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memorandum

DATE:

| REPLYTO
" ATTN OF:

SUBJECT:

TO:

Oak Ridge Operations

September 19, 1994
EW~93:Cange

MAYWOOD SITE - ACTION MEMORANDUM FOR THE REMOVAL OF CONTAMINATED MATERIALS
FROM THE INTERIM STORAGE PILE

File

An Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for the removal of
contaminated materials from the storage pile at the Maywood Site was issued to
the public on July 19, 1994. This removal action is an interim action, and is
consistent with .the final remedy for the Maywood Site. The proposed action
includes excavation of contaminated soil from the storage pile and disposal at
a licensed commercial facility. There is also an option in the EE/CA for
implementing volume-reduction treatment if it is feasible to do so at some
time during the removal activities. The contaminated stream from the
treatment operations would be shipped to a licensed commercial facility for
disposal; the clean stream would remain onsite for use as backfill during
implementation of the final remedy.

DOE published a display advertisement and issued a press release (attached)

announcing a 30-day public comment period and requesting public comments on
the proposed action. A letter from the Site Manager transmitting a copy of
the EE/CA and requesting comments on the proposed action was also sent to
individuals and members of organizations who had previously expressed interest
in the Maywood Site (attached).

Public comments were received on the proposed action for which a
responsiveness summary was prepared and made available to all persons
submitting comments. This summary was also placed in the administrative
record file for the Maywood Site. A notice of the availability of the
responsiveness summary was placed in local newspapers.

Based upon the EE/CA and adequate notification of the public, the recommended
action is considered appropriate and will be implemented in accordance with
the requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,

and Liability Act (as amended).
Y A

Lester K. Price, Director
Former Sites Restoration Division

Attachments

cc w/attachments:.

M. E. Redmon, BNI

S. M. Cange, EW-93

J. W. Wagoner II, EM-421, QO
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Department of Energy

Oak Ridge Operations
P.O. Box 2001
Qak Ridge, Tennessee 37831—

MAY 12 194

Ms. Liz 0'Donoghue

Office of U.S. Senator Lautenberg
SH-506 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington,DC 20510

Dear Ms. 0'Donoghue:
MAYWOOD SITE - PUBLIC RELEASE OF'THE EE/CA TO REMEDIATE THE STORAGE PILE

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the engineering
evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for remediation of the storage pile has been
released for a 30-day public comment period. A copy of this report has been
enclosed for your information. The public comment period is scheduled to end
on June 13. A summary the comments received and their responses will be
attached to the final EE/CA and placed in the adm1n1strat1Ve record file for
the site. .

Please feel free to contact me at (615) 576-5724, if you have any questions or
comments. '

Sincerely,

24»% /7 C-a*g!-—‘

Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
Former Sites Restoration Division

Enclosure
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You are invited to aitend . . .

U.S. Department of Energy

Drop-In Session
Wednesday, September 28
6:30 to 8:30 p.m.

Department of Energy
Public Information Center
43 West Pleasant Avenue
Maywood, NJ

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) invites you to
attend a “drop-in” session to talk with the DOE site manager
and technical personnel about the Maywood pile removal
activities occurring this fall. :

No formal presentation will be made. You are invited to
come at your convenience to ask any questions you may have.

DOE has the responsibility for the cleanup of contami-
nated properties associated with the Maywood site under its
Formerly Utilized Sites Remediat Action Program. For more
information, or if you would like to be added to our site
mailing list, please contact the DOE Public Information
Center at (201) 843-7466.
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MEETING
LOCATION
CHANGED

The U.S. Department of Energy

Drop-In Session

scheduled for
Wednesday, September 28
6:30 to 8:30 p.m.

will now be held at

Ramada Hotel
375 West Passaic Street
Rochelle Park

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) invites you to
attend a “drop-in” session to talk with the DOE site manager
and technical personnel about the Maywood pile removal
activities occurring this fall.

No formal presentation will be made. You are invited to

_come at your convenience to ask any questions you may have.

DOE has the responsibility for the cleanup of contami-
nated properties associated with the Maywood site under its
Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program. For more
information, or if you would like to be added to our site
mailing list, please contact the DOE Public Information
Center at (201) 843-7466.

J 4 1/4" x 8 1/2" Shopper News
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Bergen Record

DOE SEEKS PUBLIC COMMENT ON
PROPOSED CLEANUP OF
THE MAYWOOD INTERIM
STORAGE SITE PILE

The U. S. Department of Energy (DOE) is seeking public
comment on an Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA)
report for the proposed removal of radioactively contaminated
materials from the storage pile at the Maywood Interim Storage
Site.

The EE/CA summarizes the cleanup alternatives and the
reasons for selection of DOE’s preferred remedy. Under this
proposal, material in the storage pile would be excavated and
shipped for offsite disposal with the option of implementing
volume reduction treatment, if feasible. This action is consistent
with the overall cleanup strategy for the site.

The EE/CA is available for public review in the administrative
record filelocated at the Maywood Public Library, 459 Maywood
Avenue; and the DOE Public Information Center, 43 West
Pleasant Avenue. Copies of the EE/CA can be requested by
calling the DOE Public Information Center at (201) 843-7466 or
the public access number at 1-800-253-9759.

The public may comment on the proposed cleanup plan
during the 30 day public comment period which begins May 13.
Please submit comments in writing by June 13, 1994 to:

Susan M. Cange, Site Manager

U. S. Department of Energy
Former Sites Restoration Division
P. 0. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8723
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MAYWOOD SITE - COMMENTS RECEIVED ON EE/CA

Loretta Weinberg
George Stanton
Margaret Parks

Dorothy Zaorski

Debra Finch

Barton Knight

Keith and Sara Kozaryn
Margaret Keane

Cesare J. Parodi

Albert & Lynn D'ltuyvetter-

Michael Nappi

P. Pacciani

Steven Mark

Barbara Cassidy

Angelo Caso

Martha DeYoung

Noah McDowell

William

Jdoan & Terry McNegary
Edward Myers

K. M. Lu

doseph Brain

Karen Smith

Elizabeth & Joseph McKenna
Michael Doliton

Charles Prox

Jean Peliigan

Ken & Carol Petretti
Michael Nolan

Michael & Barbara Morris
Lynne & Don Lepore
Elaine Jakubcak

Mrs. Eodyn Lozier
Andrew Fede

Margarita Dillon

Robert & Ilene Cloughley
Jean & Don Ayeriee
Josephine Gioia

Angel 0Ojeda

Deborah Porta
Hannelore Farizyk

John Malessat

William Stawecki

Rose Samulha

Ariene Formisano

Mary Ann Donnely

Ethel J. Parodi
Barbara Johnson

Robert & Lisa Fiscina
A. M. Pacciani

David & Michele Holmes
Joseph Grines & Family
John Otto

‘Pat Schmitt

John Catal

Clara Green

D. Foy

Joan Fabjie
Christine Kodonaya
Helen Lowry

J. Mancium

Thomas Henkel
Josephine Keating
Gary Wells

Irima Ivanova
Lillian Signie
Steve Cooper

John Keper
Bernadette Parodi
Lenore Titus
Robert Belby
Sheena Buchans

Jeanette Zembhower
William Schuber
Serena McDonald
Kathleen Donnelly
Evelyn Sieglen
Thomas Heninely
Doris & Richard Gehl

