo r e l a t e d  t o  all of the operable unita, 

drainago ditch w 8 t h n d 8  arm priaarily wotlandr t h a t  

000282 
SPANGLtA'RtPORTINO SIRVICBS 

PHONE (S13) 381-3330 F A X  ( 5 1 3 )  381-3342 
s IV- 1-25 



. ' . ..:, ._,  I.. .., . . .  , " >d 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

. .  

1 .'s' 
1 6  

17  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

21 

2 2  

' 2 3  

2 4  

2 6  

could be impacted. Wetland8 on rite are rhown in 

red. Thir ir a large area of forested wetlands I 

war rpeaking about. 

Um8rO taking 8tep88 a8 W e  did very 

early on in tho procorr8 to avoid thir wetland 

aroa. However8 i f  wo cannot avoid thir aroa, we're 

developing a rtrategy to cornpenrate for the l o r 8  of 

wetlandr. We8ra going to be negotiating that with 

the Army Corpr o f  Engineerr and variour other 

agencier. So thore are jurt rome o f  the kind8 of 

thing8 we look 8t a8 YO go through our impact 

analyrir . 
B8ck to tho documont itrelf, a180 in 

Ch8pt.r 4 ,  at tho and Of Chapter 4 8  W 8  h8v0.80~0ral 

rhort roction8 that wo'vo rddod to comply with NEPA 

guidelino8. Tho80 aro irroverrible8 irretrievable 

corritront o f  roaourcos and reveral otherr. So 

that e#rontially taka8 c8ro of the body of the 

feasibility rtudy. 

A 8 . 1  88id8 thi8 document i# 

functioning for tho Environment81 Impact Statement 

at tho #it.. SO tho othor 88paCt O f  it i8 

cuaulativ8 arpectr that occur in Appondix I in the 

feasibility rtudy. Wo8vo takon.remedirl 
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5 9 8 3  alternatives, the latest information we had 

available, and provided an analysis o f  the impacts 

relatod to tho ovorall remediation of the rite. 

Obviourly, wo'ro going to be 

proceeding through tho RI/FS process f o r  the other 

operable unitr. Decision8 will be made for those 

other operable units, and that - 0  the decisions 

that are made at the very -- from the LRA's that 

we've utillzod f o r  our evaluation in Appendix I. 

If that happan., wo811 updato thir analyrlr and 

provido it for futuro foarlbillty rtudior for 

rubaittanco for othor operable unitr. 

Looking at #om8 of tho impacts we 

anticipate for OU4 rpectftcally, alternative, as 

Dennis di8Cu88edr was reroval, vitrification o f  the 

contonta of tho 8il08, roroval and on-property 

di8por.l contingent upon doci8lonr in OU3 and 5 f o r  

I torago. 

Barically, thora8s an overall 

ben8fici.l  impact for aliminating or controlling 

tho 80urc8 01: potential rource of contamination of 

the rile, content8 in the rilor. On the negative 

rid., tho excavat ion o f  tho Opmrablo Unit 4 area 

rnd tho potontial oxcavation for on-rito dirporal 
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facility will rerult in le88 than 1 s  acrea of the 

mito boing dirturbod in tho 8hOrt tor=. Depending 

on tho docirion8 that are made in Oporablo Unit 3 

and 4 ,  a portion of the80 could be committed in t h e  

long-term for dirp08al. A180 potential for a small 

area of wetland8 to be disturbed a8 a result of t h e  

excavation activities. Again, we're looking into 

compensating for tho lor8 of the80 wotland areas. 

And minor incroaaor in traffic due to 

good8 and m8t8ti81r8 fill matorial, boing brought 

on t o  the r i t e .  Thir ir on tho order of ten trips 

per day for tho lifo o f  the remedial activity. And 

thore W WVO identified a8 8ubrtantIve. There are 

OthOrl, 8OIO O f  tho other catogorior are evaluated 

and di8cu88.d in tho docuront a8 well. 

A 8  far 88 CUaUl8tiVO impact8 go8 

again, an ovorall bonoficial iapact duo to the 

elimination o f  80urcor o f  contamination. Due to 

the potential 80urcor to the air, water, and soil, 

again, wo8ro looking at all five operable Unit8 

boing rorodiatod. 

SO WO'VO got 8 18rg.Z 8r.a that W i l l  

be dirturbod during that activity up to 250 acres. 

And, again, t h o  LRA8r t h a t  uo u88 for khfr 
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29 

evaluation primarily looked at on-site disposal. L69 
So this is somewhat of a worst case scenario. 

Hand i n  hand with the disturbances at 
6 

the site, a portion of habitat, such a8 the field 

habitat I rhowod in tho overhead previourly, and 

rome forertod area. in the northern part of the 

site would be disturbed. 

We do have -- Probably the most 
important impact we need to identify i s ,  we do h a v e  

the potential to 1088 most of the wetland areas on 

the r i t e .  We azo trying to work with the various 

crew8 to inruro or t o  tha extont porriblo avoid the 

wetland araar .  Wotlandr that wo do lo80 duo to 

excavation or corrltaont of land, YO w i l l  bagln to 

cornpenrate or altigate tho 1 0 8 8  of thoro areal. 

In t h e  area of 80~loeconoalc8, which 

look8 at iapactr from the action to the local or 

area econoay infrartructura such a8 public 

r e r v l ~ o a ~  wo do oxpoct a aigniflcant amount of 

p a t o r i a l  to ba putcharod in tho  aroa. 

And in addition, wa'vo don. 8 lot of 

waluatlon a8 to tha level o f  work force at the 

l i t e ,  and uo axpoct the lave1 to rtay fairly 

:onriatent through the life of t h e  reredial 
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activitier. TherOfot.,  8OCiOOCOno~iC8 in the short 

-term rhould bo primarily beneficial. And ar we 

Complete remedial activities, the need for a lot of 

the work forco will decline, which could rerult in 

minor aocioeconoaicr after the activitier are 

complete. 

That conclude8 m y  presentation, and 

1411 turn It o v o r  to Randi Allen. 

MS. ALLEN: I ju8t havo 8 couple 

slider here. Tharo aro the la8t throo rlider in 

your package, and I prorire I ' m  not going to go 

through all of  thoro. Sitting up there looking out 

at you guyr,  lookr like not a moment t o o  loon I ' m  

winding up thi8 packot horo. 

Thir ir raally what wa@va gono 

through in Opotablo Unit 4 80 that we could relate 

what wo are intonding to do with tho r88idUe to 

advlro you out thoto. Initially starts back when 

we rubmitted tho docurent to US tPA and Ohio E P A ,  

the docuront 8nd tho EIC. 

Errontially, what wo'vo gono through 

hmrro i 8  boginning roally i n  Octobor, YO h a v o  tried 

t o  maot with tho  public to toll them what i s  in t h e  

propored plan and tho feasibility r tudy,  rnb haV8 
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gone through really risk arscsement, ground water, I 
2 e 3  

1 0  

1 1  

and different little round tables I guess. 

And when we get down to the bottom o f  

feasibility rtudy. 

Tho laat rheot here will t a k e  u8 to 

thir firrt alldo, thir i r  pretty much when we 

rtarted the dirtribution of thir documont. Becaure 

it'. an EIS the dirtribution of thir document was 

2,500 copier or roarething along that. This takes 

us pretty much to where we are now. Thf8 18 March 

tth, thi8 is just notifying thi8 is an E I S  

1 7  

18 

1 9  

2 0  

chapter in tho propored plan, thero'r 0 -  also you 

can #end it, theSe'8 tho addrorr for rubmftting 

your cormenta to tho  US D O E ,  Kon or G a r y ,  or you 

can 8ond thor out to Jim S8ric. 

1 2  

2 4  

1 3  

10th 

. .  

1 6  

where wo aro now, to March Zlrt. And a8 I think 

Donnia har told you, April 20th f 8  tho d8to th8t we 

aro arking for overybody'r comment8. You can give 

u8 rome comment8 thir ovening i f  you'd like to, 
. * '  

J 

written or verbal correntr. And I think the lart I 

I What wo'ro going to do at that point 
2 1  I 

' 2 2  

2 3  

in tire ir prepare a trrponrivenerr rtudy. When we 

rubmit Our Rocotb of DOCl8iOn down here on June 
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part of that document. So that,. your opportunity 

to 8.8 how we rerponded to your commentr. 

This last one down here, thare'r been 

quite a few quartion8 on what kind of public 

involvement do we have ftor this point on. N o w ,  

they hava rovlrod tha Coaaunity Relation Plan in 

1 9 8 6  and 1989. And i t  taker us pretty much up to 

the Rocord of Docirion point; ir th8t right, Gary? 

MR. NXXON: That'r right. 

MS.  ALLEN: So what wo need to do, 

in the next threo ronthr I think the Public 

Relatfonr Departrent will be rending out some 

quertionnairor and foldar8 to rerberr of the 

community t o  g o t  aero cormunication, whon wo get 

into romodial dorign what part do you want to play, 

how involvod do you want to be to, d o  you want to 

continuo to have round tabler. 

We nood to got rome corrunication and 

revire th&t plan. I think thtr'ir. a pretty 

rtandard forrat for a11 of tho o p o r a b h  unit8 once 

thoy got to t h o  foa8ibility rtudy point a8 wo go 

through tho round tab108 and havo 8 public 

meeting. . .  

A t  t h i r  tira what 146 likr t a  de I8 
0002s9 
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ask Jim SariC from US EPA and Tom Schncfder from 59 
the Ohio tPA i f  they'd like to make rome comments. 

M R .  S A R I C :  I gue8s when I look at 

the rooting we're having here tonight, the proposed 

plan for O p a r 8 b h  Unit 4 rilor, I kind of rat back 

and rt8rt.d thinking 8bout rono of tho firrt t i m e 8  

I war involved in this project in 1987 for a few 

monthr. And then I went and war working f o r  EPA on 

another Department o f  energy project and came back 

reveral yeatr ago in ' 9 1 ,  and the K-65 rilor were 

an frruo of 8 v a r y  hoatod dabate. Thay were a very 

rtrong public concorn. 

I think If It war tho on. rynbol of 

tho Farnald alto that war ropro8antatfva, it war 

the K-65 rilor, and a vary rlgnlflcant 8ource o f  

contamination, a vory algnificant aource o f  concern 

for all of U I  involvod. 

