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FOREWORD

This work plan-implementation plan (WP-IP) has been prepared to document the actions
and evaluations made during the scoping and planning phase of the remedial
investigation/feasibility study-environmental impact statement (RI/FS-EIS) conducted at the
St. Louis, Missouri, site. Remedial action at the St. Louis site is being planned as part of

the Department of Energy’s (DOE) Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program.

Because portions of the St. Louis site are on the Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA) National Priorities List, the response actions (i.e., removal actions and remedial
actions) to be carried out by DOE at the site are subject to review by EPA, the Missouri
Department of Natural Resources, and the public under the Comprehensive Environmental

.Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act. Section 120(a)(1) of CERCLA as amended clarified
the applicability of CERCLA to hazardous sites owned or controlled by federal departments
and agencies; thus remedial actions at hazardous DOE sites must satisfy the requirements of
CERCLA. Executive Order 12580 delegated to DOE the authority to conduct CERCLA
response actions at sites under its control. Consistent with this order, DOE is the lead
agency for remedial actions at the St. Louis site. DOE plans and activities for the site are
being overseen by EPA Region VII, and a formal interagency agreement coordinating DOE’s

. and EPA’s respective roles has been signed. . The major elements. of the-agreement-are-w =~ ... =

described in Subsection 1.4.2.

CERCLA requires that an RI/FS be 'pe;.rfonned to support the evaluation and selection
of remedial action alternatives. It is DOE policy to integrate National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) values with the procedural and documentation requirements of CERCLA. DOE
has determined that an environmental impact statement (EIS) is the appropriate level of
NEPA review for the St. Louis site. The EIS IP provides guidance to DOE for the
preparation of an EIS and records the results of the scoping process for remedial actions at
sites for which it has responsibility. This integrated NEPA/CERCLA WP-IP (1) summarizes
site-specific background and characterization data, (2) identifies the types and amounts of

contaminants at the site and presents a conceptual site model that identifies potential routes of
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human exposure to these contaminants, (3) identifies data gaps and delineates how planned
activities will satisfy data needs, and (4) describes the approach that will be used to evaluate .
potential remedial action alternatives. This WP-IP also describes project organization and '

project controls and provides schedules for tasks to be performed to address both CERCLA

requirements and NEPA values. Nothing in this WP-IP is intended to represent a statement
on the legal applicability of NEPA to remedial actions under CERCLA.

The conclusion of the RI/FS-EIS process is the issuance of a record of decision that
states what remedial action alternative will be conducted at the site to control or alleviate

problems associated with contamination for which DOE is responsible.

516_0048 (08/06/93) v



CONTENTS .
Page
Foreword . . . .. . . @ i i it e e e e \%
Figures .. ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 1x
Tables . . . . e e e e XV
ACTONYIMIS . o v v i v v e it e it e e e et e e e e e e e e XXi
Units of MEASUIE . . . . . .ttt e et e e e e e e e e XXV
1.0 INTRODUCTION . . . ..t et e e et e e e e e e e e e 1-1
1.1 GENERAL SITE INFORMATION . ..................... 1-2
1.2 JUSTIFICATION AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 1-5
1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PROCESS . ............. 1-6
1.4 EXTERNAL INVOLVEMENT . .......... ... .......... 1-7
1.4.1 Coordination with Other Agencies . . . . . .............. 1-7
1.4.2 Summary of the Federal Facilities Agreement . .......... 1-8
1.4.3 PublicParticipation . . . . .. ... .. ... . ... 1-10
1.5 SCOPING PROCESS . ... ... . . e e 1-10
1.5.1 Introduction ... ........ .. ... .. inenenenn.. 1-10
1.5.2 Comments on Schedule and Pace of Cleanup . ........... 1-12
1.5.3 Comments on Health and Safety Concerns . . . .. ......... 1-15
1.5.4 Comments on Interim Cleanup Measures . ............. 1-23
1.5.5 Comments on Storage and Disposal Site Selection . . ... .. .. 1-26
1.5.6 Commentson Other Sites . . .. .................... 1-30
1.5.7 Comments on Public Participation in the Cleanup
Process . . . . e e e e e e e 1-33
1.5.8 Comments on Economic Issues . ................... 1-38
1.5.9 Comments on Land-Use Issues . ... .......... e e e 1-40 - -
1.5.10 Comments on Transportation Issues . . .. .............. 1-41
1.5.11 Comments on Extent of Contamination . . ... ........... 1-42
1.5.12 Comments on Data Quality and Sufficiency .. ........... 147 .
1.5.13" Lists of Citizens Who Commented . ... .............. 1-48
2.0 SITEBACKGROUND ANDSETTING .. ... ... ... ... ... 2-1
2.1 GENERAL SITEDESCRIPTION . . . ... ... ... ..., 2-1
2.1.1 St. Louis Downtown Site and Vicinity Properties . ........ 2-1
2.1.2  St. Louis Airport Site and Vicinity Properties . . . . ... ... .. 2-1
2.1.3 Latty Avenue and Vicinity Properties . . . .............. 2-3
2.2 SITEHISTORY ......... e e e e e e e e e e e e 2-4
2.2.1 St. Louis Downtown Site and Vicinity Properties ......... 2-4
2.2.2  St. Louis Airport Site and Vicinity Properties . . . . ... ... .. 2-5
2.2.3 Latty Avenue and Vicinity Properties . . . . ... .......... 2-6

516_0048 (08/06/93) . v



3.0

2.3

2.4

2.5

INITIAL SITE EVALUATION

3.1

ww
W

. 3.4

3.5

3.6

CONTENTS

(continued)

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING .. .. ... ... ... .. ... ...
23,1 Climate . .. .. . i e e e e
2.3.2 Geology and Stratigraphy . . ... ..... .. ... .. ... ..
2.3.3 Hydrology, Hydrogeology, and Water Quality .. ........

2.3.4 Ecological Resources . . ... .. ... .. ....... .. . ...,
2.3.5 Historical Resources . . . .. .. .. ...« _
23.6 LandUse . ... ... . it e
2.3.7 Surface Features . ... .. ... ... ... ...
2.3.8 Surface Water . .. .. ... ... e .
NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION . . . ... ... ...

2.4.1 Origins of Contamination . . . .. ... ...............
2.4.2 Radiological Conditions . .. . .. ... ... ... ...
2.4.3 Chemical Conditions . . . . . . ..ttt it i e
2.4.4 Summary of Site Conditions . . .. ... ..............
RESPONSE ACTIONS CONDUCTED TODATE ............

PRELIMINARY SITE ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL HUMAN

HEALTH IMPACTS . . . . . e -
3.1.1 St. Louis Downtown Site and Vicinity Properties . .......

3.1.2  St. Louis Airport Site and Hazelwood Interim Storage Site

3.1.3 Other Properties . ... ... . ...t iennne..
ECOLOGICAL IMPACTS . .. . . . i et

TOXICOLOGICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROPERTIES OF

-~ SELECTED CONTAMINANTS . . . 1. .o i i i
3.3.1 Radiation ToxiCity . .. ... .......... ... ...
-3.3.2 Chemical Toxicity . ........ ...,
CONCEPTUAL SITEMODEL . ........ ...ttt
3.4.1 Potential Contaminants of Concern . ... .............
3.4.2 Potential Release and Transport . .. ............ e
3.4.3 Potential Routes of Exposure and Receptors . . . .. ... ....

PRELIMINARY RESPONSE OBJECTIVES AND TECHNOLOGIES

3.5.1 Selection Criteria for Remedial Actions . .............

3.5.2 General Response Actions and Technologies . ..........
3.5.3 Medium-Specific Response Objectives and Technologies . . . .
CONCEPTUAL REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES .......
3.6.1 NOACHON . . ... .t ittt ittt et e e
3.6.2 OnsiteDisposal . ....... ... ... .. ...
3.6.3 Offsite Disposal . . ... ... ... ..t iieennn

516_0048 (08/06/93) vi

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



4.0

5.0

A L b i

CONTENTS

(continued)

3.6.4 Onsite Treatment with Onsite Disposal . . .. ............
3.6.5 Onsite Treatment with Offsite Disposal . . . . ... ... ... ...
3.6.6 Offsite Treatment with Offsite Disposal . ..............
OPERABLE UNITS AND REMOVAL ACTIONS .............
DATA GAPS . . .. e
PRELIMINARY IDENTIFICATION OF REGULATORY

@ W
\O 00

REQUIREMENTS . .. oot ie e e L

3.9.1 Location-Specific Requirements . ... ... ... ..........
3.9.2 Contaminant-Specific Requirements . . . ...............
3.9.3 Action-Specific Requirements . . ................ S

WORK PLAN-IMPLEMENTATION PLAN RATIONALE . .. .........

4.1 OVERVIEW OF DATA OBJECTIVES AND ASSOCIATED
ACTIVITIES . . .. e e e e e e e e e

4.2 QUALITY ASSURANCE OBJECTIVES FOR REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION . .. .. e e s e e e e i
4.2.1 Analytical Requirements . . . . ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
4.2.2 Data Quality Assurance Requirements . ... ............
4.2.3 SampleHandling ... ........ ... . .. ... ... .. ....
4.2.4 SampleCustody . . . ... ... ... ... .. ...
4.2.5 Data Reduction, Validation, and Reporting . .. ..........
4.2.6 AUGIS . . . . .. e e e

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY-ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT TASKS . . . ... . . e i
TASK 1: PROJECTPLANNING .......................
TASK 2: COMMUNITY RELATIONS . ........ T e e
TASK 3: FIELD INVESTIGATION ............. e
TASK 4: SAMPLE ANALYSIS AND VALIDATION ..........
TASK'5: DATA EVALUATION .. ... .. e e e e e

TASK 7: TREATABILITY STUDIES AND PILOT TESTING .. ..
TASK 8: REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT ...........
TASK 9: REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND
SCREENING . ... ... ittt s e e e e e
TASK 10: DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES . ... ...
TASK 11: FEASIBILITY STUDY-ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT REPORT ... ... ... .. .. ...
TASK 12: REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY-
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT SUPPORT ........
TASK 13: ENFORCEMENT SUPPORT . .................
TASK 14: MISCELLANEOUS SUPPORT .. ...............

VoOJIOE W~

— p—
SN —_ O

—
W

516_0043 (08/06/93) . vii

TASK 6: RISK ASSESSMENT . ... ..... . =7 . 7. ... .-

W
]

00 \lG‘\’JIJ&UJU.)MHr—a



6.0 PROJECT SCHEDULE
7.0 PROJECT MANAGEMENT
7.1 PROJECT ORGANIZATION
7.2 PROJECT COORDINATION AND RESPONSIBILITIES
7.3. PROJECT CONTROLS
REFERENCES AND BIBLIOGRAPHY
APPENDIX A:
APPENDIX B:

APPENDIX C:

APPENDIX D:
APPENDIX E:

APPENDIX F:

APPENDIX G:

APPENDIX H:

516_0048 (08/06/93) .

Related Federal Projects

Contractor Disclosure Statement

CONTENTS

(continued)

DOE Guidelines for Residual Radioactive Matérial

Potential Response Actions and Technologies for
Environmental Media at the St. Louis Site

Target Compound List Estimated Detection Limits

Regulatory Requirements Potentially Applicable To
Remedial Action at the St. Louis Site

Soil Testing Data for SLAPS/Ball Field Properties

vili

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

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

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

.........

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

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

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

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

Source Term Analysis Summary for the St. Louis Site . . . . . ..

----------

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

..........

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

Page

6-1 §
7-1

7-1

7-2

7-3

R-1

B-1

C-1

D-1

G-1

H-1

( . t J |

——



Figure

2-9
“d 2-10
"y 2-11
) 2-12

; 2-13
- 2-14
2-15

2-16

' ® 217

FIGURES

Title

Locations of FUSRAP Properties in the St. Louis, Missouri, Area .
Graph of Public Comments by Key Subject Area . . . ... .........