" Norma Koeser

Joseph & Dorothy Ermilio
Rocco Finoate

Deanna Power
Annette Schmidt
Roberea & Rich Fritz
Robert Meyer

Dean Frenkian

Dawn Andrews

Mrs. Tomasella

Vicki Koeser
Merarieine Dezonis
David Wesst

Al Rettenberger
William

Patrick Fubaugh

H. Broad

Anna Garriton

Viola Elis

Patricia & Frank Dilorenzo
WX XTHAXRUMMUMAKX
Frank Bieniek

Jo Liegh Kileshian
Ruthann Robinson
Rosemary Nevins
Elizabeth Georgette
Wayne Westworth

Robert & Elizabeth Cloughley Jan & Tim Desmond

Robert Holems

Mr. & Mrs. Pat Andrews

Debora & George Freescager Nancy Neill

Peter & Louise Torell

Chick Parodi
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NEW JERSEY GENERAL ASSEMBLY

ASSISTANT MINORITY LEADER

COMMITTEES
LORETTA WEINBERG _ HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
ASSEMBLYWOMAN, 37TH DISTRICT _ ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY
BERGEN COUNTY DEVELOPMENT, AGRICULTURE
545 CEDAR LANE | : AND TOURISM
TEANECK, NJ 07666
{201) 928-0100 COMMISSIONS

FAX (201) 928-0406 N.J. HISTORICAL COMMISSION

N.J. ISRAEL COMMISSION
June 13, 1994

Ms. Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

Former Sites Restoration Division
P.O. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8723

Dear Ms. Cange:

Please accept this letter as a strong protest to the

environmental situation Maywood, a New Jersey town that I
represent in the State Assembly.

A number of my constituents have spoken to me about having
thorium removed from Maywood. I would like to go on record as
favoring removal of the soil rather than remediation of the

site. I feel this is most important to the health of the
residents in this area.

Thank you in advance for your help in this matter.

Sincerely,

ot

Loretta Weinberg
Assemblywoman, District 37

LW/jt
cange/B

Printed on Recycled Paper



ASSISTANT MINORITY LEADER
LORETTA WEINBERG
ASSEMBLYWOMAN, 37TH DISTRICT
BERGEN COUNTY

545 CEDAR LANE
TEANECK, NJ 07666
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Ms. Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
U.S. Department of Energy
Former Sites Restoration Division

PO Box 2001
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8723
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NEW JERSEY GENERAL ASSEMBLY =

ASSISTANT MINORITY LEADER COMMITTEES
LORETTA WEINBERG HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
ASSEMBLYWOMAN, 37TH DISTRICT ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY
BERGEN COUNTY DEVELOPMENT, AGRICULTURE
545 CEDAR LANE

AND TOURISM
TEANECK, NJ 07666
(201) 928-0100 COMMISSIONS
FAX (201) 928-0406 N.J. HISTORICAL COMMISSION

N.J. ISRAEL COMMISSION
June 13, 1994

M=. Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

Former Sites Restoration Division
P.O. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8723

Dear Ms. Cange:

Please accept this letter as a strong protest to the
environmental situation Maywood, a New Jersey town that I
represent in the State Assembly.

A number of my constituents have spoken to me about having
thorium removed from Maywood. I would like to go on record as
favoring removal of the soil .rather than remediation of the

site. I feel this is most important to the health of the
residents in this area.

Thank you in advance for your help in this matter.

Sincerely,

P

Loretta Weinberg
Assemblywoman, District 37

LW/it
cange/B

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Ms. Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

Former Sites Restoration Division
P.0. Box 2001 '

Qak Ridge, TN  37831-8723
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LAW OFFICES OF | 117688

ANGEL OJEDA
ABOGADO
) ¢ (201) 223-1233
| 4614 KENNEDY BLVD. Jlﬂ IT | 38 1] 3" 61 HUDSON ST.
UNION CITY, N.J, 07087 ' HACKENSACK, N.J. 07601
June 9, 1994

U.S. Department of Energy

Former Sites Restoration Division
P.0. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8723

Re: Proposed Clean Up of
Maywood Thorium Storage Site

To Whom It May Concern:

I am a resident of Maywood, New Jersey. I live on East Hunter Avenue,
approximately one city block from the thorium contamination. My wife and
three minor children live with me.

We are very concerned with your plan for the removal of the thorium as
recently published by your agency. '

We are informed that your plans treat the thorium site as a commercial
area. Furthermore, the method to be used in removing the thorium will
further expose us to the well known and extremely dangerous health effects
of thorium and the potential for monetary damages resulting from a loss of
property values in our hometown.

Simply stated, we are concerned about our physical, mental, financial
and educational future and fear depending on you to protect us. Our lives
are in your hands!

Kindly reconsider your plans and expedite the clean up of the thorium

site. We appreciate your cooperation and your recognition in this matter
to us and all of the people in Maywood.

Very truly your

Hackensack Office
. : . (201) u487-7299

AO/mrz



e | Higpt 16 vy

LTV DT B ” " R }

ANGEL OJEDA T
: bl HudsSo ST

ST BEPC2RED
VNRIRSEL- TR, HACKEMSACE

m—

NT 070! . -CERTIFIED

U.S5. Depaniment of Energy
Formen Sites Restoration Division
P.0. Box 2001

Jdaie 2Udge, TH 37331-§723

: right of the return atiress,

ChesterW.: itz | {CHesfertW Nifhi

98941 |




7o i ”W‘%" 117688

%Jf ;9’%@:/ e Z/g.’?’ a
Cr’ DO& _7Z5 Mzﬁé |
/WW cal

IR TN Wé
G L e
Cc: Gov. Whtmean .
54 East Fairmount Avenue

Mayuood, New Jersey 07607



117688

" JmIT | 37PH'H

SEORCUGH GF Lol -
DEPARTMENT OF INSPECTIONS
CNE MEMDAIAL DRIVE
LCDL, N.J. Q7644
(201) 265-4005 EXT 410

UsDGotE
Oak Ridge QOperations
o0 Box 2001 :

-

!
t
B
i
s
4
i

Ao Suszn M. Cange

Site Manager

Farmer Sites Restoration Dilvisicon
Fz mrywood Sitse LLACA

may, 1994

Mmany prop o7 Lodl have bean
found LD DeE CC e materials
originaciing Lt al Tha above
report statas perties in Lod:i
nave bean deco remediaced, and
thirty ramain

& i 3 ad rative DUrDOSE3, W2 NREEC Lo
23883 eac ~qgee 39 propertiss and 1nto
= thres groups it Talls. would »you pleass
SrmAtion O US a5 Guickly as DPoLsSiils.