And I think tod8y weOro really at a 

koy pivotal point, 8 crorrroad, wharo DOE i a  

proposing 8 rorody, on. which wa8vo looked at and 

reviowod aovort8l tiaor a8 wall a8 Ohio EPA. And 

WO'VO lookod a t  variour optionr, and wo think w e ' v e  

got one that'8 vory reliable, a very good option 
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And, you know, we're hopefully going 

to bo ab10 to move forward. We're encouraging YOU 

to come forward with comment8 on thi8 thing, and 

then you'll hrvo the Record of Declrion coming in 

in June which will barically begin finalizing this 

dacirion. Obviourly, if you look at rome of the 

earlier slide., there'. rtill a lot more work to be 

going on. 

I mean, thi8 I8 a decision on what 

we're going to do, and now lt'r actublly let's go 

out and do it, remove the 8ilO waste or whatever 

the action. Thir will continue, and thoro's a lot 

of work to be done, and I think the dater in 2,000 

are, you know, ongoing a8 f a r  a8 when ~ctiv.Itie8 

will bo corplotod in 2,000 or 2,002. a 
So I guorr, porronally, I think we're 

at a b i g  CrOrrX08d her.., and I guerr it88 important 

really to undorrtand whrt action ir being taken, 

and I e n c o u r ~ g a  'all your comments to give. If 

you've got any quertionr, pleare ark any of ur, 

m y 8 8 l F  or Tor Schnoidor, and wo can go over thore 

thing. with you. ThAnk8. 

HR. UITCHELL: A t  thm 1art m e t i n g  r 

showed a new trblo o f  organization for tho now 
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59s: officers for the facility over the site, and Tom 

Schnelder ha8 been selected as the Pernald 

Coordinatorr and thir lr his first meeting. 

MR. SCHNEIDER: Wellr I jurt want to 

r8itor.t. wh8t Jia 88id. I think ho 88id it vory 

clearly. Warre at a very rignificant point In the 

process. You know, we've all came a long way, and 

you're all to be congratulated for having 8tuck it 

out 80  long. 

We're finally at the deci8ion point. 

WO'VO mpont all thim tiro invortigating thi8 site, 

now wo're raking tho decirion. Now ir not tho time 

to givo up on your involvorent, and now ir probably 

the time to B8k8 your Comment8 Count th8 mQ8t. 

Your comment8 on thir plan and the future proposed 

plan8 I8 rerlly where you have a chance to rake a 

substantial diff8renc8. 

Wo along with US EPA participated in 

the roview of thoro dOcuiOnt8 8nd tho propoaod 

remodi8tionr but we're alwayr open to your 

sUggO8tiOn8 8nd commonti. SO like I 88id, we look 

forward to your comment8 on thir document. If you 

have quertionrr wa8ll be here to anrwer them. 

rn tho  tuture there will bo orobrbly 

000292 
SPANGLII'REPORTINO SIRVICBS 

PHON8 ( 5 1 3 )  381-3330 FAX ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 4 2  

. .IV- 1 -35 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 

0 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1, 5 

1 6  

17  

18 

19 

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

3 6  

a few mor0 Of Ur from Ohio EPA. WWro hiring some 

more rtaff, 80  hopefully that will be a little more 

proactive to your needr and help YOU out ar far as 

information you might neod. So like I raid, feel 

free to contact me outride of thir at the office or 

wherever. Thankr. 

MR. STEGNER: Thank you. What we'll 

do now is, wo'll havo an informal quertion and 

answer serrion. It might be best i f  you use a 

microphone back there. If you don't feel 

comfort8bl0, just stand up and rhout it. We have a 

recorder here tonight. Please just state your name 

and the quertionr and we'll lot the pan01 pick it 

up. So whoovor want. to bo firrt, fool f ro+  

MS. NUNGPSTBR: 1 ' 0  Norma 

Nungerter. I ' m  a Pornald rerident, and a member of 

Fr0.h. I havo a quartion of Dannir Nixon. He made 

the rtatorant that I don't agreo with, and I 

wondored i f  ho could clarify for me. He 8aid that 

whon you vitsify wart., it roducer radon emanation 

to that of building matoriala. To my 

undoratanding, whon you vitrify radionuclidor, that 

t h o y  r t i l l  as0 vary, vory hot.. 

MR. NIXON: ThrtQ cbrtact. Thr 
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59 concentrate, due that reduction, is the radon 

generation from the treated waste"itae1f that is 

significantly roducet. The radon is actually held 

4 
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1 0  

up, and tho rurfaco aroa i r  rigniffcantly roduced. 

Did you get ovary other word? 

You're exactly right, that due to 

that fact that theret'r a rignificant volume 

reduction, you actually concentrate the 

radlonuclider, SO you have a higher concentration 

of say uranium in a 8.t volume, but tho radon 

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

itself i r  r u c h  lor8, Tho gonotation or the 

emanation from tho vitrifiod warto ir much le88 

than in it8 natur8l form. 

MS. NUNGSSTtR: Okay, thank you. 

MS. YOCUM: Edwa YOCUI, Prerh member 

and a rerideat of tho 8ornald area. I waa arking a 
l 6  I 
1 7  

10 

19 

2 0 .  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

quoation, thir concorn8 Subunit C2 on your 

proforrod rltorn8tivo damolition romoval on 
proparty d i r p o r a l .  When you worm t8lking about the 

0 0 4  NIPA corplianco with tho 8ubrtantiVe cumulative 

impact up to 250 acre# of 8urFace dirturbance, does 

that moan th8t would b 8  what would be part of where 

the w a r t o  will bo put? 
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at an LRA and a88umed on-rite disposal. 

MS. YOCUM: Okay. 

MR. WOODS: And that acreage would 

incur aroar whoro warto would bo dirpored of. 

US.  YOCUU: Okay. Thon, you a180 

are talking about tho t o r r  of 2 2 0  acre. of 

habitat. I 8  that included in the 2 5 0  acres? 

MR. WOODS: Yeah. That 2 5 0  would be 

a total that would occur during the ahort term, in 

other word., durlng excavation actlvitier. Once 

rerodiation i r  corplotod, wo would look at 

approxiratoly 220 acror boing poroanontly 

corrittod, 80 yo., thate# corroct. 

US. YOCUM: Okay, all right,, that's 

what I wantod to know. 

WS. NUNGBST1R: Can you expand on 

that porranontly corrittod? I rirred ronething. 

P8rranontly corrittod f O S  what, W88tO dirp08al 

facility? 

NR. WOODS: Yoah, corroct. 

MS. NUNCISTER: Not f o r  tho warte 

it801f but for tho  0 -  

HA. WOODS: For the'facllitler that 

000295 

SPANGLIR REPORTING StRVICBS 

PHON8 ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 3 0  ?A% ( 5 1 3 )  3 0 1 - 3 3 4 2  
- . IV-1-38 



e 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

18  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

- 

! 
3 3  

598 
MS, NUNGESTER: That's the inground 

facility, tho upgrad. vault, as you 80 aay? 

MR. WOODS: Correct. 

HS.  NUNGESTER: Now can you give me 

an explanation o f  what ir in an upgrade vault? 

HR. WOODS: The alternatives that we 

used for the evaluation utilized the vault concept, 

which would.be a portion of the wart8 being 

dirpoaad of below grad., and, you know, basically a 

portion abovo. Thoro would bo facilities that t h e  

wart. could bo rotriovod fromr and what we ured was 

the calculation o f  the area. 

MS,  NUNGESTIR: Disp08al means .. 
permanent? 

MR. WOODS: Ye#* 

NS. NUNCESTPR: But now you're 

talkfng intarir? 

NR. WOODS: Well, what I ' m  raying is 

the derign o f  th8 facility warn't a8 important as 

th8 area t h a t  th8 facility could include. Derignr 

ara going to bo finalized'ar we go through the 

roaadi.1 proc8.8. 

N 8 .  NUNGESTIEI: w.11' thia i a  

anothor thing, w h m  you go t h r 0 ~ 9 h  thi tnd 
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that's where the final decision and designs are 

actually made - -  
- - 

MR. WOODS: Corract. 

MS. NUNGESTER: 0 -  how can you come 

out with a Rocord of Decirion before you actually 

know what the vault ir going to look like and i f  i t  

is really going to do the job? 

MR. WOODS: No, you cannot reach a 

Record of Decirion until, you know, we've gone 

lthrough tho Lull 8n8lyair of what tho V 8 U l t  will be 

derigned liko and how it will work. Wh8t wo did is 

utilizo tho 81tornativor th8t wero av8ilablo at 

that timo for tho purporo o f  the evaluation, which 

is really the bo8t we can do. We can't foreree. 

I 

US. NUNGISTIR: Okay. A 8  of today? 

WR. WOODS: Th8t'r COrtOCt, that'r 

corroct. A. wo go through tho variour operable 

unit. 8nd docirionr aro aado 8 8  t o  the fin81 d88ign 
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of tho vault8 8nd Chang.8 aro mad8 to the area, 

that r a y  bo roqutrod. Wa'll update tho analyrir 

and provido it In tho futuro integrated documents 

for' the othor operablco unit.. 

MS. NUNGBSTBA: Okay, So then our 
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5 9 8 3  
Unit 4 can change by the time after arriving at a 

declrion? 

MR. NIXON: We were specific with 

the subunit waste8 the Record o f  Decision. For 

Operable Unit 4, rpocifically the Record of 

DetCiriOn, the proporod plan in the futuro Record of 

Decirion will bo that tho Subunit C wart8 is -- Y O U  

remember ur talking about baing held in abeyance or 

delayed operable units, the Subunit C waste will be 

handled in accordance with the Record8 of Decisions 

f o r  Operablo Unit 3 8nd Operable Unit S ,  

rerpoctivoly. Okay. 

SO a8 f8r 88 our Rocord Of DOCiriOn, 

erronti8lly wo carry it through tho roroval o f  the 

roil, interim 8tor8ga of that . o i l  I n  accordance 

with Removal A c t i o n  17, which ir tho management o f  

thore roi18, demolition of the 8tructurer and 

storago of that dobrir in interim until OW3 comes 

up with 8 final docirion for the debtir. 

OUS will h8vo 8 final dOCi8ion on how 

tho aoilr will bo troatod, and thoro a11 intograte 

vary wall. Whon wo rt8rt th8t romodiation proce81, 

rhen we h8ve tho80 roil. oxc8vated 8nd .tored, at 

khat timo Operrblr unit 3 and J lasercdr O f  
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Dccirion8 w i l l  be in place, and we'll have v e r y  

good integration. 

At that point we'll be able to 

deliver 0 -  Thoorotically, we'll be able to take the 

.oil8 out and taka thoro to a Oporablo Unit 5 

facility for  tt08tmOnt. They'll bo di8po8ed of in 

accordance with their Rocord o f  DOCiriOn, and that 

may or may not be On-8ite di8pOral. 

MS. NUNGISTIR: Okay. You're 

raying, you're taking the debria, the structure, 

the equipment, tho rurfaco roil, you're putting 

then all in tho undo.rground vaultr? 