Plan View of SLDS . . . . . . o e e e e e

Plan View of the SLDS Vicinity Properties . ... .............. _

Locations of SLAPS, Latty Avenue Properties, and Vicinity Properties

Locations of Latty Avenue and Vicinity Properties . . . . .. ... .. L
Former Areas of Use and Waste Storage at SLAPS . . ... ........
Generalized Stratigraphic Column for the St. Louis Region . . ... ...
Generalized Bedrock Geologic Map of the St. Louis Area . ........
Generalized Stratigraphic Column for SLDS . . .. . ... ... .. ... ..
Generalized Stratigraphic Column for SLAPS and the Ball Field Area . .
Approximate Extent of Subunit 3M in the SLAPS/Ball Field Area . . .

Hydrographs of Monitoring Wells of Unconsolidated Deposits at SLDS .
Potentiometric Surface for SLDS, June 9, 1989 . .. ... ... ... Coe

Hydrographs of Upper Groundwater System Wells M10-15S, M10-25S,
and M10-8S ........ e

Hydrographs of Lower Groundwater System Wells M10-15D, M10-25D,
MI10-8D, and M13.5-8.5D .. ... ... . ...

Upper Groundwater System Potentiometric Surface for SLAPS and
the Ball Field Area, June 23, 1989 . ... .. ... ... ... ........

Lower Groundwater System Potentiometric Surface for SLAPS and

the Ball Field Area, June 23, 1989 . .. .. ... ... ... .. .......

Hydrographs of Wells HISS-1, HISS-10, and HISS-11 .. ...... ...

516_0048 (08/05/93) . 1x

Page

1-3

2-73
2-74
2-75
2-76
2-77
2-78
2-79
2-80
2-81
2-82

2-83



Figure
2-18
2-19

2-20

2-21
2-22
2-23
2-24
2-25
2:26
2-27

2-28

2-29-
2-30
1231
2-32
2-33
2-34
2-35
2-36

2-37

FIGURES

(continued)

Title
Potentiometric Surface for HISS/Futura, March 23, 1989 . . . ... .. ..
Uranium Processing at SLDS . . . . .. ... .. ... ... .. ... .. ...

Background Sampling and Measurement Locations in the
St. Louis Area . .. ........

Locations of Boreholesat SLDS . . ... ... ... ..... .. ...... -
Radiological Analysis Results for Soilat Plant1 . ... ... .. ... -
Radiological Analysis Results for Soilat Plant2 . ... ...........
Radiological Analysis Results for Soilat Plant5 . .. ... ... ......
Radiological Analysis Results for Soil at Plants 6and 6E . . . ... .. ..
Radiological Analysis Results for SoilatPlant7 .. ... ... .......
Radiological Analysis Results for Soilat Plant 10 . . ... ... ... ...

Radiological Analysis Results for Soil at the City Property
and Plant 7E . . . . . .. L e

Areas of Radioactive Contaminationat SLDS . ... ... ..........
Locations of Manholes Surveyed at SLDS . . ... ..............
Locations of Groundwater Mbnitoring.Wellé atSLDS . . . .........
Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at SLAPS . . ... ... ..
Locations of Environmental Monitoring Stations at SLAPS . . ... . ...
Locations of Private Wells in the SLAPS Vicinity ... .. .........
Background Groundwater Sampling Locations for SLAPS .. .......
Locations of SLAPS and Vicinity Properties . . . . ... ...........

Locations of the Haul Roads and Associated Vicinity Properties . .. ..

516_0048 (08/06/93) . X

Page
2-92

2-93

2-94
2-95
2-97
2-98
2-99

2-100

2-101

2-102

2-103

2-105

2-107

2-109

2-111

2-112

2-113

2-114

2-115

2-116

-

ey



Figure
2-38
2-39

2-40
2-41
2-42

2-43

2-44

2-45

2-46
& 2-47

2-48

2-49

2-50

2-51

‘ 2-52

FIGURES

(continued)

Title

Locations of the Coldwater Creek Vicinity Properties . . . ... ... ...
Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at Banshee Road

Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at the Ditches to
the North and Southof SLAPS . . . .. ... . ... .. ... .. ... ....

Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at the St. Louis Alrport
Authority Property . . ... ... ... ... ..

Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at the
Ball Field Area . .. . ... .. . .. ..

Grid Intersection and Soil Sampling Diagram for the Haul Roads
Vicinity Properties . .. ... ... ... e

Thorium-230 Concentrations Along Coldwater Creek . . ... ..... ..

Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at the Norfolk and
Western Railroad Property Adjacent to 9200 Latty Avenue . . . . ... ..

Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at the Norfolk and
Western Railroad Property South of SLAPS . . . ... ... .........

Areas and Deﬁths of Radioactive Contamination at the Norfolk and
Western Railroad Property Adjacent to Hazelwood Avenue and South of
Latty AVENUE . . vttt i

Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at the Norfolk and
Western Railroad Property Adjacent to Eva Avenue . . . ... ... .. ..

Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at HISS . ...... ...

Monitoring Locations for Radon, External Gamma Radiation, Surface

‘Water, and Sedimentat HISS . . . . ... ... ... . ... ... .. .....

HISS Monitoring Well Locations . . .. ... .. ... ... uuenenn..

516_0048 (05/06/93) . xi



Figure
2-53

2-54

2-55

2-56

2-57 .

2-58
2-59

2-60
2-61
2-62
2-63

3-1

3-2
3-3
3-4
3-5

3-6

FIGURES

(continued)

Title

Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at the

Futura Coatings Site . . . . . . . . i ittt e i e e

Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at Property 1 on

Latty AVENUE . . . . . .o i e e e e e

Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at Property 2 on

Latty AVENUE . . . . . ottt e e e e e e e e e e

Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at Property 3 on

Latty Avenue . ... ... .. i e e e

Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at Property 4 on

Latty Avenue . .. . . . . e e e e e e e

Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at Property 5 on

Latty Avenue . . .. ... ... e e e e e

Areas and Depths of Radioactive Contamination at Property 6

on Seeger Industrial Drive . . . . .. .. ... ... ... . . . ...
Chemical Soil Sampling Locations at SLDS . . . .. [
Chemical Soil Sampling Locations at SLAPS . . ... ............

Chemical Soil Sampling Locations at the Ball Field Area . .. .......

Chemical Soil Sampling Locations at the Latty Avenue Properties

Site Model for Current and Future Pathways at SLDS and

Vicinity Properties . . .. ... . ... it e e

Site Model for Current and Future Pathways at SLAPS/HISS . .

Site Model for Current and Future Pathways at Other Properties

Uranium-238 Radioactive Decay Series . . . . .. ..o v ove e ...
Uranium-235 Radioactive Decay Series . . . .. ................

Thorium-232 Radioactive Decay Series . . . . ... ... ...........

516_0043 (08/06/93) xii

-----

.....

Page

2-139

2-140

2-141

2-142

2-143

2-144

2-145
2-147
2-149

2-150

2-151

()

(



Figure

4-1

6-1
7-1

7-2

FIGURES

(continued)
Title Page
Summary of Analytical Levels Appropriate to Data Uses . . ... ... .. 4-15
Completed Analytical Services Form . ... ... ............... 4-16
Request Form for Analytical Services . . . .. .. ............... 4-17
Field Sample Collection Form . .. ...................... .. 4-18
Relationship of RI/FS-EIS Tasks to Phased RI/FS-EIS Approach .. ... 5-13
Schedule for the St. Louis Site RI/FS-EIS . . ... ... ........... 6-5
Project Organization . . ... ... ... ... . ... ... ..., 7-7

Phased RI/FS-EIS Process . . . . . . . . o v i v i i e e i i, 7-8

516_0048 (08/06/93) Xiii



Table

1-1

1-2

1-3

1-4

2-1

2-2

2-3

2-4

2-5

2-6

2-7

2-8

2-9

2-10 .

2-11
2-12
2-13
2-14

2-15

PP

TABLES

Title

Overview of the Nature of the Public Comments . ... ............
FUSRAP St. Louis Site Schedule . . . ... .. .. .. .. ... .........
Participants at the Public Meeting Held on January 28, 1992 . ... ... ..
Citizens Commenting by Letter . . . ... .. ... ... .. ... .......
Status of the St. Louis Site Properties . . . ... .............. ..
Laboratory Soil Testing Summary for SLAPS and the Ball Field Area-

Summary of Groundwater Flow and Solute Transport Parameters
for SLDS . . . .

Results of Water Quality Sampling in Coldwater Creek . . ... ... ....

Summary of Groundwater Flow and Solute Transport Parameters for
SLAPS and the Ball Field Area . . . ... ... ... ...............

Summary of Groundwater Flow Parameters for HISS and Futura . ... ..

Background Radiation Levels and Radionuclide Concentrations in
Soil in the St. Louis Area . . ... .. .. .. .. ...

Summary of Residual Contamination Guidelines . . . ... ... ... .....

Compositionof Soils . . ... ... ... .. L

Building 25 Survey Results . . ... ....... e e e e e e e e

Building K1E Survey Results . . .. ... . ... ... ... . ... .. .....
Building 50 Survey Results . . ... .... .. ... . ... ... . ...,
Building 51 Survey Results .............................
Building S51A Survey Results . .. ... ... ... . ... o ..
Building 52 Survey Results . . ... ... .. . oL

Building 52A Survey Results . .. ... ... ... . ... .. . L.

516_0048 (03/06/93) XV



Table
2-17
2-18
2-19
2-20
2-21
2-22
2-23
2-24
2-25
2-26
2-27
2-28
2-29
2-30
2-31

2-32

2-33

2-34

2-35

TABLES

(continued)

Title

Building 100 Survey Results . . . ... ... ... .. ... ... . ... ...,
Building 101 Survey Results . . .. .................. o
Building 116 Survey Results . . . . .. ........... . ... . ......
Building116BSurveyResults..........................'..
Building 117 Survey Results . . ... ...... ... ............ ..
Building 700 Survey Results . . . .. .. ... ... ... ... .. ......
Building 704 Survey Results . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... . .. ..., ..
Building 705 Survey Results . . . ... ...... ... ... ..., ... ....
Building 706 Survey Results . . . . ... . ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
Building 707 Survey Results . .. ... ... .. ... ... ..........
Building 708 Survey Resuits .............................
Building 81 Survey Results . .. ... ........ ... ... ... ......
Building 82 Survey Results . . ... ............ e e e
Additional Roof Surveys for Nonremovable Contamination ... .... ...
Analytical Results for Soil at SLDS . .......... e

Radionuclide Concentrations in Samples Collected from
Manholes at SLDS . . . . . . ... .. e

Concentrations of Total Uranium, Radium-226, and Thorium-230
in Groundwater at SLDS . . . . .. .. ... ..

Analytical Results for Soil at SLAPS . . .....................