117688
a1 w3 PN

Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8723

Dear Ms. Cange:

I have seen the EPA letter to you of May 21, 1993, from Mr.
Jeffrey Gratz.

In it he said: "It is EPA’s position that if the intent of
the proposed remedial action is to allow unrestricted access
to the site, either in the current or future use scenario,
then the appropriate soil concentration cleanup criteria
should be 5-PCI/G through all soil layers regardless of
depth."

He also said that 15 PCI/G is not a healthy based standard.

What other comment is needed? So cross off 5-15 PCI/G and
soil washing for Maywood, NJ.

As for Lodi and Rochelle Park, their soils can be handled the
same as Montclair and they can go to the same site in Utah
not Maywood. You did it in Pequannock, NJ.

Apparently, with the DOE involved, money rather than the
people’s health is becoming a criteria in cleaning up the
site.

The information I have seen from documents/letters that are

motivating the Concerned Citizens of Maywood tells me that
politics is taking precedence over our children’s health.

A /@/L@@a,ﬁ 75?/2@
& PR a6
weod, )) |

cc:, President Clinton
Governor Whitman 51;7/
Attorney General Reno
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June 6, 1994
Dear Ms. Cange,

Enclosed is a copy of the EPA Action Criteria for Superfund
Removal Action in West Chicago, Illinois (November 1993). I re-
ceived this information from the Concerned Citizens of Maywood
when they were picketing several weeks ago.

Note that residential areas encompass not only residential

properties but also institutional, commercial and municipal prop-
erties. Page 2 states the 15 pci/g is not a health based standard

and 5 pci/g is, and appropriate for use at residential areas.

West Chicago is getting a 5 pci/g clean up but the EPA has

flip flopped to allow the 15 pci/g for the Maywood residential area.

Enclosed are street maps of the West Chicage and Maywood areas.

Maywood isg also a residential area'! Take all of the thorium now

and ship it to Utah!!!

Sincerely,

Mrs., Margaret Parks

170 Stelling Avenue

Maywood, N.J. 07607
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_ ACTIQN CRITERI _ 117688
: ' ; PCR SUFERID REMOVAL ACTIQS )
AT THE FERR-MOGEF, RESIDENTIAL AREAS SITc
WEST CGHICAGD, ILLINOIS

Introduction

Under the provisions of the Corprehersive Invirarental Respanse,
Carpensatian, and Liability Act of 1980 (camaonly known as Superfurd!, as

- amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 198%, the
United States Enviramrental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) is authorized, among
other things, to take respanse actions whenever there is a release or threat
"of a release of a hazardous substance into the emviranmenz. The Nationmal
Pricrities List (NPL) is a list of hazardous waste sites across the country

that are eligible for U.S. EPA respanse actions wder Superfurd.

The U.S. EPA has listed four sites in the vicinity of the City of West
Chicago, Xllinois, a the NPL. The primary contaminants of concern at these
sites are radicactive thorium ard its decay products derived frum ore
processing operatians at a factory in West (hicago, now known as the Kerr-
McGee Chemical Corpdraticn West Chicage Rare Earths Facility (“factory site").
Three of the NPL sites became contamirated when the processing wastes (thcrium
mill tailings) were removed fram the factory and used primarily as fill
material in and arourd the City of West Chicago. These sites are Xnown as:

(1) Kerr-McGee (Residentizl Areas) site,
{(2) Kerr-MdGee (Sewage Treatment Plant) site, axd
{3) Kerr-McGee (Reed-Keppler Park) site.

The fourth site became contaminated when discharges and runoff fram the
factory site traveled via a stoon sewer intc nearby Kress (reek ard dowrstream
to the West Branch of the DuPage River. 7ris site is known as:

(4) Kerr-McGee (Kress Creek/West Branch of Durage River) site.

It is important to note that the Residential Areas sile may encarpass not anly
residential procerties, but_also institulicmal, camercial and municy
properties. primarily cantamirated pecause cnorium mill tailings
weTe used as fill, save of the properties may have becare contaminated due to }
windblown material from the factory site.

The Kerr-MGee factory site fram which the contaminaticon originated has not
been listed an the NPL; it is regulated under the licensing authority of the
Illinois Department of Nuclear Safety (INS). Decamissianing, clean-up and
closure of the factory site aurently is being addressed urnder that authority.

The purpose of this document is to establish criteria for U.S. EPA's response
actions at contaminated properties | TRESLGENTIAL Areas”) that are not part of
the Sewage Treatrent Plant, Reed-Keppler Fark or Rress Creek/West Branch of

DuPage River sites. Those three NPL sites will be addressed by U.S. EPA in
separate actions.

)

S
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decontaminated to tre {oliowing limits prior to termiraticn of the
license:

"Concentratias of radiawclides in soil above backarourd
cencentraticns for total radium, averaged over areas 100 sguare
meters, shall not exceed:

A} 5 picocuries per gram of dry soil, averaged over the firsr it
centimeters below the surface™ a3

B) 15 picocuries per gram of dry soil, averaged over layers of 15
centimeters thickness more than 15 c@ntimeters below the surface. ™

B ————

The State requirerents in Section 332.150(b) of the Illinois
Administrative Code were based an the federal stardards in 40 CFR
192.12{a). Wnen the federal standards in 40 (TR 192 were developed over
a decade age, the 5 picocuries (pCi/g) standard was a health
based standard, but the 15 Xa/g standard for subsurface soil was
technoloyyy based, reflecting instnument limitations in locating
subeurtace deposits. The 15 pCi/g limit ig pot a health-based standard,
ard shauld not be arcii O situations in which a health-based standard
is appropriate, or Lo Situations that differ substantively fram thess
for which it was derived.

The 15 pCi/g limit was developed as a practical reasurement tool for use
in leocating discrete caches of high activity tailjpgs (typically 300-
1000 pCi/g) trat were deposited | = ions at mill sites or
at nearby properties. The subsurface soil stardard in 40 CFR 192 was
originally proposedas S pCi/g. The final standard was changed, not
because the health basis was relaxed, ut rather in order to reduce the
cost to DOE of lecating buried tailings - urnder the assumption that this
would result in essentially the same degree of clearmup at the DOE sites
as originally proposed under the S pCi/g criterien. The use of a 1%
pCi/g subsurface criterian allowed the DOE to use field measurerents
rather than laboratory analysis to determine when buried tailings had
been detected. It is only aporopriate for use as a cost-effective tool
to locate radioactive waste in situatians where eontaminated subsurface
materials are of high activity and are not expected to be gignificantly
admixed with clean soil. The 1S pCi/g subsurface criterion was not
devel%g for situaticons where signmificant quantities of moderate or low
activity materials are ipvolved, such as at the Residential Areas site.
Therefore, the 15 pCi/g subgurface critericn is ot arorooriar e

at the"Residential Areas site, ard thus is mot an ARAR. The 5 pCi/g
s ., o the cother , was developed a5 @ nealth-based standard
ard is appropriate for use at the Residential Areas site.