MR. NIXON: Oporablo Unit 4 ir 

dolaying that dacirion. Th8t'r going to be 

actually be #tor86 in an interim farhion -- 
MS. NUNGBSTIR: Okay 

MR. NIXON: 0 -  until OUS and OU3 

have recorda o f  doci8ion. Now, thoir Record of 

Dociaion ray vary woll bo that wo will troat 80il 

by warhing f t  and di8po8ing of that On rite. 

MS. NUNGESTBR: Right, but it 

doern't r a y  that, that it'8 going to be interin 

u n t i l  Unit 5 i a  conridered, 

UR. NIXON: The propored pi815 dear 
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598 
Clearly state, a8 well a8 the Record of Decision 

will clearly reate thole, that integration. 

M S .  NUNGESTER: It doer? 

MR. NIXON: Y.8, i t  doe.. 

MS. NUNGESTER: Okay. Well, I know 

on the propored plan booklet on page 4 3  talk8 about 

that specific l88ue. 

HR. NIXON: Right. 

M S .  NUNGESTER: If anybody has that 

book, and they want to look at it, thoy can, but I 

don't bellove it rayr - 0  It rayr aoaethlng about 

that It will be corbinod with 5 ,  Unit 5 ,  but it 

doer not ray that would bo intorim dirpO8.1 until 

5. a .  

UR. NIXON: Dirporal, It I8 interim 

rtorago. 

US. NUNGISTIR: Or rtorago, but they 

US. "di8pOrAl" a8 the word throughout tho whole 0 -  

UR. NIXON: In the proporod plan, 

tha proporod plan ha#, for Subunft C wart., i t  has 

a rolectod or proferrod alternative which Is 

on-rito dirpor.1 identified, and the rearon that's 

in thoto i8 bocruro on-rito and off-rite dirpO.81 

war r o  cloro YO had to.roloct tho on. for tha rake 
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evaluating the full alternative from start to 

finirh. Okay. 

Later in the document i t  talk8 about 

the integration effort that will occur with OU3 and 

O U S ,  and put8 - 0  hold8 that decirion in abeyance 

for final dirporal o f  tho88 debrir and 80il until 

003 and OUS have their Record8 of DeCi8iOn. 

MS. ALLEN: The confurion could be 

the fact sheet on page 12 states that the soil 

debris will bo disposed of on site. 
g r f C (  

UR. NIXON: There i r  an afia in the 

fact rhoet on pago 12, the lart paragraph 1 

believe. 

US. NUNGBSTIR: Then, thir ahowr 

mor. of 8 roaron why the public should have a 

comront poriod before 0-  after 0 -  in between the 

ROD'r and ovon during the remedial, tho RA, then, 

to underrtand it. Thrnk you. 

MR. STEGNER: Other qUOrtiOn8? 

.UNIDtNTIFItD SPBAKER: I have one, 

and it goer to back to when you were talking about, 

Randi about, tho community and rtake holder8 or 

public or whatever: weOre called there dayr, plays a 

part in thir prOCO88. 1'11 echo Uhrt E d ~ 8  j U r t  
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5 9 8 3  said. We g i v e  our comments, then there's a Record 

o f  Decisfon. Y O U  respond to our commcnt8, and YOU 

follow this thing down. 

But what i f  we don't like your 

I guess reaponres, you know, I don't roe another = -  

a8 a rtakeholder, which ir kind of an okay word 

there dayr, I guerr I have a little bit of a 

problem with that becaure once I give you my 

comments on thir a8 of April 20th' I don't get to 

say nothing elre, and if you don't like what you 

choore or I don't Ilk. the way you rerponded t o  my 

comment,, you know,.how aa I going to be able to 

come back and ray I don't like thir? 

U S .  ALLEN: Ju8t liko with .any other 

primary d0cua8nt, u8 8ubrit them to US EPA, and 

that rare docuront a180 go08 over to the PEIC, and 

I'm a88uaing th8t the Record of Docirion will- be 

like any other docuront in that once it hit8 the 

PBIC, you guy8 Arc0 invitod and welcoao to conrent 

on tho document and provido comnontr over to G8ry 

and Xon. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: And they 

would be conridered a8 official commentr? Because 

a8 I read thi8 thing here, it doern't indicate t h a t  
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at all. I -  
remember 0 -  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I guess what 

we're arking for i r  that we need to be walked 

through thir proce88, you know. Once the Record of 

Docirion ir mado, wo noad to bo talkad to bofore 

your remedial dorign rtuff. Wo noad to bo involved 

In that remedial derign rtuff. 

Thon wo noed to talk about the 

remedial action rtuf.f, and it0#' going to create a 

lot of work for people,.but we're afraid If weOre 

not walk04 through that procorr that we're going 

end up at tho ond with an alternative that people 

in thir community ar8 roally going to bo upret 

with. 

MS. ALLEN: I think that'r where  t h e  

input on tho odition that'r coming out of the 

public r0lation.q group i r  going to be critical 

beC8u.O it dooan't tako ur part the point we are 

right now, and I think wo nood to got 8010 kind of 

id.. of what kind of part you guys want to p l a y  in 

that 
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MR. PICKLES: Really the FS and 5 9 8  
propored plan8 f o r  Unit 5 is coming out0 you do 

have a comment p e r i o d .  I arrume from your comments 

about what WO'rO doing In tho - 0  are you 88tirfi.d 

with tho irruo; ir that right? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Well, I mean 

some of us might b e .  I can't speak for everyone in 

this room, b u t ,  you know, at the same time we're 

going to walk through thir process of de8igning how 

we're going to do thir, I want to know wh8t'8 going 

on and what'. happaning 80 I can vorbally r8y I 

don't liko thi8 or I liko thi8 or thi8 isn't right 

or whatever. 

You know, I don't want to say, yeah, 
yeah, I ' m  all for your altornative her80 thir . 

sound8 g r m t ,  l e V 8  do it' and then you don't talk 

t o  mo until tho yoat 2 , 0 0 0 0  and I don't like what 

you did. 

You knoir, I think, you know, it we're 

going to 8tick through thir procerrr a8 we've done 

for ton YO8r8, 8nd I gU888 WO'll do it for the next 

how many ever0 we want to make sura that we're 

making good and tough decirion'8 a8 wo m o w  along 

horo  80 whon wo got dono, wo have I C O ~ ~ # ~ V O  
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d'ecirion In  thir community that we can live with 

what i8 loft hore. 

URD STEGNER: I think it88 safe to 

ray that wo'll bo involving you throughout the 

whole entire process, walking you through the 

PTOCeSs, you and the Citizens Task Force. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: We need t o  

see that a8 being a real life thing. Somewhere on 

here it need8 to be written in here we'll talk to 

the public, we811 800k public Input, we811 

whatever. That need8 to be added in here somewhere 

b8cau.o we don't 8.0 that in here right now. 

MS. ALLIW: Well, we 8lPO.t have to 

becau.8 I ' m  alroady gotking asked quortioni'right 

now t h a t  I can't anrwer until remedial derlgn. As 

far as long  tor^ during final remediation, I don't 

have tho anrwotr right now. So I mean, thir 

procerr going to havo to continue through final 

clean-up bacau80 I ju8t can't anrwer the questions 

right now. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: On Pebru8ry 

lrt tho Ohio t O A  irrued a notico o f  deficiency and 

cloruto, Woso tho80 doficiencier ovot corrected? 
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UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: On Unit 4, 

tho on. you jurt gave U. an elaborate presentation 

on. 

MR. NIXON: I believe there might be 

some confusion there. Can the State o f  Ohio clear 

that up? RECRA Unit I Solid Wa8te Unit pos8ibly, 

i t  i s  not this operable unit. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Not this 

operable unit? 

MR. SCHNEIDER: That'r correct. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: So two 

different hazardour waste units on thir facility? 

MR. SCHNEIDtR: Thir irn't a 

hazardour waste unit. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Could we ask 

them to 8 t m d  whan thay speak? 

MR. SCHNEIDIR: We're raying 

Oporable Unit 4 i r  i t  not a hazardour operable 

waste unit, not Operable Unit 4. I don't know what 

exact letter you ray have there, but we can talk 

about It. I think It's probably a RICRA unit. 

UNIDBNTIPIED SPEAKER: X t  u.8 iarucd 

FObtUaSy lrt O u t  Of your O f t i c . ,  1 9 9 4 .  

MR. SCHNIEDER: Murk ba a RkCRA 
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unit, then. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Okay. 1'11 

discuss it with YOU. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: f O m  Lou 

Bogart. I ' m  a rosidont of Ross. I have some 

technical questions. In looking at data tables f o r  

Operable Unit 48 on0 of the things that striker me 

is that you alwayr report uranium 254/236. Does 

that mean t h e r W u  0-236 there? If so, I don't 

believe it because U-236 doeun't exist in nature. 

SOCOndly8 the ratio Of U-234 to U-238 

in many cas08 look vory Odd, odd in tho sense that 

in nature and in this or. and in tho raffinate the 

234, 238 ratio ought to bo vary clo8a to unit. 

exampler whon in tho table that you've given a 

handout, th8 Silo 1 number look8 pretty wrong. The 

Foa 
Silo 2 numbor: ir mor. accoptable. 

And tho rorron I think that's 

important i r  bocau8o.you8ro going to focus the 

cloan-up lovolr on U-238.  I don't quit. know how 

you're going to do that without doing roao very 

rophl8tic8tod irotopic analyrir. But in any case 

thorn nulrb8r8 don't look right, and you 8ee that in 

many, many tab ler .  
QOOSQG 
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all of the inorganic constituents? For example, I: 

2 4  

I 

not. that in mort of tho rocont documentr you don't 

list gold. Now you can. Thoro is about, about 

four timor a8 much gold in thi8 material a8 

silver. 

Jurt a8 a ride light f o r  m y  own 

a m u ~ e m ent, I calculated this afternoon. There's 

about $2.3 million worth of gold in those two 

allor, and that m 8 y  not bo important, but what 

othor olomontr aro not roportod which may havo some 

impact on tho procorring of tho material by 

vitrification3 . .  

For example, there should be a fair 

burden of raro earth,, tho whole lamprophyllite 

sori08 rhould bo in thoro oror, and I don't see any 

df  th8t boing roportod. Anybody havo an answor for 

that on03 

HR. NIXON: Well, you had about five 

quortionr, 80 I'll rtart in tho beginning. One was 

23s to 236, thoro aro analyzed and reported the 

aame. You aro correct. We don't feel there i s  any 

uranium-236 in tho roriduor. g t ' r  a good point. 