Annual Average External Gamma Radiation Exposure Rates at SLAPS,
1984-1089 . . . .. e

516_0048 (08/06/93) Xvi

Page

2-180
2-181
2-182
2-183
2-184

2-185



.3
SR

[

Table
2-36

2-37
2-38

2-39
2-40

2-41

2-42

2-43

2-44

2-45
2-46
2-47
2-48

2-49
2-50

2-51

TABLES

(continued)

Title Page
Annual Average Concentrations of Total Uranium, Radium-226, and

Thorium-230 in Sediment in the Vicinity of SLAPS, 1984-1989 .. .. ... 2-200
Annual Average Concentrations of Total Uranium, Radium-226, and

Thorium-230 in Surface Water in the Vicinity of SLAPS, 1984-1989 . . . . 2-201
Annual Average Concentrations of Total Uranium, Radium-226, and

Thorium-230 in Groundwater at SLAPS, 1984-1989 ... .. ... .. ... 2-202
Annual Average Concentrations of Radon-222 at SLAPS, 1984-1989 . . .. 2-204
Analytical Results for Soil on the Haul Roads . . ... ... .......... 2-205
Locations and Concentrations of Thorium-230 at the Haul Roads

Vicinity Properties . . . . ... . ... .. .. e 2-206
Characterization Results for Coldwater Creek Vicinity Properties . . . .. . 2-209

Characterization Results for the Norfolk and Western Railroad

Properties Adjacent to Latty Avenue Vicinity Properties . . . . ... ... .. 2-210
Summary of Radiological Characterization Results for HISS .. .. .. ... 2-211
Annual Average External Gamma Radiation Exposure Rates at

HISS, 1984-1989 . . ... .............. e T e e e 2-212
Annual Average Concentrations of Total Uranium, Radium-226, and

Thorium-230 in Sediment at HISS, 1984-1989 . ... ... ........... 2-213
Annual Average Concentrations of Total Uranium, Radium-226, and

Thorium-230 in Surface Water in the Vicinity of HISS, 1984-1989 . .. .. 2-215
Annual Average Concentrations of Total Uranium, Radium-226, and

Thorium-230 in Groundwater at HISS, 1984-1989 ... ............ 2-216
Annual Average Concentrations of Radon-222 at HISS, 1984-1989 .. ... 2-218
‘Summary of Radiological Characterization Results for Futura ... .. ... 2-219
Characterization Results for Latty Avenue Vicinity Properties . .. .. ... 2-220

516_0048 (08/08/93) . XVvii



Table

2-52

2-53

2-54

2-55

2-56

2-57

2-58

2-59
2-60
2-61

2-62

2-63

2-64

2-65
2-66
2-67

2-68

TABLES

(continued)

Title

Summary Statistics for Volatile Organics Detected in Soil at

SLDS -Phasel . ... ... ...

Summary Statistics for BNAEs Detected in Soil at

SLDS - Phase I . . . . . . e e e e e e e e,

Summary Statistics for Metal Contaminants at

SLDS - Phase I .. o't vo ettt |

Summary Statistics for Metal Contaminants at

SLDS - Phase IT . ...... P

Summary Statistics for Volatile Organics, BNAEs, and Pesticide/

PCB Compounds Detected in Groundwater at SLDS . . ... . ... ....

Ranges of Water Quality Parameters in Groundwater at SLDS ... .. ..

Ranges of Volatile Organics, BNAEs, and Pesticide/PCB Compounds

Detected in Groundwater at SLDS . . .. .. ..... ... ... .....
Summary Statistics for Metals in Groundwater at SLDS ... ........
Analyses Performed on Biased and Random Samples from SLAPS . . ..

Summary Statistics for Metal Contaminants in- Soil at SLAPS ... .. .

Analytical Results for Indicator Parameters in Groundwater at

SLAPS, 1987-1989 ......... e e e e e e

Summary Statistics for Metals in Groundwater at SLAPS, 1988-1989 .

Analytical Results for Organic Chemicals Detected in Groundwater

at SLAPS, 1989 . . . ... e

Volatile Organic Contamination at the Ball Field Area . ...........
Summary Results for Metal Contaminants at the Ball Field Area . . . . . .
Summary of Volatile Organic Analyses at the Latty Avenue Properties . .

Summary Results for Metal Contaminants at HISS . . ... . ... .. ..

516_0048 (08/06/93) Xviii

Page

2-221

2-222

2-223

2-240
2-241
2-242
2-243

2-244



TABLES

. (continued)

Table Title Page
2-69 Summary Results for Metal Contaminants at Futura . . ... ...... ... 2-245
2-70 Analytical Results for Mobile Ions at HISS and Futura . . . . ... ... ... 2-246
2-71 Summary Results for Metals in Groundwater at HISS . ... ... ... .. 2-248
2-72 Analytical Results for Indicator Parameters in Groundwater at HISS,
1987-1989 . . . .. e .. 2-251
4-1 Summary of Data Objectives and Field Activities for the St. Louis Sité .. 4-21
‘ 4-2 Methods for Analysis of Water . . . ... ... ...... ... 0. ... .. 4-30
,‘ 4-3 Methods for Analysisof Soil . . . ... ... ... ... ... .. .. .. ... 4-32
4-4 Engineering/Geotechnical Test Methods . . .. .. ... ... .......... 4-34
. 4-5 Sample Types and Analytical Parameters . ... ................. 4-35
4-6 Preservation Methods, Holding Times, and Containers for
; Chemical Samples . . ... ... ... ... . . e 4-37
5-1 Outline for the St. Louis Site Remedial Investigation Report . ... ... .. 5-16
5-2 Outline for the St. Louis Site Feasibility-Study Component
" of the RI/FS-EIS . . . . . ... . . . . . 5-17
! 5-3 Outline for the Proposed Plan. ... . . ... .. ... . ..o 520 ..
3

516_0048 (08/06/93) . Xix



Ui

..._.\1
Lol

-

Y]

516_0048 (08/06/93) .

AEC
ALARA
ARAR
ASTM
BNAE
BNI

CERCLA

CFR
CLP
CRP
CSR
DOE
DOE-ORO
DQO
EE/CA
EIS

EP

EPA
EWDAA
FFA

FS
FUSRAP

GC/MS

ACRONYMS

Atomic Energy Commission

as low as reasonably achievable

applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement
American Society for Testing and Materials
base/neutral and acid extractable

Bechtel National, Inc.

Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act '

Code of Federal Regulations
Contract Laboratory Program
community relations plan
Code of State Regulations
Department of Energy
Department of Energy-Oak Ridge Operations Office

data quality objective

engineering evaluation/cost analysis

environmental impact statement
extraé_tion procédure
Environmental Protection Agency
Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act
federal facilities agreement

feasibility study

Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program

gas chromatography/mass spectrometry

XX1



516_0048 (08/06/93) .

HISS
ISA
MDNR
MED
MSL

NCP

NEPA

NESHAPs

NRC
ORAU
ORNL
PAH
PCB
PDCC
PEIS
QA
QC

RCRA

ROD

SAIC

ACRONYMS

(continued)

Hazelwood Interim Storage Site

Initial Screening of Alrernatives

Missouri Department of Natural Resources
Manhattan Engineer District

mean sea level

National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution

Contingency Plan
National Environmental Policy Act

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Oak Ridge Associated Universities

Oak Ridge National Laboratory
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon
polychlorinated biphenyl

Project Document Control Center
programmatic envil;onmental imj)act statement
quaiity agsufa}l;:e

quality control

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Roy F. Weston, Inc.

remedial investigation

record of decision

Science Applications International Corporation

XXl



516_0048 (08/06/93)

SFMP
SLAPS
SLDS
SRM
TBC
TCL
TCLP
TMA/E
TOC
TOX
VOC
WBS
WIPP

WP-IP

ACRONYMS

(continued)

Surplus Facilities Management Program
St. Louis Airport Site

St. Louis Downtown Site

standard reference material
to-be-considered

Target Compound List

toxicity characteristic leaching procedure '
Thermo Analytical/Eberline

total organic carbon

total organic halides

volatile organic compound

work breakdown structure

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

work plan-implementation plan

Xx1i1



e

516_0048 (08/06/53)

Ci
cm
cms
cpm

dpm

ft

gpm

MeV
84

mg
mi

ml
umbhos

mm

uR
mR

mrad

UNITS OF MEASURE

Celsius

curie

centifneter

cubic meters per second
counts per minute
disintegrations per minute
Fahrenheit

foot

gram

gallons per minute
hour

hectare

inch

kilogram

kilometer

liter

pound

meter

microcurie
milliequivalent
million electron volts
microgram

fnilligram

mile

milliliter

micromhos
millimeter

miles per hour
microroentgen
milliroentgen

millirad

XXV



516_0048 (08/06/93)

mrem
mSv
oz
pef
pCi
ppb
ppm

Irem

UNITS OF MEASURE

(continued)

millirem

millisievert

ounce

pounds per cubic foot
picocurie

parts per billion

parts per million
roentgen equivalent man
second

working level

yard

year

XXvi

i—‘?‘-‘.

o3



1.0 INTRODUCTION:

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is conducting a comprehensive review and
analysis leading to remedial action for a set of properties located in Hazelwood, Berkeley,
and St. Louis, Missouri, under the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program
(FUSRAP). The properties, collectively referred to as the St. Louis site, are:

e the St. Louis Downtown Site (SLDS) and vicinity properties,

e the St. Louis Airport Site (SLAPS) and vicinity properties, and

* the Latty Avenue Properties [Hazelwood Interim Storage Site (HISS), Futura
Coatings, Inc., and vicinity properties].

The vicinity properties are residential, commercial, and municipal properties near SLDS,
SLAPS, and the Latty Avenue Properties that were radioactively contaminated as a result of
uranium processing at SLDS and subsequent transportation to and storage of processing
residues at SLAPS and HISS. HISS, operated by DOE, is a temporary storage site currently
owned by Jarboe Realty and Investment Company. Excavated soils from several properties
in the vicinity of HISS are currently stored at HISS pending a decision on their final
disposition.

- FUSRAP was established in 1974 by the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission (AEC), a
predecessor of DOE. The major goal of decontamination under FUSRAP is to eliminate
potenﬂal hazards to the pubhc and the env1ronment from sites contamlng re51dual i
contamination remaining from activities carried out under contractmto the Manhattan Engmef,r
District (MED) and AEC or at other sites that Congress has authorized DOE to remedy. The
primary authorizing legislations for FUSRAP are the 1980 Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA); the Atomic Energy Act of 1954; and
the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Acts (EWDAA) of 1984 and 1985,
which added four sites to the program. A more detailed history of the St. Louis site is

presented in Subsection 2.2.
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SLAPS, the SLAPS vicinity properties, and the Latty Avenue Properties have been
placed on the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) National Priorties List, a list of
sites identified for remedial action under CERCLA as amended by the Superfund {

Amendments and Reauthorization Act, hereinafter referred to simply as CERCLA.

This document is intended to (1) provide background information on the St. Louis site,

ey

(2) present available information on the types and extent of contamination present on the site,
(3) describe the proposed steps leading to final remedial action, and (4) provide an
opportunity for public input to the remedy selection process. '

1.1 GENERAL SITE INFORMATION - 1

The general locations of SLDS, SLAPS and its vicinity properties, and the Latty
Avenue Prbperties are shown in Figure 1-1. SLDS, currently owned by Mallinckrodt, Inc.,
is located on the eastern border of St. Louis, near the Mississippi River. SLAPS lies l
immediately north of Lambert- St. Louis International Airport, east of Coldwater Creek. ‘ :
Near SLAPS are 94 residential and commercial vicinity properties, some of which are i
radioactively contaminated as a result of MED/AEC activities, material transfer, utility line .
construction, and flooding. The Latty Avenue Properties are within the city limits of S
Hazelwood and Berkeley, 3.2 km (2 mi) northeast of the control tower of the airport.

—t

Detailed descriptions of the properties are presented in Subsections 2.1 and 2.3.

-

SLDS is an 18.2-ha (45-acre) tract located in a highly mdustnalxzed area. Ten plants
currently operating at the facility produce various chemical products From 1942 to 1957,

r)r
.

several MED/AEC operations were conducted at the facility, including processing and

producing various forms of uranium compounds and pure uranium metal. Radiological

3

surveys conducted thus far have shown that portions of the facility have alpha and
beta-gamma levels exceeding current federal guidelines (ORNL 1981, BNI 1990a). The

major radioactive contaminants at SLDS are uranium-238, radium-226, and thorium-230.