Although the soil concentration standard in the regulation is written in
toroms ©f an averuge Ovar an area of 100 enare metert, aysal averngirs
will not be conducted during discovery ard characterization. This
approach is cocnservative and should minimize the chances of not
identifying contamination during the discovery ard characterization
surveys., .

()

/¥



T—i—i-sv-e. 88

Ci1Ty\
AL,

o SYaeeY

LT LritAb e
Caatnil 1IN
HT-G -4 119

wer [ |

o
55
—
o o
[~}
g 8
0 -
H
&%
PPl
EE ;
] g° H Suxao]
e 3 .
33 2 Ay
i
5 mg !'uJ
e
O
| VI
ol
g0
U N
T
£
8%y
— Q0o 3
e U & \
' o~
HO©™ —
X
U 0
¥
N
e
Lincn = 9004+ « i 'f
] 913 3
19 v i h
; -y \
.
| . ‘IJ’
3 ] e Y e e - - —— O
(Sesr Oricaco. L 6O/ 88
‘rl

ALECTA

L Kege- 19 Cee MHoorosed 2/5/'30.5,41. SeE




S SITE 3»‘—' N

: ! \il/
}r - : A\ A
.- Coe B /o
<4 - ‘ 7
g A

; T3
; WA

t“ [l - N ~
o YN
:’.: A Re/f. ? I

“ e

bt R
_4-""{;‘4-".

:\-
q 2

\?7 /‘-”

—_— b X
PPENDENCE PLACE f
Senior Cltizens.

A%wehao N7
7 EME ﬁYh

Ve v“ - m‘-: 5

g

: j QUADRANGLE LoanoN"- s

Y (QUAD)HACKCNSACK hJ

H FIGURE 1
4 SCHooLS SITE LOCATION MaAP S TH

ngedHEr

AYWOOD N

ERNLIS

|| CORFORATION

é;;;.".:':

>

~
FIRST PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH

o ‘ s ~ ~
2tle B ehtunco Lo oan

LUTHERAN CHURCH QF REDECMER

i2 = ZION LUTHERAN CHURCH 4 - TEMPLE BETH ISkaE




1176 838

Jo 15 926 BN

June 8, 1994

Dear Mrs. Cange,

Please include Senator Byron Baer’s Senate Concurrent
Resolution #66 (see attached copy) in your record of comments
on the MISS. These are my feelings as well as other informed
residents of Maywood, Rochelle Park, and Lodi.

IMMEDIATE REMOVAL!

Sincerely,

o %/m &&ef%jw@[,

ikﬂ%&zéf£ AKT‘O7éo7



SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION Ko. 66
STATE OF NEW JERSEY
INTRODUCED MAY 12, 1994

By Senator BAER

BE IT RESOLVED by the Senate of the State of New Jorsey
{the General Assembly concurring):

1. The United States Department of Enerxgy, the
Environmental Protection Agency, and the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission are respectfully memorialized  to take every
expedient action, in conjunction with the officials of this
State, to effectuate the immediate and permanent removal of
ail thorium~contaminated soil from the HMaywood Interim
Storage Site and other sites in Maywood Borough, Rochelle
Park Township, and Lodi Township, New Jersey.

2. A duly authenticated cepy of +this concurrent
resolution, signed by the President o¢f the Senate and the
Speaker of  the General Assembly and attested by the
Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of the General
Assembly, shall be transmitted to the United States
Department of Energy, the Environmental Protection BAgency,
and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the presiding
offlcers of the United States Senate and the United States
House of Representatives, and to each of the members of the
Congress of the United ‘States elected from New Jersey.

- STATEMENT

This concurrent resolution memorializes the United States
Department of Energy, the Environmental Protection Agency,
and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to take every
expedient action, in conjunction with State officials, to
effectuate the immediate and permanent removal of thorium
contaminated so0il from the Maywood Interim Storage Site and
other sites in Maywood, Rochelle Park, and Lodi, New Jersey.

Memorializes United States agencies to remove thorium
contaminated soil in Maywood, Rochelle Park, and Lodi, New
Jersey.

11768
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SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 66
STATE QF NEW JERSEY
INTRODUCED MAY 12, 1994
By Senator BAER

A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION memorializing the United Statas
Department o¢f Bnergy, the Environmental Protection Agency,

and the RNuclear Regulatory Commiassion to take evary

axpedient actlon, in conjunction with the officials of this
State, to effectuate the immediate and permanent removal of
thorium contaminated scil from sites in Maywood Borough,
Rochelle Park Township, and Lodi Township, New Jersey.

WHEREAS, The radioactive metallic element thorium, a waste
byproduct of certain manufacturing processes that occurred
on-aite from 1916 to 1959 at the Maywood Chemical Company
in Maywood, Rew Jersey, was mixed with other substances and

uged as £ill in several locations 4in residential areas of

Maywood Borough, and had contaminated some properties in
Rochelle Park Township and in Lodl Township; and

WHEREAS, Becauge of the imminent danger +this situation
posed, the United States Department of Energg in 1984 began
a cleanup that removed approximately 40,000 cubic yarda cf
contaminated ascll from several of +the affected Ezoperties,
and constructed the Maywoed Interim, Storage Site to hold
the contaminated so0il on the sgite of the former Maywood
Chemical Company; and

WHEREAS, This c¢ontaminated soll is now setored on-site,
shielded only by plastic coverings, which are not adequate
to reduce the risk of injury to the health of the citizens
residing in the wicinity of +the Maywood Interim Storage
S8ite and to reduce the risk of harm to tg: environment; and

WHEREAS, Thorium contaminated soil still must be removed at
the site of the Maywood Chemical Company, which was
purchased in 1959 by the Stepan Chemical Company, and at
savaral other aites in Maywood, Rochelle Park, and Lodi
that were contaminated by thorium waste from the Maywood
Chemical Company site; and

WHEREAS, This widespread contamination threatens the public
health, safety and welfare of the citizens of these
communities; and

WHEREAS, Although the United States Department of Ener
has been slow to develop a plan for the removal of this
contaminated s8o0il and the Environmental Protection Agenc
has not as yet decided on a final strategy for tha remova
of the thorium contaminated s8c¢il from these sites, the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission has recently licensed a site
in the State of Utah to accept this type of waste and the
Department of Energy has made a commitment to remove all
the contaminated soil to that gite; and

WHEREAS, It is imperative that there be no further delay in
the removal of the thorium contaminated soil from these
sites and +that immediate action be taken to permanently
remove all thorium contaminated soil from the Maywood,
Rochelle Park, and Lodi sites; now, therefore,

117688
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Negw JERSEY SENATE

SENATOR, 37TH OISTRICT

BercEN COUNTY

125 STATE STREET
SUITE ROG

(BO! 343-3333
FAX (201) 34231594

Hon. Mayor John A. Steurt and
Members of the Council
Borough of Maywood

459 Maywood Avenue

Maywood, NJ 07607

Dear Mayor Steurt and Council Members,

Enclosed is a copy of SCR 66 dealing with the removal of
all thorium waste from Maywood and from your neighbors in
Lodi and Rochelle Park. This matter has been a nagging

problem for Maywood’s citizens for too long and calls for
immediate settlement.