000307 
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Whether the ratio between U - 2 3 4  and u-238  is 

correct, I do not have the answer to that, but we 

can discurr that and get back with you within the 

next couplo of day8. 

UR. BOGART: How about a complete 

list o f  -- 
MR. NIXON: Complete lire, t h e  

remedial invertigation did do a complete list of 

the organica, inorganics. Whether gold wa8 

evaluated, I ' m  not ruro. I ' m  looking at m y  team. 

UR. BOGART: You were rupplied gold 

by TLCP. 

UR. NIXON: But w e  a180 do a full 

HSL, Hatardour Subrtanco Lirt, which gold would no 

b e  part of. So I'm not auto whether gold war 

particularly reported in the RI. 

NR. BOGART: How about rare earths? 

NR. NIXON: I couldn't anrwar that, 

eithor. Wo'vo got 8 copy of tho rorodial 

invoatigatioa hare. Whothar thoro fallows can 

quickly find rnrworr to tho80 quertionr or again we 

can got back with you. 

A 8 y  Engler I know i r  ritting out here 

aoarewhere taking very good noter, and wa'll terpond 
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59t t o  any o f  the questions which we don't have answers 

to tonight. We've committed to h a v e  anrwerr back 

within 48 hour8 from thir ovening. 

UR. BOGART: Wall, I -- not 80 much 

f o r  ryrolf, but I think for the general public. 

MR. NIXON: Any question that is 

raised even in the informal conference will b e  

addro88ed in the re8ponrivenerr. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAICER: Can we u8e 

th8t gold 81 collator81, c8n WO u80 that? You 8-id 

there'r liko $2 million worth of gold. Can we use 

that ar collateral ronohow? 

H R .  BOGART: It8# golng t o  coat 90 

million buckr, maybe wo can make it 88 million 

b u c k r .  O n  pago 2 1  or whatover thfr thing $ 8  

callod, tho proporod plan, tho rpiral-bound thing, 

on pago 12 about tho riddlo of the pago i8 an 

initiation o f  a dircurrion about rirk. 

And thir ir tho area that concerns me 

tho greatert8 becrure although you point out 

that -- And I prerume in all cares you're talking 

about fatal cancorr bOCau80 there are8 of course' 

nOntrta1 C 8 n M t 8  r h o ,  And thrt'r not terribly 

cloar in anything that'r writton. 
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Risk from exposure, the radfatlon 

naturally occurring in the environment is about 1 

in 100 primarily from radon; however, incremental 

rirk8 targotod by tho uppor ond of EPA rango moans 

if all porronr within a population of 10,000, 1 

person might gat cancer Froa the e ~ p o ~ u r e ,  and 

cancer is expected from all other cauror. I think 

the whole burinerr of rirk arrersment needs to be 

put into aome kind of context. 

If you look at tho latest NCRP 

guidanco, 1 1 s  and I guosr 116, you can talk about 

rirk in torr8 of about 4 or 5 tim.8 1 0  to tho minu.. 

10 and you do tho hocu8-pocu8 cheairt8 like to do. 

And that turnr out tho avorage rerident from 

natural radon, that rirk become8 about one half 

times 10 to the rinur 2 and the range i8 0 to 90 

year8 old. And whon 90 yoars old, I gue.8 cancer 

i r  tho l 8 r t  t h i n 9  I , D  going to worry about. 

But in any ovont, you mako tho 

statoreat t h 8 t  tho normal cancer rirk I8 about 10 

to the rinur 2 ,  and then you proceed to march down 

t h o  road of thing8 that aro 2 to 4 to 5 order8 of 

nragnitudo  miller, and i t 0 8  never put in context. 

And I think tho80 documontr n88d t o  bi8CUrU whAk 
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I are we paying f o r ,  and that becomes a real 

problem. I don't know how many people feel 

comfortable with a 10 to the minus 6 rirk, and I ' m  

not real lure that that'8 a fatal cancer risk. 

I 

There i s  a problem with the 

methodology of using tho health effect rummary 

table 8lOpO factor thing ar opposed to methodology 
L 
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that'r used by pooplo who do tho boor studier and 

the NCRP rtudier becaure we're talking about v a s t  

orders of magnftude ditferencer. 

NOW, the la8t comment I gUC88, I'd 

like to roe romething in these document8 that more 

clearly explain. why tho CtRCLA proc.88 ha8 elected 

to u r o  much abominably .Ball ri8k 08tfrat.8. 

Ny la8t corront porhapr go.# to EPA 

back in 1986, wa8 a bad year for me, EPA published 

a notice o f  intont that they were going to 

promulgato residual regulation 8tandard8. It is 

now 1994, and, to the beat of my knowledge, 

reridual radiation lovol rtandardr havo not been 

In 1993 in a GAO roport to Congress 

somebody in BOA raid th8t in M8rch of 1994 they 

1 
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rtandardr, not publlrh them, but they would take 

e them to OHB, which would be the fist step In 

gotting thorn publirhod -- woll, not tho firrt step, 
but a key rtep In getting them publlrhed In the 

Federal Regirtor. 

March 1994  i s  now. M y  concern Is, Is 

there one part of EPA working on realdual radiation 

level atandardr wh.ich r a y  very well impact on the 

clean-up lovelr that aro boing talked about here 

for tho cloan-up of O U 4 3  

MR. NIXON: W r 8  t h w o  any rerponre? 

HR. SARCA: Yeah, I can anrwer that 

fror m y  undorrtrnding. On. of the pooplo involved 

fror the EPA perrpoctive that work8 with rg., he's 

been cormonting that ho'8 involved in working on 

IOIO of tho80 rtandard8. W i l l  thoy diroctly impact 

thi8 invo8tigation, I donOt know. don't think 

10.  Herring 1010 of tho nunbori, I think thoy may 

even bo roving toward8 tho side of being equally as 

con80rvativ0, could be mor. conrervative. 

I don't know what the final will come 

aut with. Whon thoy do corn. out of tho numberr, 

thoyOll go to budgot and movo.forward fror thoro. 

t do know th8t they aro boing worked ea, d 
000:312 
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59 the p8ople from my office is doing that right now. 

f don8t know the exact rtate. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: If memory 

8OrVO8, I think that the gold LOU W.8 talking about 

was contained in the pitch blend or whatever it was 

that came O V ~ T  froa Africa that the United Stater 

bought and dumped into the K-65 8ilos. I heard or 

read that 80meWh8re. You might want to check that 

out. 

UR. NIXON: It i8 in the K-65 

material, ye80 

MR. BOGART: It a l l  c m 8  from one 

mine . 
UNIDENTI?IED SPEAKER: The reason 

they took th8t pitch war th8y wanted to 8trike 

gold? 

MR. BOGART: No, radiua and gold. 

U#IDE#TIOIED SPBAIER: A 8  far a8 I ' m  

concern8d, it can b8 vitrifhd. 

MR. BOGART: Tho qU88tfOn W.8, what 

el80 $ 8  thogo? 

UNfDtNTf?fBD SPEAKER: Okay. I just 

have anoth8r quoation. When you raid they were 

filling the a i 1 0 8 ,  orpacirlly 1 and 2 ,  b i d  Ch8y 

000313 
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s a  

tranrport it through a pip.? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: That'8 not 

what I recall. If my mosory r o r v e r  ne correctly, 

dome of  that matorial may hav8 been put in that 

wayI but I remember tho workerr raying at different 

timer that thoy a180 cattod barrel8 out there from 

tho oiloa. 

XR. NIXON: Xort of tho material in 

Si108 1 and 2 weto in a drum form that care from 

Uelloncrock Chemic81 Work8 in St, Louir. Thoro 

d r u m  were takon to tho drum handling building 

between Silo8 2 and 3. .Tho drurr war. dumped and 

than rixod into 8 rlurrp with wator and purp,od into 

tho oil0 and thon allowod to rattle. The water war 

docantod o f f  into th8 docant rump tank, and than 

that w8t.r 18.8 urod to rorlurry additional matorial 

coning from off rito, 

Tho ratOiri81 -- Tho r8 )o i r i ty  OF the 

material, that u.8 proc888.d hore on rito, becaure 

urn bid proc.88 both at tho M8lloncrock Chorical 

Work. 8 8  w.11 a8 I O I O  O f  tho r8tOri.l boing 

procorrod horo, lt-65 m8t8rial b8ing prOC8r88d at 
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59 

598 - 
That material as i t  was processed 

from the production area at ~ e r n a l d ,  it was 

tranrported hydraulically in a slurry through that 

undorground tronch, through tho pip. back to Silo 

2. But tho majority of tho matorial war in drum 

form and rerlurried at tho silor. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I think that 
0 

should have been mentioned in your report there, 

you know. f t  ray88 frOR tho Way f read it, 

everything wont through that p i p e  and everything, 

which it wasn't roally. 

MEI. NIXON: I triod to talk to that 

point in rhowing that on. 8ro.l rhot where you can 

see all o f  the largo nurberr of drum8 that,were 

being stored by the rilo8. That i s  the incoming 

matorial that w.8 coring in from Uolloncrock in St. 

Louir and thon rorlurriod 8t tho rito. 

NR. STXGNBR: Thank you. Lot'r t8ke 

our bro8k now and roconvono for tho forrrl comment 

period. 

( A  brief roce88 war taken.) 

(All panel member8 except Mr. Stegner rtepped 

down . ) 
NR. STTIGNIR: Thir ir the boginning 

000315 
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of the formal comment 8ectlon where your comments 

will be entered to the Rcsponrivenea~ Summary in 

the Record of Decision. We will do thi8 a8 we have 

romo folk8 who have rlgned up to make commentr. 

YOU do not havo to rign up to make corrontr. YOU 

can havo an opon riko at tho ond. Thoro'r only 

about four or five folk8 here that Indicated t h e y  

wanted to mako comnentr. 

_ _  - 

Again, you do not have to u88 this 

forum to make the official conrentr. You can 

8ubrit corrontr on on0 of the80 card8 and leave 

thor horo at tho ond a f  tho rooting or you can 

8ubrit corront8 to tho Dopartront o f  Bnorgy at the 

Public A f f a i r 8  Off!iCO. 990 8180 88k boforo .YOU 

leavo, If you don't rind, to fill out tho 

evaluation f o r m  we have ritting on all of the 

chairr. 

The fir8t p8rron We h8ve i 8  Kovin 

Sorrol .  I guomr can Kovin'r not horo. 

UNIDENTIOIED SPEAKBR: Thoro's 8ome 

Colkr atill out horo i n  tho hallway. 

NR. STEGNER: You want to check out 

there . 
UNIDENTIFIED SPENCER: Not therm. 