Concentrations in soil range from 1.3 to 95,000 pCi/g and 0.4 to 5,400 pCi/g for
uranium-238 and radium-226, respectively. Thorium-230 concentrations range from 0.3 to "
98,000 pCi/g (BNI 1990a). Surveys of six vicinity properties associated with SLDS

H "
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identified five of them as radioactively contaminated. Subsections 2.1.1, 2.2.1, and 2.4

provide additional information on SLDS and its vicinity properties.

SLAPS, owned by the City of St. Louis, is an 8.8-ha (21.7-acre) tract Jocated 24 km
(15 mi) northwest of downtown St. Louis and 0.8 km (0.5 mi) south of HISS. In 1946 MED
acquired SLAPS to store residues from uranium processing conducted at SLDS. The
property was fenced to prevent public access. Most of the wastes and residues were stored
on open ground, although some contaminated materials and scrap were buried at the western
end of the property. Surveys conducted since 1976 indicated elevated concentrations of
uranium-238, radium-226, thorium-230, and thorium-232 (ORNL 1979, BNI 1987a). The
characterization at SLAPS conducted by Bechtel National, Inc. (BNI) from 1986;{0:1990
showed radioactive contamination at depths as great as 5.5 m (18 ft). Soil analyses identified
elevated levels of radium-226, thorium-230, thorium-232, and uranium-238 ranging from less
than 0.3 to 2,700 pCi/g, 1.0 to 2,600 pCi/g, less than 0.5 to 50.4 pCi/g, and less than 3.0 to
1,600 pCi/g, respectively (BNI 1987a). Subsections 2.1.2, 2.2.2, and 2.4 provide additional

information about SLAPS and its vicinity properties.

The Latty Avenue Properties are composed of HISS on the eastern side, Futura
Coatings on the western portion, and vicinity properties; HISS and Futura, currently owned
by Jarboe Realty and Investment Company, cover approximately 4.5 ha (11 acres). In 1966
Continental Mining and Milling of Chicago, Illinois, purchased process wastes at SLAPS and

stored them at the Latty Avenue Properties during 1966 and 1967. Between 1967 and 1973,
. most of the residues -were dried and shipped to Canon City, Colorado. Various excavations

"and rénovations were conducted at the Latty Avenue Properties in the late 1970s. “Currently,

contaminated debris and soil from these decontamination efforts are stored at HISS. BNI
characterization studies at HISS and Futura showed thorium-230 as the major contaminant,
willi smaller amounts of uranium-238 and radinm-226. At HISS, thorium-230 concentrations
range from 0.8 to 790 pCi/g; at Futura, concentrations range from 1.1 to 2,000 pCi/g

(BNI 1987b,c). Subsections 2.1.3, 2.2.3, and 2.4 provide additional information about the

Latty Avenue Properties.
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' In 1985 DOE directed Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) to perform a

radiological survey of the roads thought to have been used to transport contaminated '
materials to SLAPS and HISS, including parts of Hazelwood Avenue, Pershall Road, and i
McDonnell Boulevard. Results showed gamma radiation exposure rates in excess of |

background levels, and results for soil showed thorium-230 to be the major contaminant

(ORNL 1986a).

Surveys of the properties.conducted before the BNI characterization indicated
radioactive contamination in excess of current DOE guidelines and spelled out the need for
further study. ORNL conducted surveys at SLDS in 1977, at SLAPS from 1976 to 1978,
and along Latty Avenue in 1981 and 1984 (ORNL 1981, ORNL 1979, ORNL 1_986b,c). The 1
latest BNI characterization studies, more comprehensive in their scope than earlier surveys,
showed some radionuclide concentrations in excess of currently acceptable guidelines on

approximately two-thirds of the properties surveyed.

Surveys of all vicinity properties associated with SLAPS and the Latty Avenue
Properties have shown thorium-230 to be the major contaminant, even though in certain .

spots, other radionuclides are considered contaminants of concern (BNI 1990b).

sr——

Aithough some areas of radioactivity in soil at SLDS, SLAPS, HISS, and Futura were

found to be several times higher than the applicable DOE residual radioactivity guidelines,
there appear to be no immediate health risks to workers or people living in the vicinity of
these properties, given current property use. In general, levels of radioactivity in soil are

low across most of these properties. In addition, access to these properties is restricted, and

members of the general public are not allowed entry.

Given the low levels of radioactivity in soil on the vicinity properties (substantially
lower levels than found in the restricted areas) and the current land use, there appear to be no /-
immediate health risks to property occupants. For a more detailed discussion of the

contaminants of concern and any associated health risks, see Section 3.0, P
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Because of the extensive amount of information already known about the St. Louis site
(including sampling and analysis data, the history of uranium processing at SLDS, the types
of ores and chemicals used in the actual processing, and the transport of wastc materials from
SLDS to SLAPS and HISS), extensive additional sampling should not be required to begin

evaluation of alternatives for remedial action.
1.2 JUSTIFICATION AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The primary threat to human health and the environment associated with the St. Louis
site is the potential for uncontrolled release of contaminants from exposed surfaces and
subsurface disposal areas. Possible mechanisms that could result in release of cohtéminants
are infiltration and percolation, wind dispersal, gaseous emissions, surface runoff, and
disturbance by humans or animals (see Section 3.0). Direct exposure to gamma-emitting
radiation at the site is also a possibility. Release from the materials currently stored at HISS
and SLAPS could occur, e.g., as a result of discontinuation of facility maintenance in the
future. Therefore, permanent disposition of stored materials and cleanup and disposition of
currently uncontained materials are necessary for the long-term protection of human health

and the environment in the area.

The overall objective of remedial action at the St. Louis site is to eliminate, reduce, or

otherwise mitigate the potential for exposure to radioactive and chemical contaminants.

Specific objectives of the remedial action process are to:

 thoroughly delineate the boundaries of contamination at the site,
e assess potential risks to human health and the environment that could result from

exposure to site contaminants,

e minimize potential health hazards to personnel conducting characterization and
remedial action activities,
e mitigate any immediate hazards associated with site conditions, and

» assess potential remedial action alternatives and select and implement a permanent

remedy.
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All remedial action activities at the St. Louis site will be conducted in accordance with

CERCLA and applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS) (see ‘

Subsection 3.9).
1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PROCESS

Remedial and removal actions that will be conducted by DOE at the St. Louis site are
being coordinated with EPA Region VII under CERCLA. It is DOE policy to integrate the
requirements of CERCLA with the values of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
for remedial actions at sites for which it has responsibility. The remedial investigation/
feasibility study (RI/FS) conducted under CERCLA is the primary process for envirbnmental
compliance associated with DOE remedial actions. Under this integrated policy, the
CERCLA process is supplemented, as appropriate, to incorporate NEPA values. This
integrated work plan-implementation plan (WP-IP) outlines the approach for evaluating
remedial action alternatives at the St. Louis site.

A key element of the integrated CERCLA/NEPA process is to determine the level of ‘ ,;

environmental analysis appropriate under NEPA. This determination is a function of many
factors, including the complexity of a proposed action, the likelihood for significant
environmental impacts, and the potential for considerable public interest. DOE has

determined that an environmental impact statement (EIS) is the appropriate level of NEPA

review for the St. Louis site. Thus, DOE is preparing an RI/FS-EIS for the St. Louis site to

determine the nature and extent of existing contamination and to evaluate alternative response

‘actions.

Interim response actions (i.e., removal actions taken before completion of the
RI/FS-EIS process) are possible for the St. Louis site. Typically, these interim actions
involve removal of contaminated materials from an area and subsequent interim storage
pending selection of a comprehensive remedy for wastes generated by cleanup of the

St. Louis site. Removal actions currently projected include cleanup of contaminated

—_——

E_’T"’"‘,

£y

...,
’

materials from vicinity properties at SLAPS and SLDS and subsequent temporary storage of . -
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the resulting materials. Interim response actions will be conducted in accordance with DOE’s

CERCLA/NEPA integration policy.

This RI/FS-EIS WP-IP describes the history, environmental setting, and nature and
extent of contamination at the St. Louis site (Section 2.0) and presents an initial evaluation of
contamination at the site (Section 3.0). This evaluation addresses potential contaminant
sources, environmental transport mechanisms and receptors, and data gaps. In addition, the
WP-IP identifies preliminary response objectives, technologies, and alternatives for site
remediation (Section 3.0). Activities planned to obtain the data needed for completion of the
RI/FS-EIS process and the 14 standard tasks for completing an RI/FS-EIS are also presented
(Sections 4.0 and 5.0). Finally, the WP-IP describes the organization, project cdntfols, and
schedules that will be employed to fuifill the requirements of the proposed studies
(Sections 6.0 and 7.0).

1.4 EXTERNAL INVOLVEMENT
1.4.1 Coordination with Other Agencies

Executive Order 12580 delegated to DOE the authority to conduct remedial action at
sites under its control. Consistent with this order, DOE is the lead agency for remedial
action at the St. Louis site. DOE plans and activities for the site are being overseen by EPA
Reéion VII and are also being ;:oordinated with appropriate Missouri state 'agencieé, inéluding
the Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR). Through the community relations
plan (CRP) for the St. Louis site, DOE also provides for the participation of federal and state” ™
legislators, local and county officials, and the general public in the decision-making process

for site remediation.

DOE has initiated and will continue routine meetings with EPA and MDNR to discuss
plans and other information relevant to the RI/FS-EIS. Site tours have been given to
represenmﬁves of EPA Region VII and MDNR, and because extensive RI work has already
been conducted at the site, a bibliography of related literature has been provided so that

agencies can request copies of these reports.
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DOE and other federal agencies have prepared EIS documents for other programs that

are similar to this RI/FS-EIS effort; a list of these documents is provided in Appendix A. '
1.4.2 Summary of the Federal Facilities Agreement

DOE and EPA Region VII negotiated a federal facilities agreement (FFA) defining the
specific responsibilities and interactions of both agencies regarding DOE’s remedial action

activities at the St. Louis site. The final agreement was signed in June 1990.
The FFA states that the intent of the agreement is to:

e ensure that the environmental impacts associated with past and present activities at
the St. Louis site are thoroughly investigated and that appropriate remedial action is

taken as necessary to protect public health or welfare and the environment;

e establish a procedural framework and schedule for developing, implementing, and
monitoring appropriate response actions at the St. Louis site in accordance with
CERCLA, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(NCP), and Superfund guidance and policy; and

e facilitate cooperation, exchange of information, and participation of the parties in

such actions.
In addition, specific elements of the agreement are included to:

¢ identify operable unit alternatives that are appropriate for the site before

implementation of the final remedial action(s);

* establish requirements for the performance of an RI to fully determine the nature

and extent of the threat to public health or welfare and the environment caused by

the release or potential release of FUSRAP waste at the site; ’
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e establish requirements for the performance of an FS to identify, evaluate, and
select alternatives in accordance with CERCLA for the appropriate remedial

actions(s) to prevent, mitigate, or abate the release or potential release of FUSRAP

waste at the site;

¢ identify the nature, objectives, and schedule of response actions to be taken at the
site (response actions will attain the degree of cleanup mandated by CERCLA for

hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants;

e implement the selected remedial action(s) in accordance with CERCLA, the NCP,
and Executive Order 12580; A

* provide for operation and maintenance of any remedial action(s) selected, as

necessary; and

e ensure compliance with federal and state hazardous waste laws and regulations for

matters covered by the FFA.
As defined in the FFA, "FUSRAP waste" is specifically limited to:

e all wastes including but not limited to radioactively contaminated wastes resulting
from or associated with uranium manufacturing or processing activities conducted

at the St. Louis site, and

e all radioactive contamination related to past uranium processing at SLDS and

exceeding DOE remedial action levels on any vicinity property.
Also included is any chemical contamination on vicinity properties that either:

e is mixed or commingled with radioactive contaminaticn exceeding DOE action

levels, or
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e originated at SLDS or was associated with specific uranium processing activities at

SLDS that resulted in the radioactive contamination. ‘ |
1.4.3 Public Participation

DOE is committed to a program of public participatidn in the remedial action process
for the St. Louis site. A formal CRP has been developed as an ancillary document to this
WP-IP. The CRP describes a program to gather information from the affected community,
inform the public of ongoing and planned activities, and facilitate public input to the
decision-making process. Through this program, DOE interacts with the public using such
mechanisms as news releases and fact sheets, public meetings, discussions with lo'ca‘l interest {:
groups, response to public comments, and maintenance of a public repository for documents

and information related to the site. The CRP is discussed in further detail in Subsection 5.2.
1.5 SCOPING PROCESS l

|
1.5.1 Introduction . :

TN

One of the primary purposes of this WP-IP is to document how DOE intends to address

L

the comments received during scoping and how to implement them into the combined

RI/FS-EIS process. This WP-IP presents DOE’s responses to public comments for the

en_virbnmental review and analysis of the St. Louis site under FUSRAP.