I'd like to draw your attention to the fact that the

resolution addresses contaminants that might be underground
as well as those found in the pile.

~ My office remains ready to do everything possible to
assist you to reach a satisfactory conclusion. I welcome
your advice and help.

Sin
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DOROTHY ZAORSKI
166 East Magnolia Avenue

Maywood, NJ 07607

. - Tolophone: (201) 712.0063 b3 1033 MR 117!
May 18, 1994

Ms, Susan M, Cange, Site Manager
Former Sites Restoration Division
U. S. Department of Energy

West Pleasant Avenue

Maywood, NJ 07607

Dear Ms, Cange:

I was happy to receive your letter scliciting my comments. Most
certainly I would 1like to be placed on the Maywood Site Mailing
List.

I, like many others in my community, am concerned that the removal
of the thorium-tainted soil may be-delayed again. It is my feeling
that the "washing" of soil is an uncessary, delaying process.

Therefore, I am voicing my objection to the continued delay.

Very truly yours,

cc: RTorricelli, Congressman
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DCE proposal with the cption of implementing volume reducticn
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the polltlcal process.
Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the polltlcs of
supexrfund?

Sincerely, -

;‘~=4 /i,,/:‘ // / R
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June 9, 19%4
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, jf feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.

Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of
superfund?

Sincerely,
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' Rare earths - Rare earths refers to various types of metals «
.. present in the monazite sands. These were extracted from the
monazite for their value.

lanthanum, praeseodymium, and neodymium.

Rare earth metals include cerium,

Remedial action - Remedial action is a general term typically used
to mean "cleanup of contamination.® With reference to cleanup of
the Davison and Latham properties, it means any action required to
- bring the property to a condition which will permit its release for
" unrestricted use. 1In practice, this may mean removing grass and
s0i}Ys cutting trees, ramoving asphalt, etc.

L

Thorium - Thorium is a naturally occurring element which is
recovered from monazite for commercial purposes. Monazite contains
from 3 to 9 percent thorium oxide. The prihcipal use of thorium to
date has been in the preparation of gas lantern mantels because
thorium oxide burns with a brilliant white light. nThorium oxide is
also commonly foﬁnd in high quality glasses and camera lenses

because of its good optical characteristics.

.-

_ | Unrestricted Use - Unrestricted use means that the property can be

used for any purpose without regard to the radicactivity which used
to be on the property. These uses could include anything - farming,
@ residence, a playground, etc. '

Y ~

Uranium - Uranium is a naturally occurring, radioactive element.
The principal use of uranium -- when refined -- is for the
production of fuel for nuclear reactors. Uranium invits natural
form (as it exists on the Davison and Latham properties) is not
suitable for use as a fuel source.

) Working level - Working level is a unit to measure the energy
expended in air by radon or its radioactive decay products. The
term was derived for use with uranium mine workers and has become

the accepted unit for environmental measurements.

48
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June 9, 19%4

Dear Ms. Susa

Piease accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the polltlcal process.
Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of
superfund?

Sincerely,

fe2)
co
e’
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June 8, 1994

Dear Mrs. Cange, Site Manager:

I am totally against the proposed DOE plan for the
cleanup of the Maywood pile because remaining soils left
after soil washing (if it worked) would mean the use of the
site would be subject to restriction, essentially forever,
and probably result in a decrease in property values in our
community. More importantly, 15 pCi/g is not a health based
standard which is unacceptable for this town of approximately
10,000 persons in a square mile area. Please record my comments

for your report on the proposed cleanup of the storage pile.

Sincerely, -, Ar

Sty ;i;AAAJ /<iL27>4¢¢/
cc: Governor Whitman - é}é &{@ .
Cy/,c;y_ka4ﬁ%%‘~)gl/
| 57@07U
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June 7, 1994
Dear Mrs. Susan Cange- t

2he following are my comments on the proposed cleanup of
the Maywood pile as sought by your office by June 13, 1994,
Please make this part of your record of comments from the public.

i+ I support the DEPE o0f New Jersey in their stance as
stated in The Record article "NJ balks at thorium cleanup” which
I have attached.

2. I am against the 15 pCi/g standard being applied in my
town because it is not a health based standard.

3. Maywood's population is approximately 10,000 persons in

a square mile area with potential to increase due to its location.

688

A 15 pCi/g would have negative consequences for central Bergen County.

Ship the wastes to a storage site in Utah as proposed!

ALL OF IT!!! NoWw ! !!

Sincerely,

Pk C K

4o Mﬂf"t

ot
b



By MICHAEL MOORE
Staff Wriler

The stats Deparimeni of Envi-
ronmental Protection and Energy
is refusing to approve the federal
government's plan to remove thor-
ium-tainted soil spread through-
out Maywood and Wayne, a move
that could further delay a cleanup
first promised more than a decade
ago.
Calling the federal Department
of Energy’'s cleanup plan for
510,000 cubic yards of radioactive
s0il "dangemus to the pubhc,” the

. DEPE is withholding its needed

approval until the federal agency
agrees to meet stricter standards.

“We don’t believe the DOE's
cleanup plan either complies with
state law or affords an acceptable

Friend of the People It Serves: .

-N J. balks at thorium cleanup

Asks US. to meet
tighter standards

level of protection to the public,”
said Nick Martone, DEPE man.
ager for the Maywood and Wayne
sites, “Wa’re not going to go along
with this and give residents a false
sense of security.”

Trumpeted as one of the final
obstacles to solving the radioac-
tive soil woes of North Jersey, the
DOE’s long-anticipated eleanup

‘proposal, hammered out with the

federal Environmental Protection
Agency, calls for contaminated
dirt to be cleaned to a level of 5
picocuries of radiation per gram of
goil in residential areas and 15 pi-

cocuries per gram in commercial
districta.

But DEPE officials believe 15
pmocunea is too high and want the
‘5 picocurie standard applied to
both residential and commerciat
properties. Martone said cleanup
cannot legally begin without
DEPE approval.

A picocurie i8 a unit of radioac-
tivity. Thorium is a radioactive
alement that hreaks down into ra-
don, a gas proven to cause lung
cancet and other ailments.

Area officials support the
DEPE’s demand for a uniform 5
picocurie standard.