000316 
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5 9 8  MR. STEGNER: I8 Lee Bolver rtill 

here? 

UNIDBNTIPILD SPEAKER: Ho loft. 

MR. STEGNER: Bob, do you have 

romething to r8y? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: 1'11 turn it 

in later. 

HR. STEGNER: Bob Gearel -- Godsel, 
I ' m  sorry? Going very well so far. Tom Wagner, 

Citirons Ta8k Porco? Okay. Wo havo an opon mike, 

folkr, if anyono want8 to mako a comront. 

too? 

nS. NUNGESTER: You want my addre~a, 

HR. STEGNER: Not necerrary,...ar long 

as wo havo your naro. 

US.  NUNGESTER: Notma NUngOrtOr, 

8ornald roridoat 8nd P t ~ h  group. I havo roveral 

commonti. Pirrt o f  811, I want to covor again what 

rla8 rt8t.d in tho quortion and 8n8w.r poriod. I 

think botwoon tho draft ROD and tho final ROD we 

noad 8 public corront official time, and you need 

to forralito thir. On down horo bolow you ray the 

public involvoront, public involvoront, that moan8 

rothing to U I .  You nood to forariiro that. 
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on trrnsportation. We want to be notifi8d when 

you're tranrporting thi8 #tuff and talk about t h e  

matorial8 that aro actually in tho It-65 whon 

theyOre vitritiod and whon you start to r h i p  them 

out to Novada. 

A180 t h i 8  #tuff that 8t.y. on r i t e ,  

I'd like to know how thoy will b e  monitored, and 

for how long of a poriod thoy'ro going to be 

monitorod. I gU.88 I 3U8t Want to OXpr888 that WC 

want a guarantoo that roal-timo monitoring will be 

urod . a A180 8 8Ugg08tiOn0 how about dovaring 

thoro rilor whoa you rtart working on thom? I 

think thir i r  on. o f  tho mort important' thing8 you 

I 

6 2  I 

_ -  - And you also-nod mor. dotail8 on 

your RD/RA work plan. We want to know more detail 

a 0003 18 

could do for tho community. . -  I think that'8 about 

lt. I ' m  trying to road my notor that are chicken 

rcratch horo. 

Oh, on. mor0 thing. I ' d  liko to be 

3iligont on roforring largo quantitiom of warto 

from othor rit.8. Wo don't want anything brought 

Ln h e m  from othor p l a n t 8  to v t t r i f y  w i t h  our 

natorial or to bo put undor tho rtorrgo ar0.8. 
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Thank you. 

HR. STEGNER: Thank you, Norma. 

Edw.? 

MS. YOCUM: Bdwa Yocur. Soma of 

thir will round ropotitiour, but I ' m  arking f o r  a 

public comment poriod botweon the R O D ' # ,  the draft 

and final; and we need an official public comment 

period after tho RA procorr. And alro I ' r  arking 

f o r  a public comront poriod botween tho beginning 

and corplotion of rorodiation. And than, too, when 

dirmantling tho K-6s 8 i 1 0 8  and a180 tho 3 and 4;  

I'd liko to havo a protoctivo covor bo urod around 

the rilor. 

And a8 Far a8 I read in there, that 

EPA would bo roviowing tho vault or tho dirporal 

rit.8 ovory t i v o  yoarr, 1 8 d  liko to know tho 

2ofinition of "roviowing," and I would liko 

:ontinuour monitoring and maintonanco o f  on-rite 

l i 8 p 0 8 a l  vault. or at loart on. timo a y o a t  ar long 

~8 th8y'ro on *it.. And a h o 8  who would bo paying 

Cor thi8 monitoring and maintonanco? And thir way 

t rocommond 8 trurt fund f o r  monitoring and 

maintonanco of tho dirporalr. 

WMQ~MR: ghrnk you, 8dwre O p l n  
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microphone atill, folkr. Thank you a11 v o r y  much. 
~ _ .  ~ 

- - .  
MEETING CONCLUDED AT 8 : 4 5  P.M. 
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C B R T I P I C A T E  

'I, LISA CONLIY, RPR, the underrigned, a notary 

public-court raportor, do horoby cortify that at 

tho tiro and placo  rtatod horoin, I rocordod in 

rtonotypy and thoroaftor had tranrcribod with 

corputor-aidod tranrcription tho within ( 6 5 1 ,  

rixty-five pager, and that the foregoing transcript 

of proceodingr $8 a coaplete and accurate report of 

m y  .aid rtenotypy note.. 

MY COUMISSION EXPIRES: LISA COMLEY, RPR 

JULY 28, 1994. NOTARY PUBLIC-STATE O? OHIO 
' . .  

.. . 
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0- CALL TO ORDER: 

FEMP-OUCFEIS-2 
September 1994 

The meeting was called to order at 6: 10 p.m. 

The purpose of the evening's meeting was for two presentations. The first 
presentation was furnished by representatives of the U.S. Department of Energy 
Fernald Field Office located in Cincinnati, Ohio. The second presentation was 
presented by the Waste Management Division, U.S. Department of Energy, Nevada 
Opertations Office. 

Each presentation was followed by a question and answer session from the NV/CAB 
and the public. 

Joe Fiore announced that the state of Nevada had made a request in response to a 
draft Envioronmental Impact Statement issued by Femald which described the 
activities which result in waste being transported to the Test Site, and the request 
involved extending the public comment penod on that document for 60 days to give 
the Communlty Advisory Board of the Nevada Test Site Programs (NV/CAB) an 
opportunity to understand the situation better. In response to that, Fernald agreed to 
extend the comment period by 30 days. The original closing date for comments was 
April 20th; it is now May 20th. This meeting was being held in time for coyments to 
be put together in the next nine days. a 
Dave Rast from the Femald Fieid Office gave a summary on the proposal to transport 
and dispose of low-level radioactive waste at the Nevada Test Site's radioactive waste 
management site. The waste will be generated in the cleanup and environmental 
restoration of the DOE'S closed uranium production facility near Femald, Ohio. If the 
proposed and subsequent actions are implemented, approximately 300,000 cubic 
yards of radioactive waste will be disposed of at the NTS. Disposal activities would 
cover a period of approximately 30 years. Copies of the sl.ides presented are 
attached. 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS; 

At this time, each Board member introduced him/herself and then proceeded with 
their individual questions and/or comments. 

DENNIS BECHTEL: First, I would like to thank you for sharing information 

000327 
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of the EMAC board. Could you possibly translate your numbers, your 300,000 cubic 
yards and your annual figures in numbers of shipments, and what they might mean? 

DAVE RAST: We get approximately 18 cubic yards of waste on the average on 
a shipment. If I do the simple math and just divide it by 20, that is 15,000. 

DENNIS BECHTEL: So that's potentially what? Three thousand trips a year, 
and you are looking at Fy96 here? (No response given.) 

JOANNE STOCKILL: What kind of shipments are you talking, rail or truck? 

DAVE RAST: Truck. Currently the only mode of transportation we have off site 
IS truck shipments. We have been looking at rail shipments. Currently, the rad at 
Fernald is light gauge rail and cannot support heavy shipments, and we have some 
local rad in the area that is in need of repair before I would attempt to effect any 
shipments by rail. 

JOANNE STOCKILL: Is mat true of the 600,000, you are going to put in 
commercial sites? 

DAVE RAST: Yes. . ,  

DENNIS BECHTEL: Follow up on the question I had. When you plan your 
shipping campaign, what sort of easrdination do you do with state and governments 
and particularly the state of Nevada? How do you handle that? 

DAVE RAST: Currently, we xwen't done any coordination from Fernald in 
emergency preparedness. DOE c:itablished a radiological response team and 
divides the contaminant into areas for response in a case of a transportation 
emergency. We also effect training for our shippers. We &so have a designated 
route for which drivers are to transport shipments. They also have a designated call- 
in time; they have to report at least once every 24 hours. Many of the trucks are 
being equipped with satellite tracking equipment. The drivers also have all the 
emergency contact information in thew transportation file within a packet and the bill 
of lading transportation documents. 

DENNIS BECHTEC: Where would those designated routes be in Nevada? 
Would they be interstates? 

DAVE RAST: Interstates where possible. You can't get to the Nevada Test Site 
via interstates. They usually come across 95 over 15, up 15 and back out 95. 

DENNIS BECHTEL: So right through Las Vegas? 

Iv -24  
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DAVE RAST: Yes, sir. 

LATHIA MCDANIELS: Can you tell me what steps are implemented to insure 
that we don’t accidently get mixed low-level waste shipped to us? 

DAVE RASP: To insure that we don’t get mixed waste transported to the 
Nevada Test Site. there is an extensive characterization and certification program 
established by the Nevada Field Office. That cemfication program is defined in their 
Waste Acceptance Criteria Document, NVO-325. We adhere to the conditions 
established in that document. 

We also maintain control of containers: maintam control of who has access to waste 
disposal facilities such as our dumpsters on site have locks on them. Only 
designated personal have the ability to put trash into a dumpster, or to put any kind 
of material into a waste container. We are implementing even tighter controls now on 
waste containers . 

We do do sampling analysis of some materials, characterizing them under the 
RCRA regulations to check for hazardous constituents, to make sure theyae not a 
mixed waste. We maintam those characterization files at the site. They have been 
reviewed by the representatives from the Nevada Fieid Office and also from the 
Nevada Department of Environmental Protection on some of our waste streams. 

We perform a review of our waste on a waste stream by waste stream basis. 

’ LATHIA MCDANIELS: But there is no outside agency that.has the hands-on 
ability to review while you are doing it? 

DAVE RAST: Before we are allowed to ship to Nevada Test Site, they review 
the characterization files for the waste streams. Before that waste stream is approved 
for acceptance, they review it. 

LATHIA MCDANIELS: When you say “they,” who? 

DAVE RAST: Nevada DOE field office. 

JOE FIORE: We adhere to a very rigorous waste acceptance process. That 
Includes formal submittal of applications from waste generators. But to specifically 
answer your question, part of that process involves oversight by the State of Nevada, 
Division of Environmental Protection. So that’s the independent non-DOE part of the 
thing. 

. .. 
. L  

PAUL LIEBENDORFER: I will say, we probably made a significant impact on all 
the waste that is shipped out here from--not just Fernald but the other places as 
well--on the level of quality of the waste. 

000329 
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UTHlA MCDANIELS: Are you satisfied (Paul Liebendorfer) that we are not and 
we wtll not be getting any mixed low-level waste? 

PAUL LIEBENDORFER: Within the documents we have seen so far. 

IATHIA MCDANIELS: Outside of the documents: your personal feelings? 