Part of the environmental-cleanup scoping and planning ﬁﬂasé of the RI/F"SQEiS'procéss

is to provide an opportunity for residents living in the communities surrounding the St. Louis

site, as well as other interested parties, to participate and comment on the ongoing a
environmental studies. DOE issued a draft-final version (approved by EPA per the FFA) of ~
the St. Louis work plan for public comment and held a public scoping meeting on fj'

i

January 28, 1992, at the Berkeley Senior High School in Berkeley, Missouri. Written
comments were submitted to Lester K. Price, DOE’s director of the Former Sites Restoration "
Division at the Oak Ridge Operations Office in Oak Ridge, Tennessee. The following ‘ -
summary includes DOE’s responses to the testimony recorded in the official transcript of the I
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January 1992 meeting and to comment letters received before and after the meeting. The
summary also integrates responses to comments specifically applicable to the St. Louis site
that were made at the December 6, 1990, programmatic environmental impact statement

(PEIS) scoping meeting.

DOE values public input into the overall cleanup process and encourages participation
by all interested parties. DOE would like to express its appreciation to all who attended the

public meetings and gave their comments both verbally and in writing.

Many issues dealing with the criteria used to evaluate an alternative for final cleanup
were raised by the citizens. Concerns were voiced on issues such as exposure riSk, economic
impact, land use considerations, disposal site selection, and cost—all of which will be taken
into consideration in preparing the RI/FS-EIS detailed analysis. For the purpose of
presenting a succinct response to the questions on related issues, all public inquiries were

grouped under 11 key subject areas:

¢ schedule and pace of cleanup,

e safety and health concems,

* intenim cleanup measures,

* storage and disposal site selection,

o ‘other sites,

. public participation in the cleanup process,
® economic issues,

e land-use iSsués,

® transportation issues,

e extent of contamination, and

e data quality and sufficiency.

The format used to address particulars within each key subject area consists of a set of
composite questions representing a synthesis of the public’s concern on a given issue. For

each of these 11 key areas, reviewer comments were consolidated into general and St. Louis

. site-specific questions and responses. Each general question and response is, when
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appropriately needed to fully address the public comments, immediately followed by the i
related St. Louis site-specific question(s) and response(s). The St. Louis site-specific .
questions are underlined. In many instances, questions are followed by text in italics, which (
attempts to capture the range of comments used to formulate the composite question. The ?'

DOE response is given after the question or italicized text. {

Overview of Comments ;

Table 1-1 and Figure 1-2 summarize the nature of the public comments received from {
the December 6, 1990, and January 28, 1992, public scoping meetings and those received in \
writing. In Table 1-1, the 11 key subject areas are broken out into sub-comments, énd the
number of comments received for each sub-comment is provided. In Figure 1-2, the 11 key
subject areas are plotted to indicate the relative extent of comments for each area. Figure 1-2
shows, in terms of the number of comments, that the areas with the highest levels of public
concern are storage and disposal site selection and safety and health concerns. The next (

highest levels fall at schedule and pace of cleanup and other sites. . )
1.5.2 Comments on Schedule and Pace of Cleanup
Why does environmental cleanup take so long?

Many citizens stated that the timerable for environmen:al studies and cleanup is too long L

and that swift and immediate action is needed.

DOE response: The schedule set up for cleanup of a site must be consistent with the

requirements of CERCLA. The timetable and schedule must be such that the remediation is M
performed safely, effectively, and in a environmentally sound manner. DOE must comply .
with the requirements for environmental studies and interactions with the public before [j
selecting and implementing an alternative. Alternatives to accelerate the schedule such as -
interim cleanup removal actions are being explored whenever possible. [
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Why is the St. Louis cleanup schedule taking so long?

It was suggested that DOE needs to respond to the wishes of St. Louis citizens as
expressed in a November 1991 referendum. Congressional action was suggested as a means
of giving the St. Louis site the priority it deserves. Concern was expressed thar the St. Louis

areas slated for cleanup were identified as among the most pressing in the nation, yet citizens

perceived that little was being done.

DOE response: The St. Louis site schedule is complying with congressionally established

CERCLA and NEPA regulations. The schedule was negotiated with EPA and established as
part of the FFA, docket number V11-90-F-0005, signed by EPA in June 1990. The

FUSRAP schedule is given in Table 1-2.

An interim removal action effort to accelerate the cleanup of some private properties,
prior to EPA’s concurrence with the record of decision (ROD), was pursued by DOE. This
involved preparing an engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA), which was issued for
public review in March 1992. The EE/CA document outlined how removal actions could be
performed at residential and municipal vicinity properties to free them of contamination. It
was proposed that the waste material be temporarily stored at HISS. This proposal was not
adopted, due to local officials’ concerns with adding waste to the HISS piles. The EE/CA is
being re-evaluated in an attempt to obtain a mutual agreement between DOE and local B

officials on the removal actions. Since a permanent disposal facility is not currently licensed

to accept this waste, temporary storage at HISS is the only option. Such early removal

Why doesn’t DOE move up the date for the St. Louis site record of decision?

St. Louis citizens expressed that they did not want to wait three years for a ROD.

Commenters suggested that the date be moved up to as early as March 1993.

DOE response: CERCLA and NEPA studies, documentation, and public involvement
activities required for the St. Louis site dictate scheduling of the ROD. The most recent RI
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studies were completed in 1989 to identify the characteristics and boundaries of

contamination. This information is needed to prepare the federally required baseline risk .
assessment, FS-EIS, and proposed plan documents for the St. Louis site. Only after public '
comments on the FS-EIS and the proposed plan have been addressed can the ROD package

be completed. The baseline risk assessment, FS-EIS, and proposed plan are currently {

scheduled to be made available to the public in late 1993.
Do DOE staff changes affect the schedule?

One speaker complained that over the past 10 years he has witnessed many DOE staff

changes and several public hearings, but he has seen no progress.

RO

DOE response: Personnel changes in DOE, as well as with its contractors, do not affect the
established timetable and milestones negotiated and agreed upon with EPA in FFAs. All
personnel and contractors are required to adhere to this federally mandated schedule.

How are priorities set for cleaning up different sites? .

Some citizens felt that sites near certain communities are not being cleaned up as !
quickly as others. They wanted to make sure that all citizens are treated fairly. .Some
citizens were also concerned about how priorities for cleanup alternatives were set and areas i

Jor cleanup selected.

'DOE response: Priorities for cleanup are based on the risk to human health and the

environment, the magnitude of the cleanup required, and the money available to fund it. In

most instances, residential and other private properties are given priority over commercial

77

and government property. When a situation exists that is an immediate threat to human

health or the environment, an expedited response or remedy will be implemented in the

e

interim while a permanent solution is determined.
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Does DOE consider several alternative cleanup plans simultaneously?

Primarily, speakers sought expedient solutions and wanted to know that multiple

alternatives are being considered simultaneously to avoid further delays.

DOE response: Multiple cleanup alternatives are evaluated simultaneously during the
FS-EIS process. Description of the alternatives and discussion of their attributes, including

implementability, will be presented for public comment in the FS-EIS and proposed plan for

the site.
Will the public be notified prior to the onset of cleanup actions?

One citizen wanted to be notified before cleanup actions (and potential increased risks

associated with them) begin.

DOE response: As part of the combined CERCLA and NEPA process, the public will be
notified of planned cleanup actions through media releases. Notification will also be made to
public utilities, emergency response facilities, and municipal offices prior to the start of

cleanup actions.
1.5.3 Comments on Safety and Health Concerns

Why are areas treated safe in the past, now protected as if they are dangerous?

Concerns were expressed that workers in the past were not properly informed of the
risks as they are now understood. Numerous statements were made, such as "My husband
used to play in this pile when he was little and everyone said not to worry about it, it was
safe. Yet, now they’ve covered the area with plastic,” and "When a strong wind struck a
couple of years ago, they used fire trucks to wet it down because it was blowing all over.”

Others cited incidences of cancer in areas adjacent to contaraination.
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DOE response: Early scientists involved in radiological research and technological

development did not have a comprehensive understanding of the potential risks associated . '

with exposure to radioactive materials. Many potential health hazards associated with the
handling of contaminated materials and soils were not fully understood. As concern and
understanding of human health and environment has grown, measures and guidelines have
been put in place to reduce public and worker exposure risks. Current knowledge of these

risks far surpasses what was then known.

The understanding and knowledge of radioactive materials and the associated health
effects they have on the public have evolved over time. More stringent standards have been
imposed by regulatory agencies as modern thought has suggested that even low ri51ch should
be minimized. To ensure public safety, additional precautions in handling and storing
radioactively contaminated soil have been implemented. Covering storage piles, wetting
down soil to prevent airborne particulates, and environmental monitoring are all done to
provide maximum control of the material until a permanent cleanup alternative is

implemented.

The baseline risk assessment, a component of the environmental cleanup process,
evaluates potential risks to human health and the environment associated with contamination
at the properties composing the FUSRAP site. The calculated risk analysis in this document

included addressing the incidence of cancer in the exposed populations.

What can be done to safeguard human health in areas known to be contaminated at the
St. Louis site? . . ... : . . e e e

Citizens pointed out that there were areas where children and others could be exposed
to contaminants. For example, children have been known to play along vicinity properties,

and workers occasionally need to provide maintenance to utilities. Whar precautions can be

taken for their welfare?

DOE response: As part of the combined CERCLA and NEPA process, DOE will evaluate in

detai! the potential health impacts of current conditions and future actions. Areas where the

516_C043 (08/06/93) 1-16

,——‘-—“ﬁ\



——

public could be exposed to contamination currently pose no unacceptable health threat to the
environment or the citizens in the area under the present conditions. Until a permanent
cleanup of the sites is conducted, DOE has suggested to property owners (private,
commercial, and municipal) that they notify DOE of any activity that could disrupt
contaminated areas. DOE will provide assistance to help ensure the required activity is done
safely and protects human health and the environment. Numerous activities have already

been conducted under this approach.

Shouldn’t signs be posted at Coldwater Creek that alert people, especially playing children,

of contamination?

DOE response: DOE does not believe signs are necessary since analysis has shown that the

creek does not pose a significant risk. An assessment was done of the risk to children
playing in the creek. The scenario postulated that a child visited the creek frequently and,
while playing, actually ingested some of the most contaminated soils. The analysis results
indicated that the creek is safe in its current condition. The results from this assessment will
be presented in the draft RI/FS-EIS document, which is scheduled to be released for public

comment in early 1994.

How can we be sure that cleanup activities will pose no threat to the people in the highly
populated St. Louis area? '

Citizens expressed concern that the material presently stored at the Berkeley/Hazelwood

~area and at Hazelwood Interim Storage Site currently presents a risk to the health of citizens

and to. the environment.

DOE response: The DOE program has multiple safeguards built into cleanup activities.