Wayne Mayor David Waks, who
has been writing to the DEPE to
push for stricter standards, ap-

See ‘_I’HOR!UM Page A-8

HORIUM State balks at U.S. proposal

From Page A-1

plauded the agency’a Jecizica. ~1
hail the DEPFE,” he ssaid. “They

"re stamng lo see the light of

"At least the DEPE has taken a
tough protective stance. The fed-
sral agencies should get in line

ith the state’s directive so we can

ean this up quickly and safely,”
said Bergen County Executive
William “Pat" Schuber. “I will be

essing Governor Whitman to in-

‘I‘vene and push the federal agen.

3 to adopt the standards of the
DEPE.”

Whitman spokesman Carl Gold-

'said the governor is aware of

North Jersey’s thorium dilemma

. and is willing to intervene.
“The governor knows residents’

have a good cause for concern,” he
said. “This hes to be cleaned up
and, after consulting with DEPE
commissioner {Robert Shinn], she
will get things movmg with the
federal agencies.”

But the DOE said New Jersey’s
apparent tefusal to spprove the
plan could further delay the
cleanup, first proposed in 1983,

“I don’t know what will happen
pext and I'm not sure what the
DOE or EPA's position is now,”
said Susan Cange, DOE site man-

“It's too early to say what we'll do.’
We're still waiting to get the
state's position in writing.”

The EPA, which originally sup-

ported a uniform 5 picocurie’

cleanup standard but later backed
off after grappling with the DOE
for a year, said the federal agencies

may have to reconsider their posi-

tions.

“It's underatandable why the
state has mmgmnga, daid Jeﬁ‘
Gratz, EPA aite manager in
Maywood and Wayne. "“Our as-
sumption of 15 picocuries being
protective may have to be reeva-
luated. We may have to look &t a

ager for Maywood and Wﬁme - lower criteria.”

The thorium is a byproduct o
the manufacture of gas lanterns a-
the old Maywood Chemical Work:
between 1916 and 1956, and at the
farmer W. R. Grace & Co. plant in
Wayne between 1948 and 1971,

Officials fear that the process of
_developing new standards, coupled
-with the possibility of disagzee-
ment negotiating a compromise,
could further delay the cleanup of
the soil, just as the DOE and EPA
squabble delayed the existing plan
_for 13 months.

“I hope this doesn’t turn out like
it did a year ago between DOE and
EPA,” Cange said. “But [ can't say
for sure that it won't.”
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June 9, 1954
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.

Has our childern’s health been overloocked in the politics of
superfund?

[ 2 W MAjNoLlA Ave
W&y wood, N T 62607
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June 6, 1994
Dear Mrs. Susan Cange:

For Your information on April 27, 1994 the Maywood Mayor and
Council adopted Resolution #66-93 (attached) opposing the
gepositing of any comtaminated soil on any property in the
Borough of Maywood which should be reflected in any EPA/DOE
proposed cleanup plan.

Copy was sent to EPA and DOE to make them aware of the
sentiments of the Maywood Mayor and Council and residents.

YOUR SOIL WASHING WOULD VIOLATE THIS RESOLUTION !!!

So either clean all the wastes out or clear yourself out.
Maywood residents have had enough!!!

Yours truly, ’/lewnvﬁy /é//éywAA~/%7

7% WM&%? 02607y
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MAYOR

CLERK
JOHN A. STEUERT, JR.

MARY ANNE RAMPOLLA, RMC
(201) 845-2900

FAX {201) 909-0673 COUNCIL PRESIDENT
. ANTHONY NAPOLI
459 Maywood Avenue, Maywood, NJS 07607 JOAN T, WINNIE

* THOMAS M. BERNTSON
. RICHARD P. O'NEIL
: | MICHAEL J. RUBER

OPPOSING THE DEPOSITING OF CONTAMINATED
SOIL IN THE BOROUGH OF MAYWOOD

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of the Borough of Maywood
authorized a referendum in August of 1981. requesting voters of
the Borough to express their opinion regarding the further storage
of contaminated soil in the Borough of Maywood and requesting the
expeditious clean-up of and removal of all contaminated soil from
the Maywood interim storage site and vicinity properties; and

WHEREAS, on November 5, 1991, the voters of the Borough
overwhelmingly indicated their support for the clean-up of the
site . and vicinity properties and their opposition to any additional

storage; and -

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council intend to emphasize to
the appropriate authorities, including the Department of Energy-
and the Environmental Protection Agency, their continued .
opposition to the depositing of any contaminated soil oq;gﬁy C
propeYYy in” the Borough of Maywood  whaichh should be reflected in-any
EPA/DOE proposed clean-up plan; and

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council also intend to ¢all again

for expeditious clean-up and removal of the thorium contaminated
soil and other contaminates from the Borough of Maywood:;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and Council
of the Borough of Maywood that a copy of this Resolution
expressing the intent of the Mayor and Council be forwarded to the
Department of Energy and the Environmental Protection Agency to
make the said authorities aware of the sentiments of the Mayor and
Council and the residents of the Borough ©f Maywood; and ‘

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy ©of this Resolution be
sent to Congressman Robert G. Torricelli and County Executive
William P. Schuber to ask them to continue to use their good
offices to protect the residents of the Borough of Maywood from
the environmental concerns arising out of the contaminated soil
referred to above; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of the within
Resolution be on file in the Office of the Borough Clerk and be

available for public inspection regular business hours.

Date: W &7, /"7‘?5 APPROVEDW -
7 - ‘ John AT=5%< ertw, Mayor

ATTES’I‘:(,'Z&%_@M@ J{Eé/z _’%_f?d /4 /éﬂ <
Mary ne Rampolla, /Borough Clerk




Keith & Sara Kozaryn

. 607 Oak Avenue '
kiS5 92z MY Maywood, NJ 07607
117688
June 6, 1994
Ms. Susan M. Cange, Sitec Manager
US Department of Encrgy
Former Sites Restoration Division
PO Box 2001

Qak Ridge, TN 37831-8723
Re: Proposed Cleanup of Storage Pile
Dear Ms. Cange

We do not share your happiness. The proposal to use soil washing as an option for cleaning up
the Maywood Interim Storage Site (MISS) is not encouraging. The cleaning method is
unproven. As stated in preliminary laboratory experiments, soil washing may only clean to
between 5 and 15 picocuries. The EPA supports an established “health based” level not to
exceed 5 picocuries.

We cannot understand the thoughtlessness shown by the DOE towards the residents of
Maywood. This is a public health hazard. It is situated near a community pool and residential
housing. Anything short of excavation and disposal to a permanent site will be unacceptable.

A secondary issue is the potential reduction in property value. The devaluation of our house
does not sit well. There is no way we will sit idly by while our community is destroyed by non-
resident individuals.

Permanent disposal just might be far less expensive in the long run.