PAUL LIEBENDORFER: 1 think at this point in time, there has been nothing 
raised. Maybe 1 should take a step back. There was a shipment that came in a 
couple years ago of thorium waste that we had great concerns about because of 
what we perceived to be a lot of inadequate documentation to support the position. 
We went around for about eight often months on that. 

I actually went back, and they did some resampling’ of some containers that 
were left there, and observed the days worth of swpling and the evaluation, and 
insisted on additional information to be presented to be included in the waste. 
package to support their position. After conclusion of that particular round, we felt 
that they, at that point in time, did have the ability to demonstrate that those 
documents coming back in, that, thorium waste, were in fact, not a mixed waste. 
They have implemented a process that we don’t look at every waste stream. We are 
able to audit any waste stream we request. 

got to the point where DOE conducts an audit and we audit DOE. 

bringing your waste to the NTS, is there another disposal site? 

. 

Obviously, we cannot go to every site and look at every package, so we have 

RICHARD NOCILLA: I have been wondering if apart from the tradition of 
1 

DAVE RAST: We have disposed of waste at the Envirocare Facility in Utah and 
recently made some additional shipments to a facility. Currently, under the current 
DOE regulations, the Nevada Test Site is the assigned disposal site for Fernald. 
Now. we are working on petitions to get the exemptions to dispose of low-level waste 
at commercial disposal sites. 

CHRIS BROWN: What kind of half lives do the various radionuclides that you 
mentioned have? 

DAVE RAST: The primary radionuclides that we have on site are uranium and 
thorium. I think the uranium is ten million years and thorium is a billion. 

CHRIS BROWN: And do you all make highly enriched or low enriched? 

DAVE RAST: We only made low enriched uranium. We have some material 
that IS for sale that is approximately 20-percent enrichment. We have limited 
quantities of that. Approximately, I think 50 pounds of the 20-percent enrichment 
material which is currently on the block for sale, and more than likely it will be sold. 

~001035’0 
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The highest enrichment we typically dealt with was 1.25 percent, which IS about e- half a percent over normal. 

CHRIS BROWN: The relation of this process of choosing the NTS and being 
designated to the PEE process, I am curious because, it has up to six possible sites 
for low-level waste to be sent throughout the complex. I'm wondering if Fernald 
would give consideration to a site more proximate to it through the PEE process? 

DENNIS NIXON: I believe he is referring to potential sites that could be 
constructed in close proximity to the Fernald site, and we have essentially found that 
not to be implementable at this time and cost effective for the small .quantity of waste. 

CHRIS BROWN: Three hundred thousand cubic yards is not a small amount. 

DENNIS NIXON: The proposed action is only 13,000 cubic yards. The 300,000 
is the total volume for the site. 

CHRIS BROWN: Well, out of all the numbers you threw out at us, which 13,000 
cubic yards? 

DAVE RAST: Operable Unit 4 residues is the proposed action right now. 

CHRIS BROWN: So, are you going to tier following EIS's on each of the 
operable units, and if so when will we be seeing those? 

DENNIS NIXON: This is the 13,000 for this action with Operable Unit 4, and we 
talked about reducing that to 6,000. 

DAVE RAST: Each of the follow-up operable units has an accumulative effect. 
As you get to the decision point in each of the other operable units, they will tier that 
effect into environmental assessment for each of the operable units, and those will be 
coming out at the dates that you see the arrow pointed to at this time. 

CHRIS BROWN: So, if your presentation talks about the accumulative impact, 
the answer, we are only dealing with 13,000, which really isn't relevant. We are 
dealing with the whole thing. These things are coming out one after the other in the 
space of a year here, except for Operable Unit 3 which is going to take a few more. 
We are basically talking about the whole volume, not just the 13,000. 

JACK CRAIG: The document you have now is for Operable Unit 4. It is only 
making a decision on the 13,000 cubic yards. Like you said. there will be follow-up 
documents that will also finalize the decision on the other operable units. 

If, through this process, all the leading alternatives are selected, you will get a 
chance to look at each one of those individually. And, those will add up to 300,000 if 

. 
W-2-9 000331 



FEMP-OU4-FEIS-2 
September 1994 

the leading alternatives are selected, but you will get a chance to comment on each 
one of those as they come out. But this document you are looking at now is only 
making a decision on the 13,000 cubic yards. 
' 

that later through the submittal of the following-up documents. 
The other number that leads up to the 300,000, you will be able to comment on 

JOHN WALKER: I haven't heard any discussion about the alternatives for on- 
site disposal. Even though it is not the preferred alternative, it is an alternative that 
you did examine. Would you like to discuss those alternatives? The alternatives for 
keeping it all at Fernald on site. 

DENNIS NIXON: 1 think that what I'm addressing here is just the proposed 
action, which is agan the 13,000 cubic yards which is Operable Unit 4 There are 
various reasons why. We evaluated a full range of options and alternatives for both 
on-site and off-site disposal, various treatment options, etc. We chose the NTS 
because it performed the best out of all the alternatwes that we evaluated, and these 
are the reasons why the NTS was rated better over on-site disposal. 

Also there are some real show stoppers when it comes to on-site disposal with 
this waste whether it's hydrology which Dave has covered; the climate, we have a lot 
of rainfall compared to what we would get in the desert here; the demographics of 
the area, there is a large population in close proximity of the site; the land use 
scenario is an agrrcultural land use, so there is a greater possibility of intrusion on the 
waste that was disposed of on site. 

population; there is very low probability of future intrusion on the waste; it's probably 
not going to be farmed in the future; the hydrology, geology, all that is very favorable 
to disposal of this waste at NTS. 

a 
These things are resolved at the NTS. It is an arid climate; there is a very low 

JOHN WALKER: But there are some doable engineering systems where you 
can keep the waste on site a long period of time; is that correct? 

DENNIS NIXON: That is correct. However, it does not completely pass the 
threshold criteria which we look at in the evaluation of the alternative. For one, it 
does not comply with all applicable, relevant, and appropriate requirements which are 
essentially the regulations mat are applied to our site. 

JOHN WALKER: I just want to make the point that there are alternatives to the 
preferred action that just didn't seem discussed at all. 

DENNIS NIXON: We fully evaluated on-site disposal. This is the list of 
alternatives we evaluated in the Feasibility Study. For the Silo 1 and 2 material, or K- 

a 65 material, we have to evaluate no action, which obviously is a good solution for this 
particular operable unit. 
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We evaluated on-property disposal with various treatments, stabilization options 

as well as off-site disposal here and the NTS We have not identified another off-site 
disposal facility that was available to this waste stream. 

For the Silo 3 contents, essentially the same alternatives were evaluated. 
Subunit C, being the debris and soils on other structures, etc., was review and 
evaluated and that will be disposed of on site most probably assuming that the 
Operable Unit 5 waste is selected for on-site disposal. 

KATHERINE YURACKO: Well, this is what I wanted to see, but now I want to, 
know why are the only possibilities on site in Nevada? 

DENNIS NIXON: Well, these are the alternatives. We listed and reviewed and 
evaluated a lot more alternatives than this, but not all alternatives passed the 
threshold criteria, which was to be protective and to be able to comply with all the 
applicable, relevant, and appropriate requirements such as disposal at another 
commercial site. We cannot identify a commercial site such as the Envirocare Site. 
We cannot meet their acceptance criteria. 

DENNIS BECHTEL: How much does cost effectiveness enter into it? 

DENNIS NIXON: Well, I don't want to say it's low on the totem pole, but it is 
certainly less important than the threshold criteria and being protective of .the human 
health and the environment. It is also the most cost-effective alternative. 

PAUL RICHITT: With respect to the on site, what is the alternate plan used for 

DENNIS NIXON: We have a citizen's advisory board at Fernald that is 
determining that very issue. We have not determined what the final land use for 
Fernald is. 

Fernald Site after you finish remediation? 

PAUL RICHITT: Because you vitrify the waste, you reduce volume. you are 
going to stabilize it so it can't migrate. You are going to bring it to the Test Site: the 
whole premise is to say the waste materials will be held and stable. I f  that is the 
case. depending on what you are going to put the Femald Site to, you may have the 
same benefit by leaving it on site and not have to worry about transportation where 
you may introduce additional problems. So, is your basis for decision made before 
you have an alternate-use detecminatlon on the Fernald Site? 

DENNIS NIXON: We don't believe so. Again, on-site disposal does not pass 
the threshold criteria, and we cannot meet all the applicable, relevant, and 
appropriate areas. We cannot insure that we--in the long term over a thousand-year 
period--that we would not have intrusion due to the land use and the demographics 
of the area. 
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JOANNE STOCKILL: Is there any assurance there would not be intrusion 
Nevada Test Site in a thousand years? 

DENNIS NIXON: No, there is not. However, it is less likely. 

BILL VASCONI: Are there any questions to be addressed from the audience? 

DON HENDRICKS: Several months ago €PA took the position to DOE that the 
K-65 waste as well as some other high-thorium waste should be classed as greater 
than Class C waste. If by definition, you take that at face value, that means you 
should not dispose of those wastes in near-surface repositories. This doesn’t quite 
seem to go along with that. 

I would also assume that because you have reduced the volume and you have 
upped the concentration, which makes it even more significant. 

DENNIS NIXON: That is true. The vitrification reducing the volume makes a 
more dense waste form. It does concentrate the radionuclides. I would just say that 
this waste is not high-level waste. It is not transuranic waste. It’s categorized as 
1 1 e(2) by-product material. Even though the €PA Region V has applied 40 CFR .191, 
which is the regulation which controls high-level and transuranic waste, that was felt 
to be that our waste was enough like-due to the long-lived content and long lived 
alpha emitters--like the radium and thorium and uranium series, that we should 
consider that in our decision for the waste stream, and which we did in the 
document. 

e, 
CHRIS BROWN: In terms of projected disposition at varies places, some on 

site. some commercial and some NTS, how does that work out in terms of radioactive 
hazardous materials, etc. 

DENNIS NIXON: I think that all the waste that Dave spoke of was low-level 
radioactive waste. 

DAVE RAW: All the waste that is projected in that is low-level radioactive. 

CHRIS BROWN: The commercial stuff, is there any chance it will be sent to an 
incinerator? 

DAVE RAST: Most of the material that we are looking at disposing of 
commercially is not amiable to incineration. It’s soils, it’s a sludge material out of 
our waste pits: it will need some drying. Most of the drying technique that we are 
looking at is either a (unintelligible) drier or we found compaction and super 
compaction is a much more effective drying technique than incineration. Incineration 
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IS very expensive. Any kind of thermal treatment chews up massive amounts of 
energy, and you can run a 5,000-ton press a lot more energy effectively than you can 
an incinerator. 

e- 
JOANNE STOCKILL: l wanted to ask Joe, should this shipment go to the Test 

Site, where would it be and how would it be stored? Would it be in Area S? 