Currently, institutional controls and physical measures are being used at SLDS, SLAPS, the
Berkeley-Hazelwood area, and HISS to control the risk to human health and the environment
of the region. These controls include site security such as fences, signs, the use of interior
surface sealants, asphalt ground covers, and site personnel controlling access to the areas of

contamination.
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The results from the baseline risk assessment performed on the St. Louis site show that
the HISS pile and SLAPS currently pose no unacceptable health threat to any of the citizens
in the area, nor are they posing any threat to the surrounding environment. An extensive
environmental monitoring program is currently in place at HISS that requires the frequent
sampling of groundwater, surface water, and ambient air. The environmental monitoring
program is designed to identify any significant changes to current conditions and will be
continued until a permanent solution has been implemented. The potential health impacts of
various cleanup alternatives will be evaluated during the FS-EIS process as part of the

decision-making process.
What kind of safety measures are there for workers performing cleanup?

One individual wondered why workers dress in protective clothing whenever they enter
an area for waste cleanup, yet DOE claims the site poses no health threat to the public.
Concern was also expressed about DOE'’s ability to monitor waste during cleanup action and

to minimize the potential exposure of the public and workers.

DOE response: Worker protection is a critical component to any waste cleanup effort.
Since the environmental workers spend much of their time working in areas of
contamination, their cumulative exposure is much greater than that of a private citizen.
Requirements change based on levels of contamination and the type of work being
performed. Activities that can create airborne dust, such as work being conducted on a drill
rig, could require the use of respirators or protective clothing.

When performing cleanup actions, very sensitive instruments are used continuously to
measure the activity levels in the soil. These instruments help to assure that the contaminated
soil is removed and that contamination is not spread from the site. Interim storage facilities
are used to store and manage waste material generated from site characterization studies and
interim remediation efforts. Access to these facilities is restricted to minimize the exposure
to the public. Monitoring the environmental conditions around these facilities helps to ensure

that the contamination is contained.
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could potentially transport waste out of the present boundaries of contamination.

What are the risks from radiation to workers at Mallinckrodt Chemical Works?

Citizens were concerned about radiation exposure ar Mallinckrodr Chemical works. One
citizen asked specifically about the exposure to employees in Building 116 at the Mallinckrodr
Chemical Works.

DOE response: Based on a risk assessment completed for the Mallinckrodt Chemical Works
site, no workers are expected to receive radiation doses in excess of DOE’s radiation

protection standard for a member of the public, which is 100 mrem/year above background.

Building 116 is a radiation-controlled area with restricted access and speciﬁé monitoring
requirements for personnel working inside the building. A person working in Building 116
for 8 h/day, 5 days/week, 52 weeks/year would receive an average exposure of

approximately one-fifth of the standard.

What is being done to prevent the further spread of contamination along old haul routes by

normal maintenance activities?

Concerns were raised that water main maintenance along old haul routes could result

in disturbances of surface and underground contaminants. Possible water main discharges

DOE response: The local water utility is aware of specific areas that may be contaminated

along old haul routes. ‘Procedures have been developed by the utility for containmentand

employee protection in these areas. DOE also has personnel in the local area available on

24-h call in the event of an occurrence.
How do you determine the risks posed by low-level radiation from the waste sites?

Cirizens expressed concern about the relationship berween low-level radiation from

" waste sites and cancer deaths. One person wondered if studies were done concerning such

waste sites to see how many people have had leukemia, blood disease, or cancer that could
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be related to radioactivity. Another citizen was concerned thar the people affected by
low-level exposure are not befrzg informed of that risk. Another asked how risk assessment . ‘
worked. (
|
DOE response: The baseline risk assessment document, which is a major component of the
RI/FS-EIS process, addresses potential risks to human health and the environment associated
with contamination from a number of sources, including low-leve] radiation. Risks are
assessed by quantifying the magnitude of radiological exposure and using accepted methods
for estimating health risks associated with these exposures. Various studies and calculated {
risks for individual sites are included in this document, including potential health risks
expressed as an increased incidence of cancer in the exposed population. This dbcﬁment will

be part of the administrative record when published along with the FS-EIS and proposed

plan.
Is there a safe radiation dose?

Several citizens were concerned that radiation is dangerous and thar even low-level . '

radiation poses a greater risk than previously believed. Some cited the work of two radiation

experts, the University of California’s John Gbﬁinan and MIT’s Nobel Prize winner Henry ;f
Kendall, as well as the National Academy of Science’s BEIR V report. Several citizens
‘suggested that exposure to even low levels of radiation is dangerous. L

DOE response: Today’s scientists have access to an extensive database that includes

' information regardin-g' health effects stemmmg from ex;;oSIJ;é—-tg)mradiom']ciidés.MAsA, aresult of

our nation’s growing concern for the environment, standards have become more stringent for

N

exposure to radionuclides and other hazardous materials. DOE agrees that even low-level

o
¢

exposure probably has some possible risk associated with it. Continued attempts are being

made to keep exposure as low as reasonably achievable until a final alternative is chosen and

implemented.

o

§ = ——
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How are the radioactivity measurements related?

DOE response: Three different types of measurements are made to characterize the

radiation levels in, for example, buildings. Each provides different information, but there is

not necessarily a direct correlation among them.

The first type is measurement of the amount of gamma radiation being given off by the
radioactive material present. The measurement is taken at a distance, usually 1 m (3.3 ft),
from the radiation source (e.g., a floor, wall, or ceiling). It shows the level of gamma

radiation inside the room away from the building surfaces. This is typically reported

in uR/h.

The second type consists of measuring the amount of alpha radiation. This
measurement is made in contact with or very close to the surface (e.g., a floor, wall, or

ceiling) and measures only alpha radiation, excluding beta and gamma radiation. This value

is typically reported in dpm/100 cm?.

The third type is a measurement of the combined beta and gamma radiation close to the
surfaces. A different type of detector is used, which will give the total beta-gamma radiation

levels at contact with or very near the surface (e.g., a floor, wall, or ceiling). This value is

also typically reported in dpm/100 cm?.

Alpha and beta radiation are particulates (i.e., made up of particles instead of
electromagnetic waves, like light) and have a limited range. "Alpha particles travel
approximately 1 cm (0.4 in.) in air before being completely absorbed. Therefore, the
measurements made at a greater distance (i.e., those reported in uR/h) will not detect alpha
radiation. Beta particles travel a slightly longer distance, perhaps as much as a 1 m (3.3 ft)
in air, before being absorbed. They also lose a great deal of energy during that time, so that
measurements made at greater distances from the surface [e.g., at least 1 m (3.3 ft)] will
probably not detect beta radiation.
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Gamma radiation does travel far enough to be detected at longer distances from the j
.source. However, uranium,-thorium, and their radioactive daughter products decay primaril.'
through alpha and beta emissions. Since gamma radiation is a relatively minor component of |

uranium and thorium radioactive decay, the measurements made for beta and alpha radiation

at the surface (e.g., floors, walls, and ceilings) are disproportionately larger than the Y .
respective gamma measurements.
r
'i
How is the exposure value related to the dose value cited on page 2-74 of the St. Louis site
work plan? - {
An individual pointed out thar the background radiation in St. Louis was about (

10 prad/h, the dose from about 20 dpm. Yer on page 2-74 of DOE’s work plan, an exposure
of 929,000 dpm was translated into a dose of 10 prad. How could this much higher exposure

be rranslated into the same dose figure?

DOE response: Page 2-74 of DOE’s work plan reports a removable contamination value of
929,000 dpm/100 cm?. Also reported in this table is an exposure rate of 10 uR/h. .
Y

Disintegrations per minute (dpm) is a measure of the number of atoms which undergo

radioactive decay in a minute. Usually this number is expressed per unit area (or unit of 3,

mass) (e.g., dpm/100 cm?). Microroentgen per hour (xR/h) is a measure of the amount of

energy lost in air by the passage of gamma or X rays. The measurements in uR/h taken in 4

St. Louis using a pressurized ionization chamber cannot be directly compared to , ~
measurements using a surface detector, which measures in dpm. Other factors, including the L ;

specific radionuclides (i.e., gamma.vs. beta-gamma) being scanned and the- distance from-the——" P
contaminated area to the source of the instrument, need to be considered when attempting to L}

compare exposure rates to dpm.
What kind of health problems does alpha radiation cause? | p
A citizen was concerned that alpha radiation can cause health problems when it passes

through the body. .
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‘ DOE response: Alpha radiation is composed of alpha particles (i.e., atomic particles).

’ Alpha particles are not capable of penetrating skin or traveling more than approximately 1 cm

L (0.4 in.) in air. As the outer layer of our skin is already dead, alpha particles have no

- damaging effect on it. The health concern with these particles is in their possible ingestion

. or inhalation, during which the alpha particles could come in contact with sensitive living

3 tissues and cause damage or disease. Extensive measures are taken throughout the St. Louis
site to minimize potential inhalation and ingestion exposure. These measures can include
personal hygiene, protective clothing, and the use of respirators, and/or design/engineering
protection such as surface coatings (paint) or barriers (asphalt, concrete) over contaminated
surfaces. Alpha particles tend to attach themselves to dust and smoke particles, so such

simple measures as keeping soils damp prevent the particles from being an airborne hazard.
1.5.4 Comments on Interim Cleanup Measures

Why are interim storége measures considered when permanent disposal is needed?
. DOE response: Temporary storage is considered because the alternative of no action

pending a permanent solution may be less desirable. The desirability of interim storage is

evaluated in terms of human health and safety and protection of the environment.

[

Is interim storage being considered because there is no permanent place to put the

waste?

~

(SERE

 Some participants were concerned-tha: permanent disposal-is not-the ultimate- goal of -

this program. They sought assurance that specific steps toward that goal are under way.

DOE response: At this time, there is no federally approved facility, permanent and ready,

to receive this type of waste [Class 11(e)(2)—a by-product material of uranium or thorium

processing], although several facilities have applied for licenses. DOE facilities are not

currently authorized to accept the volume of waste that exists at the FUSRAP site.

- . Consequently, interim storage is the only viable option for sites where the no action
alternative is not desirable.
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There are three main steps in the combined CERCLA and NEPA process that must be /r’
completed befc-e a final alternative can be selected: (1) DOE must develop and evaluate a . '
range of cleanup alternatives for cleaning up the FUSRAP site in a set of documents called ;
the RI/FS-EIS; (2) DOE must select its preferred alternative and present it to the public, the
state, and EPA Region VII in a document called the proposed plan; and (3) with input from Y
the public, DOE must ultimately decide which alternative will be implemented. This '
alternative will be presented in the ROD document.

Why is interim storage being used at the St. Louis site? .- f

Cirizens said they opposed interim storage, citing several concerns. Some worried that {
a temporary site might become permanent. Others felt that every time waste is moved, more
waste is generated. Others emphatically opposed any kind of interim storage. Additional

concerns were voiced that there are no suitable sites available within the community. ,

DOE response: Currently, HISS provides a secure location where soil resulting from

removal actions in the Berkeley/Hazelwood area can be safely stored until the final cleanup .
alternative is identified in the ROD. Similarly, an interim storage site at SLDS is being used )
to contain contaminated soil and building materials from excavation and renovation activities (
at the site. Site-specific health and safety plans establish the safety precautions required tc—> ~

protect workers during the movement of wastes to the storage areas and within them. An K

environmental monitoring program is in "pla'ce to monitor any potential exposure to the

£

public.