_S' cerely,

\é‘N& ;ﬁb s
Keithand S (¢
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Susan Cange, Site Manager

U. S. Dept. of Energy

Former Sites Restoretion Division
P. 0. Box 2002°

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8723

Dear Ms. Cange:

| was under the impression that all the Thorium that is stored in Maywood was
going to be removed. [ was very upset and concerned to find out that this is not
the case. From what | understand, the DOE cleanup plan will be leaving a 15
picocuries per gram at the Maywood dump site, thus making Maywood a permanant
dump site for this hazardous material. '

My concerns first are of a medial nature. Within my neighbotrhood of Belle/Edel
Ave. there have been at least 6 adults with cancer. Four have died and 2 are
undergoing cancer therapy. There alsa 4 children born with birth defects and one
child has died from SIDS. My son Brian was born with a congenital heart defect in
1981, It is very alarming that within & 2 block ares of about 20 homes there has
been {C incidences of cancer or birth defects.

Maywood is & very nice community to live in and raise & family. it is definitely
your typical small town community. It is be no means a commercisal town. With
the DOE's method of removing the Thorium, leaving 1S PCI's per gram it will make
Maywood seem like it is & commercial area. This waste that will be left behind
will have a negative effect on our community when it is time for 8 home owner to
sell his home.
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| feel very strongly that it is the chemicel company's responsibility to pay for the

total cleanup of the Thorium in Maywood and other communities where they -=
dumped this hazardous material. The local towns and the State of New Jersey

should not have to pay for this cleanup. ! feel that the families have suffered

enough by 1osing a relative or friend to cancer or having a child born with a birth

defect.

Very truly yours,

At

Artene Formisano
608 Edel Avenue
Maywood, N. J. 07607



117688
s Sl

June 1, 1994

Dear Ms. Cange:

We reject your desire to be allowed to “clean" only to a
level of 15 pci/g but you will make a best effort to approach
the 5 pci/g where possible. From Maywood’s experience with
DOE we cannot trust you for a best effort if it would cost
more than you like. : :

Also we reject having 15 pci/g material remain since it wmeans
the site properties will be subject to restrictions probably
forever which is certain to alsoc have an effect on adjoining
property values. :

We reject also any need for delay to do a 5 pcifg clean up if
you are directed to stop manufacturing any more delays.

Yours, ) 7
<Awﬁv~ Lok wrd s

cc: Carol Browner, EPA Administrator

Hazel O’Leary, DOE Secretary 570 fany }42&#{\

Governor Christie Whitman ,goﬁhyC€? }Eiég

)¢5
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'Dear Mrs Cange,

Enclosed is a flyer I received at the Maywood Sidewalk Sale
several weeks ago.

First let me say I object to your soil washing and pile
removal plan instead of a 5 pCi/g clean up which seems to
have been conducted at other superfund sites.

The flyer quotes your Mr. Seay that EPA could come in and |
continue the DOE’s efforts without interruption and DOE would
not fight to keep the project and would do what Congress

tells you.

Since you are pleading shortage of funding, let EPA take over
the project with funding from their superfund and the
responsible party.

Yours truly,

%mfﬁ% (/(/'JKMA kd&ifﬁf?)

220 Ifastesrrl Lme, WW 77-/. G727

cc: Governor Whitman

11778



. The Shopoer News

February 26, 1992

.Dist, by COM

QQEL EPA could lead thorium clean-uy

By CHNS NEIDENSERG
0! The Shopper News

MAYWO000 — A U.S. Depart-

ment of Energy (DOE) official -
has_indicated that the DQE

WOl Ot O any efiort to
iegxsiaéu"eiy remove the.

thorium project from its hands
and hand it back to the U.S.
Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) — if that is what
lawmakers and reside}r:ts v.gnt.

“We do gxactly what Con-
gress tells us,” said William
Scay, with the DOE’s Qak
Ridge, Tenn. cperations office.

———— - Yot em

“We didn't Tight against taking

this project and I'm sure the
DOEis not going to fight to keep

" a“pryjéct like this because we

have 0 basis to do so.
could not imagine that the

‘DOE s feelmgs would be hurt at

all,” he added.
Seay seemed to suggest that

the EPA could come and
continSsTEE_DOR™ oun
witho Interruption, since it

has all of the department’s in-
formation pertaining to the
thorium study, and oversees
the process.

1176788
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS EXCERPTED FROM TAPED MEETING BETWEEN MAYWOOD CONCERNED

CITIZENS AND N.J. DEP OFFICIALS HELD ON OCTOBER 24, 1985 IN OUR LADY OF QUEEN
PEACE SCHOOL, MAYWOOD, N.J.

AMONG THOSE ALSO.PRESENT:-

‘BOB .ATKINS+{DOE) .~-BECHTEL's" MR,

CROTWELL -

MAYWOOD's ADVISOR: DR. VAN PELT, HEALTH PHYSICIST

VOICES ANSWERING QUESTIONS ARE THOSE QOF ARNOLD SCHIFFMAN AND

DR. JORGE BERKOWITZ of DEP

- - - -— - - - - - - - -~ -— - -

NOLAN: "If DOE tries to make the site permanent, what do you do?
What does the State do?

BERKOWITZ: "If DOE tries to make the site permanent - I think the State of NJ
proceeds to pursue what actions if feels is responsible action
that would be consistent with its position, and that basically
means that it doesn't accept it - it fights it."

NOLAN: "Can it fight the government?® ,

BERKQWITZ: "It sure can,"

NOLAN: "If DOE leaves and they have threatened that they would leave,
we — at least our officials have told us that..."

SCHIFFMAN: "What happens to.the clean up activiey?"- . ... . -

NOLAN: "What does the State then do, as far as..."

SCHIFFMAN: "I think the State's position is..."

Interruption By:

BERKOWITZ: "It will have to be cleaned up.
It is 2 Superfund site as well as a FUSRAP site and as such,
it has it be cleaned up.
Not only does it say that - the DEP says it has to be cleaned up -
the United States EPA (says it) has to be cleaned up. And it is
our responsibility to clean up the site irrespective of what funds
clean it up."

SHIFFMAN: "That's right - that's the answer.

* * * % *
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June 6, 1994

Dear Miss Cange,

Last year_DOE'S proposed alternative was phasegd
actioh and offsite disposal, but EPA said your clean-up
should be 5 pci/g, not 5-15 pci/g. After almost a year,
EPA was "persuaded" to agree to the non-health based
5-15 standard.

EPA reviewed your April 1993 draft proposed plan-
feasibility study and enviornmental impact statement. I
read Mr. Gratz's May 21st 1993 letter to you. |

So where is the proposed plan for clean up? Now
it's on the back burner. Now it's the pile and soil
washing.

We say No Thank You. It's time to start digging and

C:%ifcerely; Cjb5426?4;)
-5252;;;f Al

Cesare J. Parodi

dump all the wastes in Utah.