JOE FIORE: Yes. It would be treated as low-level waste as it is defined bv our 
current DOE Orders, and the bulk of it would go to Area 5 or Area 3 which is nearby. 

KATHERINE YURACKO: I’m now confused as to what this stuff is we are 
talking about. Did you say this stuff was regulated under the 40 CFR 191 ? 

DAVE RAST: No. 40 CFR 191 was applied as a relevant and appropriate 
regulation to be considered. It is not a high-level waste product. It is a by-product 
from a leaching operation. The US/EPA Region V felt that if we wanted to dispose of 
that material on site, .in our management of that material, we would have to follow the 
191 guidelines. 

KATHERINE YURACKO: Knowing nothing more than EPA Region V, that 
sounds reasonable to me. How does the facility you’re talking about putting it in at 
the Test Site compare with a 40 CFR 191 facility? 

. JOE FIORE: We have done some performance assessments, Kathy, consistent 
with both 40 CFR 191 and the DOE Order, and I think we have some preliminary 
results. I’m not certain I know them of I can explain them very welt. Layton, do you 
know what the preliminary results are? 

LAYTON O’NEILL: Yes. They showed that the situation that we have will satisfy 
the 40 CFR 191, and we need more data.to affirm that. 

JOE FIORE: Let me explain. The Order we are applying for our low-level waste 
disposal, the Order that we must meet is that for low-level radioactive waste 
performance assessments described in a DOE Order, but that is the prescriptive role 
to meet. The consideration of 40 CFR 191 , I believe, is a more rigorous requirement 
and I think we are trying to demonstrate that we also meet that, but it is not a 
requirement that we do meet that for disposal of low-level waste. 

KATHERINE YURACKO: But it sounds like the only reason it can’t go is at 
Fernatd is because they require that they comply with 40 CFR 191 , and so it is 
coming here because there is no requirement in Nevada to comply with 40 CFR 191 
Have I understood that right? 
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DENNIS NIXON: That is not entirely true. There IS another regulation, an OAC 

(Ohio Administrative Code) regulation, which would prohibit the location of a disposal 
cell over a sole source aquifer, which we would not comply with as well with this 
panicular sighting of a disposal cell for this type of waste. 

KATHERINE YURACKO: Let's say this is 40 CFR 191 waste. We have got 
40 CFR 191 facilities all over this country. Can't we put this in one of them? 

DENNIS NIXON: I'm not familiar with the locations of those facilities. 

KATHERINE YURACKO: Well, there is this kind of waste elsewhere; right? 
Isn't this similar to mill tailing waste we have got all over the country? 

DENNIS NIXON: No, I don't believe so. 

KATHERINE YURACKO: It's originated under the same regulations. 

DENNIS NIXON: Right. 

KATHERINE YURACKO: We have facilities constructed around this country 
under this regulation. But you are saying that none of those can take this waste? 

DENNIS NIXON: Right. 

JOHN WALKER: I don't think there are any facilities under 191. I think WlPP is 
the only facility that they are looking at for 191. I think 191 was thrown out or set 
aside on Yucca Mountain. They are trying to fix a standard for Yucca Mountain, but 
191 is only being applied to WlPP at this point, which IS transuranic waste, which is 
long-lived much like uranium. 

KATHERINE YURACKO: Then WlPP is an alternative for this? 

JOHN WALKER: No. 

KATHERINE YURACKO: I am not getting what this waste is. 

DENNIS NIXON: I mink this is a very important issue that we have discussed 
hundreds of times over the last two years. The reality of the matter is that this waste 
IS not 40 CFR 191 waste even though the USEPA Region V has told us to consider It 
as relevant and appropriate. The DOE does not agree with that position and has put 
forward a position paper that would idenQfy that they do not concur with that position. 
However, the ARARs (Applicable, Relevant and Appropriate Requirements) that we 
are required to work on under CERCU, they are addressed by the Agency. We 
cannot negotiate those. Those are not subject :o any kind of negotiation. We do not e 
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consider this 191 waste. It is clearly not high level, it is Clearly not transuranic, which 
IS the intent of that regulation. 

The reason why it was applied to this waste IS because it has greater than 100 
rianocuries per gram of long-lived alpha-emitting radionuclides like uranium, radium, 
and thorium series. Those are enough like what is governed in 40 CFR 191 for 
Region V to make it relevant and appropflate in their minds. 

MICHAEL VERRILLI: I have some questions about containerization of the 
material. How is that done? Is the material containerized there and then placed at 
the Test Site in the containers, or is it removed and then placed in other contamers? 
The current shipments. 

DENNIS NIXON: It is all containerized at the Fernald Site. It is not removed 
from the container before it is disposed. 

MICHAEL VERRILLI: What kind of health hazards would those pose in the 
event of a breach of a contamer on a public highway? 

DENNIS NIXON: Not being a health physicist, I'm not going try to take a guess 
on the health hazards. Most of the material we ship and most of the material that is 
transported to the Nevada Test Site has material that has fixed contamination or it's a && 
nonsmearable, nonreleasable contaminant. * .. $ 3  

MICHAEL VERRILU: So it is a contaminant that you would have to have long 
exposure to be damaged? 

9 
DENNIS NIXON: Right. And uranium, itsdf, is not a high radiological risk. -%- 

MICHAEL VERRILU: The disposal at the Test Site itself, is it buried, is it above 
ground? 

DENNIS NIXON: It is shallow-land burial. 

JERRY SIEREN: A private citizen. One of the major news services this morning 
reported, I think it was the Review Journal, that the State of Ohio has become the 
leading candidate to host a commercial low-level radioactive waste disposal site. And 
the reason they have become the leading candidate is because the state of Michigan 
has been thrown out of the Midwest States Compact, because it refused to host the 
low-level radioactive waste site, and Ohio is the next largest producer of low-level 
radioactive waste in that Compact. A representative from the State of Ohio 
Environmental Proteaon Agency was quoted in the newspaper article, stating that 
the site would be located in Southern Ohio farm country due to lack of political clout 
in that area. 

. 
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That was just introductory. My question: Was this site that is being considered 
now be located in the state of Ohio and presumably deemed acceptable for low-level 
rad waste, was it considered for the OU4 waste? And if not, why not, and could it be 
considered for that rad waste? / 

DENNIS NIXON: We considered a regional disposal alternative. If you look 
at the OU4 documents, that was one of the unsighted low-level waste disposal cells 
within 300 miles of Fernald and was evaluated as an option. The current low-level 
waste repository for Ohio has gotten the honor to site within their state is part of the 
Compacts' low-level waste disposal sites under the Low-Level Waste Policy Act. And 
just by virtue of that Act and within the terms of that Act, DOE is prohibited from 
using those sites. 

JERRY SIEREN: 

DENNIS NIXON: 

JERRY SIEREN: 

DENNIS NIXON: 

Is the site in Utah? Envirocare? 

It's not a Compact site. 

It does accept commercial low-level rad waste? 

Yes, it does. But it's a private site. 

A 10-minute break was called for after the Femald segment and the group 
reconvened at 8 3 0  p.m. 

Layton O'neill gave a slide presentation on the DOE Nevada Operations Office, Waste 
Management Division's current low-level radioactive waste management program. 
Photographs of Nevada Test Site Area 5 and Area 3 waste disposal facilities and 
practices, and subsurface monitoring wells and holes, were shown and described. 
Research results showing surface water does not seep below 20 feet down from the 
surface, and so does not travel down to the 800-foot deep water table, were 
described. 

KATHERINE YURACKO: First of all, I have a lot of questions, and I frankly 
don't think we are going to get through all of this tonight. I'd like to start off with one 
if I can. I heard that Ohio thinks this is 1 le(2) material, and my comment eariier was 
DOE has lots of 1 1 e(2) material, has lots of 1 1 e(2) disposal sites around the country. 
Now, Layton was kind enough to direct our attention to Chapter IV of 5820.2A which 0 
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addresses 1 le(2) material, and I'd like to read4 was skimming that--and in Chapter 
IV, Section 3a(l), it states right here, "disposal sites should be identified and 
developed as needed in support of DOE remedial actions, and will normally be 
located in the state in which the wastes were generated." So, I still don't understand 
what's going on here. 

LAYTON O'NEILL: Well, I will tell you what we did. When we started getting 
Into this 11 e(2) waste proposals to come to Nevada Test Site, we wrote a letter to 
Headquarters and said, provide us guidance because there is not enough in the 
document on that Chapter. So we are waiting to hear from Headquarters on further 
guidance on what they want us to do. That's all I can answer you. We don't have 
proper guidance from Headquarters on what to do with that material. 

. .  

KATHERINE YURACKO: I guess one of the things I am still hung up on IS this 
notion that the only two possibilities were on site and Nevada, and then it couldn't go 
on site because this was 1 le(2) material, and so Nevada was the only alternative. 
But how about doing an evaluation of other 1 1  e(2) disposal sites? 

1 1 e(2) is CFR 192. There are a number of facilities in this country that are 
regulated under the 40 CFR 192 that are taking DOE material, and so I'm just 
confused on this. 

-t I_ 
I .  

5- 

DENNIS NIXON: I'm not sure which sites you are particularly refertlng to. We 
1 have identified no other sites that could accept this material now. Not because it's 

1 1  €2. Just being a low-level waste, it is not a mill tailing. - *.a 

KATHERINE YURACKO: Well, that's what I'm confused about. I mean, I was 
told it's 1 le(2), and now you are saying it's not really so, and it can't go into an 
1 1 e(2) facility. Have you done an examination? There are lots of those facilities. 
Let's take Grand Junction. Have you done an examination of putting this material in 
the Grand Junction facility? 

DENNIS NIXON: No, we have not. However, Dave can address those other 
disposal sites. 

DAVE RASE Most of the other sites and everything for UMTRA disposal are for 
native North American mill tailings; and in particular, once you look at mill tailings that 
came off of those sites, and they were taken out and used throughout the country 
verses the leachate from the K-65 materials. In that process there is a higher 
concentration of radium in those products than we find within the UMTRA mill talings. 
So, all the performance assessments done for the UMTRA disposal sites are not 
driven to the levels of the material that we have in the silos. 

KATHERINE YURACKO: So this facility on the Nevada Test Site is more 
protective than a 40 CFR 192 facility? 

I 
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DAVE RAST: Yes. Given the information of the performance of the cells that 

we have and we have looked at the NTS, yes. 

DENNIS BECHTEL: I do have a general question for Layton. How did you 
happen to pick the sites? It seems like they are right on the boundary of the Test 
Site; Area 3 and Area 5, the low-level sites. 