What happened to the original buildings at the Mallinckrodt Plant utilized for Manhattan
Engineer District activities? :

4 [rEm— T '
R 2 A

L S

DOE response: Numerous buildings underwent decontamination at the Mallinckrodt main
plant in the late 1940s and early 1950s. Work was performed and supervised by d
Mallinckrodt personnel to meet AEC cleanup criteria. A final contamination survey and o~

ey
ve,

\"c/

clearance for unrestricted use of the property was given by AEC personnel from their Health .
and Safety Division. In the late 1950s all operations at the Mallinckrodt plant were J/
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transferred to Weldon Spring. In the early 1960s decontamination was performed, and AEC

again released these buildings for unrestricted use. All contaminated building matenal was

removed by AEC.

Since receiving its property from AEC for unrestricted use, Mallinckrodt has used it for
various purposes related to its commercial chemical operation. Some buildings have been
torn down, and new ones have been constructed. AEC did not decontaminate radioactivity to
background at these buildings, but only reduced it to the "acceptable levels” that were
standard at the time. These previous levels are not the same as levels currently = -
recommended for release for unrestricted use. Therefore, some of the buildings at

Mallinckrodt will require additional decontamination.

How can we be sure that DOE is really going to clean up the contamination and make
our city safe?

Citizens are concerned that, if the radioactive soil is removed from public access during

an interim removal action, federal officials may decree the crisis to be resolved and they will

refocus their cleanup priorities.

DOE response: Congressional legislation and regulatory requirements of CERCLA and

NEPA commit to permanently resolving contamination problems at all FUSRAP sites. Strict
schedules; with- specific deadlines, have been established and negotiated with EPA. - Cleanup--—-
alternatives that are environmentally safe and pfotect human health will be chosen and

developed in support of the FS-EIS decision-making process. - An interim removal action is.. -. .-

~ simply a way to more fully protect citizens and the environment until that permanent

alternative is implemented.

What is being done to make sure that short-term measures are safe and appropriate?

A citizen was concerned that moving waste during removal operations might cause

contaminants to migrate or cause gases that can harm people to be released.
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DOE response: The combined CERCLA and NEPA process requires that DOE demonstrate
that any proposed cleanup measure be protective of human health and the environment befo.
it can be implemented. One example of the controls used to ensure measures to be taken are
safe and appropriate is the readiness review. The readiness review process is an integral part >
of field cleanup activities and is conducted to confirm that all impacts will be appropriately i
addressed. Technical issues such as the proper handling of waste will be resolved prior to |
the start of any removal action. Sophisticated radiological field instruments are used to

screen vehicles, tools, and personnel to prevent the spreading of contamination. In addition,

dust control techniques in combination with controlling public access to areas being’

remediated will ensure the safety of local residents.

K

What has been done to address not repeating the Latty Avenue cover tear?

Citizens were upset by the tearing of a cover at the Larty Avenue ~roperty in
March 1991 and were concerned that such an event could occur again. They wanted to know
that DOE is acting responsibly toward the citizens of St. Louis. ‘
DOE response: In March 1991 an unforeseen incident occurred in which the HISS pile cover
tore during a storm, where winds greater than 70 mph were recorded. Due to the quick - l
response by onsite personnel, no measurable release occurred. Shortly following this
incident, the pile cover was patched, and a newly developed, high-strength biaxial geogrid -

material made out of high-density polyethylene was secured over the existing pile cover.

Y

1.5.5 Comments on Storage and Disposal Site Selection

Does DOE have plans for permanent storage of radioactive waste in densely populated
areas?

Y

N

Individuals expressed their doubts about the suitability of densely populated areas for &
the permanent disposal of radioactive waste. Citizens stated that the EIS should conclude
that waste cannot be stored in heavily populated areas and should be removed to commercial .

Sacilities in unpopulated, nonagricultural areas. i

!
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DOE response: In the RI/FS-EIS, a range of alternatives for cleanup of the St. Louis site
are identified and evaluated. The combined CERCLA and NEPA process requires that a
broad range of alternatives be evaluated. Alternatives ranging from the no-action alternative

(consideration of which is required by NEPA) to onsite or offsite disposal of contaminated

material are being evaluated.

The final cleanup alternative and the location of disposal facilities must be protective of
human health and the environment. The socioeconomic impact of a given cleanup alternative
will also be evaluated. The number of people in the area and the economic setting
immediately around a potential site are major considerations in developing exposure
estimates. Densely populated area considerations thus include increases in the risk of
exposure and the impact on the local economy. Other factors, such as the amount of
contaminants, potential exposure pathways, the likelihood of contaminant migration, and the
suitability of alternative sites are also considered. The selection of a site must balance these
multiple technical and social science factors to identify a site that meets federal CERCLA and
NEPA requirements for protection of human health and the environment. For example, if
onsite disposal was selected as the preferred alternative, the disposal cell would be engineered
to be protective and comply with regulations, and the economic impact to the area would be

fully understood.

The favored alternative will be presented to the public, the state, and EPA Region VII .
in a document called the proposed plan. . | | .

Shouldn’t the disposal site be in a stable location away from water?

Several citizens urged that any disposal site should be far removed from water and be
geologically stable. Citizens felt that any permanent disposal option should be located out of
floodplains and areas of potentially high surface water runoff.

DOE response: Several disposal options and locations are carefully evaluated during the
development of the FS-EIS in support of the decision-making process. Any disposal site to
be built either onsite, in state, or out of state would require a site suitability study to be
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performed, which would include evaluating the geologic (e.g., earthquake) and hydrologic i
(e.g., groundwater) conditions at the site. The facility would be built only at a location th‘ '
is geologically and hydrologically suitable to. meet federal requirements. Site suitability
would depend on the ability to ensure containment of all stored waste. Protection of human L

health and environment is of foremost importance in site selection.

Are bunkers appropriate to permanently store radioactive waste?

ey

Several comments were received on this issue. Comments were received questioning the

O e——
e

effectiveness of bunkers as a disposal option. Some citizens found the use of bunkers to be

unacceptable.

U

DOE response: The FS-EIS evaluates a broad range of cleanup alternatives, including a
containment cell (e.g., bunker type facility). If onsite disposal is selected as a final preferred
alternative, a more thorough evaluation of cell design will be performed. If the site 1s found

to be suitable for onsite disposal, a containment cell can be designed that is protective of

human health and the environment. ' I

Why are certain cleanup alternatives being considered? (

Many citizens voiced their favor or disfavor to’ varzous altematzve cleanup plans, L
including specific references to bunker containment, out of state shipment, and in state

(
shipment. : }

: Pl
DOE response: CERCLA requires the evaluation of multiple cleanup alternatives. NEPA [_1
requires a systematic, interdisciplinary approach that will ensure the integrated use of natural

i

and social sciences. In the FS-EIS, each cleanup action alternative is evaluated against

CERCLA and NEPA criteria, foremost among which is the protection of human health and |

~ & 3

the environment. Both short- and long-term technical and social science effects are
evaluated. Any alternative that is found to pose an unacceptable risk to human health and the ‘i'\i
environment is eliminated from consideration. The public will have a chance to comment. L

the cleanup alternatives, and the favored alternative will be chosen with public comments l

516_0048 (08/06/93) . 1-28



f _
being considered. The favored alternative is presented to the public and EPA Region VII in
‘ a document called a proposed plan. The alternative to be implemented is presented in an

1 ROD document.

What are the specific cleanup alternatives being considered for St. Louis?

9 The people of St. Louis County were concerned that an alternarive will be chosen that
B poses a continued risk to them, their families, and their communiry. They felr strongly that
B the waste, especially considering the long half-life of uranium and thorium, should be stored
in a location where it does not pose a threat to large numbers of people. Some cited
evidence that recent earthquakes show us that even sturdy structures are not invulnerable to

nature, and some were concerned that a storage bunker at or near the airport site would not

really seal waste.

DQE response: Multiple cleanup alternatives have been described in the St. Louis site
document entitled Initial Screening of Alternatives (ISA). This document provides the

: 7‘/. ~ information for the identification and formulation of cleanup action objectives, identifies
cleanup technologies, and develops and screens the cleanup alternatives for each affected area
of the St. Louis site. The ISA has been approved by EPA Region VII and MDNR. The ISA
was prepared to provide regulatory agencies and the public the opportunity to review and

‘ comment on alternatives that are being considered for the cleanup of the St. Louis site.

| Disposal of waste locally is only one of many disposal alternatives being considered for
) the St. Louis waste. ‘A site suitability study has been performed: for onsite disposal- If

) - offsite disposal were selected as the preferred alternative, additional site suitability studies
would be performed as part of the siting process. These studies woufd look at the structural

d and tectonic stability of the area, as well as other geologic and hydrogeologic conditions.

L.

L
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Shouldn’t other professionals besides architects and engineers be used to plan disposal of
radioactive waste? ‘ i

A citizen voiced his belief that developing suitable storage solutions for radioactive

wastes will require others besides engineers and architects. He expressed concern abour the 7

limits of their abilities.

DOE response: FUSRAP employs a team of experts in numerous professions who provide
input into the overall cleanup process. Engineers and architects are just two groups of

professionals providing their expertise. Scientists, environmental engineers, geologists, |
industrial hygienists, risk assessment experts, sociologists, and others all provide information

into the series of CERCLA and NEPA documents. This diverse staff is currently identifying

JPRSRGE N

and evaluating the numerous criteria involved in choosing the final alternative(s).
1.5.6 Comments on Other Sites
Why are the West Lake Landfill and the Weldon Spring sites not being addressed? .K

Citizens urged that the wastes at the West Lake Landfill and at Weldon Spring be
cleaned up along with those identified for the St. Louis site. Oné individual pointed out that
the West Lake Landfill waste originated with the Manhartan Project and should be considered
along with the other sites Jor cleanup. Another individual expressed concern about the
proximity of the West Lake Landfill to.the Missouri River. One individual asked for ‘
clarification of the number of sites under FUSRAP; were there six contaminated sites on the s
cleanup action list? In general, citizens wanted to know where else contamination is a L

problem in the state of Missouri.

(-

DOE response: The West Lake Landfill is on the National Priorities List but is not a ~
FUSRAP site. The cleanup of this site is covered by EPA through CERCLA. This act was L
designed primarily to perform cleanup of abandoned or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites.
Questions regarding the types and extent of contamination will be addressed in an EPA study .

specific to the landfill. L

{.
L.
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The Weldon Spring site is being addressed by DOE under another program, the Weldon
Spring Site Remedial Action Program. The schedule and plans for cleanup for Weldon
Spring are independent of any FUSRAP activities.

The sites in St. Louis that are being addressed under FUSRAP include: (1) SLDS,
(2) SLAPS, (3) SLAPS vicinity properties, and (4) the Latty Avenue properties.

Has DOE added the Hematite Uranium Fuel Fabrication Plant in Jefferson County to the
FUSRAP list?

DOE response: The Hematite Uranium Fuel Fabrication Plant in Jefferson County is

licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), and DOE has no authority to
perform cleanup actions at this facility. Information on the site may be obtained through

NRC using NRC license number SM-33, docket number 0700-0036.

Why isn’t the waste taken somewhere else, like to the Callaway County Nuclear Power

Plant?

Citizens suggested that St. Louis site waste should be taken from the St. Louis area and
moved to a variety of locations, both in state and out of state. Others wanted the waste
moved out of state, perhaps to Utah or to a federal repository. A representative of St. Louis
County informed DOE that the county was establishing a commission to explore alternative

disposal options for radioactive waste now stored in the St. Louis area. One individual

) commented that the nsk “of rad;'qtiqn prec_luded permanent storage m the city and go‘umy_of o

St. Louis. Yet another encouraged DOE to come to the Missouri Congress to help find a
nonurban disposal site. A local citizen offered DOE the use of his farm for construction of a .

bunker.
Citizens expressed concern that SLAPS has large amounts of groundwater and could

experience .an earthquake. Others expressed concern that SLAPS is not a safe storage site

and that the waste should be moved elsewhere, such as to a nonurban area. One citizen
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stated that DOE’s recommendations have nor worked at SLAPS and thar leaching of wastes |

continued even after ~emedies were implemented. '

Yot

The Callaway County Nuclear Power Plant was suggested as a possible storage and

disposal site, as it already has nuclear waste. Above-ground concrete bunkers were urged

for use ar the Callaway site, and one individual suggested using Canadian experience with

™

bunker design as a model. Some were curious about technical reasons for not choosing the

Callaway Plant.