LAYTON O'NEILL: It was picked in 1953. It is fortuitous, according to my 
knowledge and information, about what happened to the NTS. They searched 
around in the United States for a number of years to find a place to test weapons. 
and they finally settled on the Nevada Test Site, and they sad this is a good place to 
test weapons. 

investigation, and went out again and looked dl over the United States to find out 
where the best place would be to test nuclear weapons, and they ended up with the 
Nevada Test Site again. Now, we were fortuitous in picking the location we did, . 

because, it is a long ways to the ground table, and I think the early guys knew a little 
something about that. So, we just bought into that. As I told you, we knew ' 

something about the depth to water from the other wells. 

were done right near to us, radiation migrations studies, that were done w.here we 
pumped water out of a well 100 feet from an original detonation, and we pumped on 
it for 14 years. And the first thing we saw wasat the end of two years of continuous 
pumping day and night on that well, we saw tritium coming across, and we pumped 
on it again and the tritium got to its maximum concentration at five years, and then it 
started to decay away again. 

The people that studied the ground water at NTS say that it moves something 
like 11 feet a year, and that's all it moves. We forced moving it by pumping down on 
it and keeping that pumping going for 14 years. So, it is absolutely a good place, 
and it's very dry underneath us. 

In the Area 3 area, the water table is at 1300 or 1500 feet below the surface of 
the land. So, we think fortuitously they are both good locations, and we looked into 
that when we started Area 3. I told you we picked an area where the detonation was 
at least 500 feet above the ground water table, and so we know we have got 500 feet 
of basically unbothered soil beneath; if nothing else, it is probably compressed by the 
weapons tests. 

.. 

I understand about five years ago, or maybe ten, they reinitiated that 

Area 5 is 800 feet to the water table. And there are a couple of studies that 0 

BILL VASCONI: Realizing the site characteristic.studies and the fact that it is 
bound to be a better place than along the Miami River back in Ohio, my question 
would be, you do have an ample supply of holes at the Test Site to have your 
dumps, and I'm sure it 
the state of Nevada for 

can get shipped here. Is there any benefit to be derived from 
bringing in the waste? 
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LAYTON O'NEILL: Well, I think that depends on who you talk to. For mixed 
waste, the state of Nevada was gaming $20 a ton for the cement blocks we were 
putting in the  ground. That's pretty good business for the state of Nevada. They 
could also do that for other waste, I believe. They could charge a tariff on the DOE if 
they so chose to. 

BILL VASCONI: Yes, accepting that it's a federal land and you are bringing in 
federal waste; is that not true? 

LAYTON O'NEILL: Yes, sir 

BILL VASCONI: So the benefits to be derived for Nevada would be negotiating 
for the waste in tonnage and/or condition of: right? 

LAYTON O'NEILL: I believe so, and we think that the waste is not going to get 
into the ground water table, so we think they are not going to be harmed any. 

JOHN WALKER: Just on the question of money and benefits, it seems to m e  
that DOE receives the disposal funds from its off-site generators. Isn't that the case 
that derives some of the waste management budget? 

JOE FIORE: Yes. DOE takes out of the one pocket and puts it into mother. 
We provide a budget for the generator site and as we receive it, they pay us so much 
per cubic foot. So overall, the DOE, the disposal of it, is funded by the Department. 

LAYTON O'NEIU: Last year we had excess money and Reynolds Electrical 
and Engineering Company was forced to return two million dollars; I think it was, to 
Headquarters, because we had more money than we were suppose to spend. So it 
was returned to the Treasury. 

JOE FIORE: And to the extent that those funds supporl workers at the Test Site 
and their jobs, that's the extent of the benefit to the economy of the state. 

JOHN WALKER: It's a federal activity, clearly not a state activity. 

JOE FIORE: Correct. 

JOANNE STOCKIU: Many years ago there were discussions about the state 
charging a fee for use of Nevada roads and transportation. Has there been any 
recent discussions on that, for Nevada to gain some money from shipments that are 
going to the Test Site? 

' ' 

I -  
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PAUL LIEBENOORFER: I C a n  speak to recently. I believe it is Nye County that 
has looked into some of those situations. I would believe a separate tax to use the 
roads, within a road use, would be Department of Transportation, typical to any 
trucking activity that went over it. I do know a couple of counties that are actually 
looking at determining whether or not they could assess waste shipments that come 
back in to support county emergency response activities. And 1 do know one of the 
counties is actually looking at that to support their emergency response if something 
would happen on a road, but just a separate assessment that is specific to low-level , 
waste or hazardous waste or something else, I don't think. Any interstate transport 
would have to be equal no matter what the material was. 

LAYTON O'NEILL: I was involved, in my early days before I got into the waste 
management field, in the training. My bosses went to the speak to the Governor, and 
it was at the time we had been asked by Headquarters to start to receive off-site 
waste from the other locations in the United States. We made some concessions to 
the state of Nevada, and we promised to train every patrolman in response to 
radiological accidents and to provide them a radiation, kit that was calibrated on a 
regular basis so they could depend on it. We never did 'provide them with 
instruments, but we made a deal with the state emergency management group to-use 
civil defense instruments, and we calibrated them for about seven or ten years until 
the state asked us to cease that program of calibratmg. 

We still are training highway patrolmen at this time. We still are training fire 
fighters in the state of Nevada We provided monitoring gear for the stop-stations for 
registering trucks coming in and out of the state of Nevada, and we set them up with 
a monitoring device and an alarm that would detect radiation if the truck had any that 
they weren't admitting or didn't know about. They were able to check and make sure 
they were within limits. 

We were providing training for emergency medical people, and we are still doing 
that today underneath the waste management program. I'm paying REECo a yearly 
amount to go out and do this training. And we have trained most all of the fire 
fighters in the city of Las Vegas and all the cities that have fire departments; we train 
a few of the volunteer fire departments. 

We are doing these programs today underneath the waste management money. 

JOE FIORE: I would just like to make a comment and maybe get an answer to 
a question to put this transportation thing in perspective. We did some back-of-the- 
envelope calculations that said 15,000 shipments ovw 30 years. That's 500 
shipments a year. How does that relate to what we receive now? Don't we receive 
about 800 or a 1,000 a year today? 

LAYTON O'NEIU: We are getting about three or four a week now. This isn't 
our heavy time now, because they are just getting out of the snow up there. SO I 
guess, a couple hundred a year. 
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I KATHERINE YURACKO: I have three concerns on this. One, is that, from what 

I can tell, this appears to be inconsistent with the Departments’ own policy on 11 e(2) 
material; two, I haven’t been convinced that this is the only place that this material 
can go; and three, I’m concerned that Nevada gets nothing for this. 

PROPOSAL NO. 1 

At this point Katherine Yuracko proposed that the Board request a 30-day extension 
(for comments on the Draft EIS) in order to prepare an appropriate response, and in 
the meantime be provided with the Draft EIS and the four volumes of supporting 
documentation. 

1 .  Dennis Bechtel concurred and requested that the Board ask for an extension. 

2. 
by the Board, that he would abide by the consensus of the Board. 

3. 
make comments. 

4: 
by Fernald. In response, Jack Craig (a Fernald representative) said yes, they would. 

Joe Fiore stated that this being the first procedural request that has been made 

Jim Henderson also felt there was not enough information at the present time to 

I ’ -  

’ * $  

f 
;& $; 

h 

- 9  
Bill Vasconi inquired if the Board’s request for an extension would bq adhered to 

B ,:. 
I 

5.. 
unanimously. 

DECISION: The Board voted on the proposal, and the proposal carried 

6. ACTION: Dennis Bechtel agreed to write a letter of request for a 30-day 
extension. The Board agreed that each Board member would need a copy of the 
s u m m q  DES, and the Board as a whole would request one copy of the four 
volumes of the supporting documentation therefrom. 

7. 
available through Joe Fiore. There were four copies of the proposed plan, or 
summary document made available at the meeting through Fernald representatives. 
A request for any additional copies would need to go through Joe Fiore in order for 
‘Fernald to send them. 

The suggestion was made that the Feasibility Study and the EIS could be made 

PROPOSAL NO. 2 

Katherine Yuracko proposed that at future briefings, the Board needs to receive the 
summw documents in advance in order to review them before the presentation. 
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1 .  
information in advance. 

Bill Vasconi concurred with Kathy that the Eoard needed the summary 

2. 
advance of any briefing or presentation and agreed to get information to the Board in 
advance at future briefings. 

ACTION: Joe Fiore mcognized the need for the Eoard to be better informed in 

DISCUSSION ON THE CLASSIFICATION OF 1 le(21 

1 .  
waste is classed as 11 e(2) waste. 

Richard Nicolla asked for direction from DOE on why the proposed Fernald 

2. It was determined that Fernald asked DOE/NV to identtfy the proposed waste as 
11 E2. In t u n  DOUNV requested Headquarters to give them policy and-call back on 
it, because it wasn't clear to DOE/NV what it was. 

3. 
being received at NTS in small quantities. The concern and question being can 
6,000 cubic yards of the treated waste form be considered a small quantity? Thus 

Dennis Nixon made the point that in the DOE Orders, it refers to 11 e(2) material 

leaving the question: What was the intent when "small quantities" was written in the 
DOE Orders? ... 

4.. The question was raised that there are other disposal facilities in the United 
States that can receive 11 e(2) material. Why can't this waste go to these facilities? 

5. ACTION: Joe Fiore agreed to pursue the intent of the words "small quantities" 
as written in the DOE Orders, but wanted to make sure everyone knew that it would 
take DOE longer than 30 days to get that answered. 

6. 
on why the other disposal facilities were not receiving this waste. 

ACTION: Fernald representatives agreed to respond and answer the question 

ANNOUNCEMENT S 

1. Bill Vasconi announced that there was another CAB north of Las Vegas 
(SNFCAB). The SNFCAB is a cooperative agreement between Nye County and 
Lincoln County and Esmeralda County. They have elected a representative to attend 
and monitor this CAB'S meetings for their benefit, and when appropriate this tri- 
county CAB would be prepared to give a presentation to this CAB on the group's 
activities. 
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2. 
from Fernald for responding promptly to this Board’s request for a presentation. 

Joe Fiore expressed his appreciation to the DOE and contractors representatives 
t 

3. 
supplied copies of a public-information package which has their charter and fact 
sheets for each member of the Nevada CAB to review. 

Joe Fiore also brought to everyone’s attention that the Fernald representatives 

4. 
process in the comment resolution. The written portion of the process is very 
important. 

Dave Rast expressed the importance of follow-up in the formal documentation 

Meeting adjourned at 9:50 p.m. 
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