DOE response: DOE is required by law to consider several cleanup alternatives. In addition
to disposal options within the state of Missouri, DOE is also considering several out-of-state

. I,

disposal options. These include existing commercial and federal facilities, as well as a new
DOE facility constructed specifically for FUSRAP waste. Each of these dispos options is
being carefully evaluated in the FS-EIS. Of paramount importance is that the chosen

7

alternative protect human health and the environment. _\

DOE invites input from the proposed commission and participation and comments fror. \
the public on the ongoing environmental studies. DOE will be glad to provide assistance to .
any group by identifying information currently available to the public for the St. Louis i
FUSRAP site. DOE welcomes any input the Missouri Congress would like to offer _
concerning site selection. DOE invites the Congress to review the FS-EIS during the public <
comment period. HComments will be considered in the final plan. DOE appreciates the .
resident’s offer for use of his land, but an evaluation of the suitability of specific sites will be L

L
The Callaway County Nuclear Power Plant is a possibility for an in-state disposal site. f
However, only if the in-state disposal option is selected will a technical evaluation of >

made only if an in-state option is selected.

suitability of the Callaway site be made. This evaluation could include consideration of a £

containment cell (e.g., bunker) facility.
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1.5.7 Comments on Public Participation in the Cleanup Process
How does the public get to participate in the FUSRAP cleanup process?

DOE response: The role of public participation in the hazardous waste cleanup process is
addressed in two federal acts (CERCLA and NEPA) and their implementing regulations. In
complying with these two acts, DOE has adopted the approach of integrating the CERCLA
and NEPA processes as reflected in DOE Order 5400.4. These acts require that publi‘c
participation be sought and incorporated into the process wherein the environmental impacts
of reasonable alternative courses of action are evaluated and entered into the decision-making
process. These two acts, passed by the elected representatives in the United States Congress,
recognize public participation in national decisions regarding hazardous waste and major
federal actions. A public meeting must be held to inform the public and to receive comments
from the public for consideration during the development of the FS-EIS. Proposed cleanuja
alternatives must be published, and public comments must be heard. The final plan must be
published before the commencement of any cleanup action. CERCLA does not provide for

the public to vote on each decision regarding hazardous waste disposal.

How can I get more information about the St. Louis site?

Several participants asked where additional information on the FUSRAP St. Louis site

could be obtained and asked to be included on the mailing list.

" DOE response: Information that is being used to support the remediation of the St. Louis
FUSRAP site is contained in the administrative record. Copies of the administrative record

are available at the following locations:

Government Information Section
St. Louis Public Library

1301 Olive Street

St. Louis, MO 63103
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St. Louis County Library :
Prairie Commons Branch -.
915 Utz Lane ‘

Hazelwood, MO 63042

DOE Public Information Center ‘
0200 Latty Avenue [
Hazelwood, MO 63042 )

The DOE Public Information Office on Latty Avenue in Hazelwood is also a source for i‘
free information about FUSRAP. Information on formal public meetings, workshops, and
informal meetings with DOE staff members and technical support staff is published. in area {
newspapers at least two weeks before they are held. Members of the public and 3
representatives of organizations who wish to receive information by mail may ask to be

included on a mailing list. To add your name to the mailing list, call or write:

DOE Public Information Office ‘
9200 Latty Avenue ,
Hazelwood, MO 63042

(314) 524-3329 .:
To schedule an appointmént with DOE’s St. Louis site manager, call or write:

U.S. Department of Energy

Former Sites Restoration Division, EW-93

P.O. Box 2001 : : .

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8723 L
- (615) 576-9634

In addition, a toll-free telephone line has been established for FUSRAP: 1-800-253-9759.
How can we participate more directly in the decision-making process?

Citizens expressed interest in becoming involved in the process of evaluating

alternatives, including formation of a citizen advisory panel. Formation of an independen: v

T
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" technical oversight body [such as that at the Waste Isolation Pilor Plant (WIPP)] was also

mentioned.

DOE response: DOE invites and encourages public participation and comment on the
cleanup alternative selection process. Participating in the workshops, public meetings, and
discussions and correspondence with project staff members are important ways to stay
involved in the decisions. The review of planning documents is also encouraged, as they
become available. DOE would also be glad to provide information, technical support, and
limited resources for a citizen advisory panel or board that is formed to participate in

selecting cleanup alternatives for a FUSRAP site.

DOE is familiar with the Environmental Evaluation Group that is overseeing the WIPP
project. DOE is currently reviewing the feasibility of developing a FUSRAP technical
review group. DOE values public input and encourages participation in meetings and

comments on the ongoing environmental studies and alternative selection process.

At the national level, DOE prepared a draft of the implementation plan (January 1992)
for its PEIS for the Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Program. The
implementation plan was prepared to record the scoping process results, report identified
issues and issue disposition, and describe the proposed action alternatives and analytical

methodologies. To request a copy of the implementation plan, write to:

U.S. Department of Energy
Attention:. .Glen L. Sjoblom
* Environmental Restoration and Waste Managemcnt EM 1
1000 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20585

Does DOE encourage local government involvement?
DOE response: DOE encourages local government participation in exploring and developing
effective alternatives for the site remediation. In accordance with DOE policy to integrate

CERCLA requirements with NEPA values, DOE will provide information and technical
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assistance to government organizations and other groups that wish to give input into the {-
- RI/FS-EIS and ROD decision-making process. These organizations and the public are also ‘ :

encouraged to review and offer comments on DOE'’s studies, plans, and initiatives.

Why doesn’t DOE implement the St. Louis public’s wishes and remove the waste from f
4

St. Louis?

Participants noted thar the issue of radioactive waste disposal was included in a 1991

local referendum, with an overwhelming majority voting in favor of waste removal to a DOE

site away from the St. Louis populace. The St. Louis Board of Aldermen submitted material

on their position. Comments were also received from state and local elected officials. It was [
noted that St. Louis County is establishing a commission to explore alternative disposal "
options for radioactive waste.

DOE response: Consideration of community input through such channels as ' I

recommendations and referendums is only one requirement in the RI/FS-EIS process. Other ¢
requirements include overall protection of human health and the environment, cost, long- ter'

effectiveness and permanence, implementability, env1ronmental impacts, socioeconomic

issues, and cumulative impacts. Consideration of all requirements is mandated by CERCLA ’f )
and NEPA as part of the implementation of removing the waste from St. Louis. v
Is landowner permission needed for DOE to go onto private property? TN
. Citizens asked if the public will be informed before cleanup work begins and who in the - g
.
city government will be notified. Requests to be notified were also made. L
DOE response: Access agreements are completed with property owners, both commercial (
. Al
and residential, before DOE contractors go onto property to take samples or remove A
contamination. In addition, DOE publishes newspaper notices of important steps in the ﬂ
process of reaching a decision on the cleanup methods to be used for contaminated -
properties. The public is encouraged to review and offer comments on the proposed .,f:/

alternatives.
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How can we trust DOE now?

Several citizens suggested that DOE had kept facts secrer in past interactions with the
public or had not provided accurate information. Others questioned the validiry of research
in progress. Many of the concerned citizens felt that DOE has a credibiliry problem. The
perception exists that there is associated with DOE a history of distortions, coverups, and
failure to acknowledge the professional scientific opinion of those who are against nuclear

power. They felr that the government needs to be more honest about waste issues. Some

expressed concern that the cleanup may not occur.

DOE response: Initial activities at MED sites were conducted in secrecy for national
security reasons. As was characteristic of the tinie, early scientists lacked knowledge about
the full impact of environmental contamination. Not all of the waste management practices
considered safe and prudent at the time have proven effective. Recognizing the importance
of public involvement, full accountability and open communications, the secretary of energy
announced a 10-point initiative in June 1989. A five-year plan was developed with input
from federal and private parties and is being implemented. The effect of the resulting
cultural change has been to shift DOE’s emphasis from a national defense mission to a

mission of environmental consciousness. Open communication is encouraged in current DOE

operations.

Other changes have occurred over the years. The passing of environmental acts such as
CERCLA and NEPA has resulted in more available public information. These laws
incorporate a syétem of documents that will provide the information for selection of a final
alternative. These documents are published for public comment, and input received from the
public is included as one of nine evaluation criteria used to select a cleanup alternative for the
site. Regulatory agencies will also provide input and oversight throughout the cleanup action
process. With respect to the cleanup occurring, the CERCLA legislation and associated laws
mandate that FUSRAP sites be remediated. '
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1.5.8 Comments on Economic Issues

Will DG _ studies addre... economic impacts on properties adjacent to future storage ;
sites? 5

The economic impact, to both the neighborhood and the region, of onsite or in-state }‘,’

disposal was raised as an issue in disposal site selection. r

DOE response: The economic impact of a permanent disposal facility. including adjacent
property, is addressed in the FS component of the RI/FS-EIS. Socioec:.:nomics and the !

impact to land use are two criteria of NEPA that address economic impact. Alternative

-

disposal areas are addressed for both in-state and out-of-state locations in the FS component

of the RI/FS-EIS.
Does DOE offer indemnification to owners of potentially contaminated property? !

Citizens asked if current praperry awners who sell land that is contaminated from past .(

DOE activities could face any legal liabilities.

e
L
DOE response: Regardless of ownership of the property, liability for the cleanup of h
contamination from past DOE activities rests with DOE. The sale or transfer of property :
will be handled in accordance with CERCLA 120 (h). - ~

Who will pay for removing contamination from.a FUSRAP site?. . - e

Citizens raised issues about who would bear the cost of cleanup. They said they believe

L\t

that a city should assume no cost.

DOE response: The cost of remediation at sites under the authority of FUSRAP will be

i‘ <

bome by DOE and by other parties who are determined to be responsible for the
contamination.

e

516_0048 (08/06)93) 1-38



Will DOE make sure that cleanup money is spent wisely?

Citizens expressed the view that cost efficiency in FUSRAP was an important issuc.
Citizens stated the position thar storing waste at a FUSRAP site would nor be cosr-effective.

Another suggested that siting a storage or disposal site in a nonurban area would be less

costly.

DOE response: DOE is concerned with spending taxpayer money wisely and responsibly.
Cost is just one of the criteria used to evaluate alternatives in the FS component of the
RI/FS-EIS. A balanced weighing of the criteria will be used to select the final alternative.
In the FS component of the RI/FS-EIS, each cleanup alternative, such as storage or disposal,
is evaluated against many criteria, one of which is cost. If two alternatives were found to be

equally effective and implementable, the less expensive alternative would be selected.

What is DOE’s respounsibility to nearby property owners for economic impacts they
might incur?

DOE response: DOE is not authorized to compensate property owners for economic
hardships resulting from either the presence or the removal of contamination from their
property or a nearby property. DOE can only compensate property owners for personal
property that must be removed or disposed of to complete the cleanup and cannot be replaced

- by DOE- with an item of equal value (e.g., a tree or shrub-located in a.contaminated area). = . _-__

Other personal property such as fences and driveways that must be removed during cleanup

..will.be:repaired or replaced in kind. . Although the location:of contamination on_the privately __. _

owned properties in St. Louis makes it highly unlikely, DOE is also authorized to
compensate property owners or occupants for living expenses if they are required to be
displaced during cleanup. DOE will work with property owners as much as practicable to

schedule cleanup to minimize any impacts.
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1.5.9 Comments on Land-Use Issues

Does DOE have a policy that restricts the sale of potentially contaminated property
before cleanup?

Concerns focused on whet