Ethel J. Parcdi
57 Belle Avenue
Maywood, N.J. 07607

117688
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578 Palmer Avenue
Maywood, New Jersey 07607

June 6, 1994

U.S. Department of Energy

Former Sites Restoration Division
P.0. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8723

Attn: Susan Cange, Site Manager
Former Sites Restoration Division

Gentlemen:

As residents and home owners in Maywood, New Jersey, we are
very concerned about the health not only of our family but of
all residents of Maywood.

We are not interested in any soil washing. We feel the only

step to be taken is to remove the thorium and soil below the
thorium pile. It should be taken to a permanent dump site

OUT OF MAYWOOD.
Sincerely
{:yi\tﬁrﬂf‘&y i& 2 .
Jose . Ermillio

Dorothy Ermilio

-
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622 Haywood Avenue
Maywood, New Jersey e76e7

11
Jo 159 o7 g gy

Jupne 4, 1854

U.S. Department of Energy

FPormer Sites Restoration Division
Att: Susan M. Cnage, Site Manager
P.0. Box 209l .
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8723

Dear Ms. Cange,

I am enclosing a copy of a letter to the EBditor of the Our
Town Newspaper, March 31, 1994, writted by Louise Torell.

I believe every paragraph should be included in your report
of citizen’'s comments made on what you call an EE/CA for the
contaminated pile of soil in Maywood.

I totally agree with Ms. Torell so consider them my comments
as well.

Is it not long overdue for Maywood to finally be Hazardous
free? '

How could the E.P.A. agree to a 15 Pci/G when they have yet
to find out how it could effect the residents in the community.
How could the D.0O.F. do the same?

I do not want any of the soil left in my town. The entire
pile should be excavated and removed permanently!

Sincerely,

st M Y

Michael Nappi
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June 6, 1994

U.S. Department of Energy

For Sites Restoration Division
P.0O. Box 2001

Dak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8723

Re: Maywood Site - Proposed Cleanup of the 8torage Pile

Dear Sir/Madam:

We have been residents of Maywood for 6 years. We have a
small child and are deeply concerned about this so called interim
storage site. In reading various articles and hearing various
conversations within the town, we were under the impression that
this storage pile was going to be removed, We have recently
learned that there is a proposal to wash the soil. We are
completely against this for the fear of endangering our health and
also for our home depreciating in value because of this.

Maywood is nothing but a residential area, there are no high-
risers, no big businesses or factories, therefore we totally
disagree when we are told that Maywood is not a residential area.
We think it is inexcusable that our health and our childrens health
be put in danger.

Sincerely,
Robert & Lisa Fiscina

47 West Grove Avenue
Maywood, New Jersey 07607
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Parodi ...

Dear Editor -

By waiting a week on your
thorium birthday present ar-
1 ticle, you could have saved
Congressman Torricelli from
extreme embarrassment and
asked him what's going on?
~ Who is pressuring whom?

You quoted him on March
21, standing by the pile that
he created, on the Maywood
Interim Storage Site (MISS)
he helped create via an agree-
ment between the Depart-
ment of Energy (DOE) and
Stepan Company, Without a
—~ MISS, the hazardous wastes
would have been shipped
elsewhere just like at Mont-
clair, Glen Ridge, West
. Orange, etc. Yes, excavate
and dispose out of state. The
NJ Depantment of Environ-
mental Protection and Ener-
1 gy (NIDEPE) plan for May-
wood was used for Mont-
clair instead. You stated that
Torricelli sgid the pile
| removal will take two to three

years and DOE will release its
plans in May for all the
wastes beneath the MISS and
'} at various residential and

- commercial properties in
Maywood, Rochelle Park,
and Lodi.

Also, that DOE plans to
use g ‘‘soil washing’'process
to separate and reduce vol-
ume of contamination from

not work at the Montclair
area sites and Maywood has
higher concentrations of
radioactive material than
Montclair!

Finally, you said Torricelli
made assurances that it is
both the DOE and his inten-
tion to see to it that the clean
- up be carried out to the high-

Agency (EPA) standards.
But three deys later, on
L March 24, Senator Lauten-
berg announced that EPA

“strict’® cleanup guidelines of
5 pei/g above background for
residential properties and 1§
pci/g for commercial/gov-
ernment areas of the site. The

G
&P 1

clean soil. A process that did :

est Environmental Protection’

and DOE had now agreed on.

residentials are in Lodi and
Rochelle Park. Then there
will be ‘‘inaccessible” pro-
perties, like under buildings,
which will be ignored until
they are demolished in the
future or otherwise. If soil
washing worked, the soil left

"behind can be contaminated

as high as 15 pci/g, with ro
limits under the buildings.
Thus along with unremedi-
ated soils under buildings,
Maywood will be changed
from an Interim Storage Site
to a Permanent Disposal Site.
But they promised five-year
reviews to insure human
health remains “protected’'?

The state cleanup standard
is § pci/g and NJEPA and

etters to the

-

USSEPA had clearly proven %

that 185 pci/g is not & health
based standard and cited
cancer risks involved.

As late as November 1993,
six months after the May-
wood dispute started, the
EPA issued the action criteria
for a West Chicago site, with
the same kind of waste. They
cited the law to prove 5 pci/g
is a health based standard for
cleanup of the residential
areas including commerical,
institutional and municipal
properties. And that 15 pci/g
is not a health based stan-
dard! But on March 24 the
New York EPA acting ad-
ministrator caved in by ignor-
ing the EPA's own health
based facts. Who is responsi-
ble? An investigation is in
order. Let's call it “Back-
water.”’

Our state officials must
stand firm. Our local officials
must urge the NJDEPE to in-
sist on a § pei/g cleanup of all
contaminated soil wherever it
is, and thie County and State
Boards of Health as well! Mr.
Torricelli said,
working closely with both
departments to ensure thal
the concerns of the citizens of
Maywood are reflected in the
final plan.”

So be it. Excavate and dis-
pose &t Envirocare, Utah.
No unproven soil washing
delay. No more interim or
permanent disposal site.

“1 will be

Shipment of ell wastes direct
to Utah!

Maywood officials should
insist now that these positions
be reflected in the DOE pro-
posed plan unless they dis-
agree with Mr. Torricelli as
Senator Lautenberg does.

Sincerely,
Chuck Parodi
48 West Grove

Editor ... ..

117688

Thursday, April 21, 1994 OUR TOWN.
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fune 6, 1994

%.S. Department of Enersy
Formen Sctes Restonation Dindlon

- P.O. Boax 2001
Oak Budpe. Tenncosee 37551-§783

Dear Mo, Cange:
5&@%&4@9%4&%5%&%.

Forar. 7»«%&&wdp¢mammqmmwmmmag
getting on with a full cleanup.

The flyer quotes Wh. Seay claiming that the EPA coutil come tn and continue the DOE ‘s
efforts without intovaption and DOE woudd wot fight ts kect the project and would do what
Congress mandates.

Stwce youw are pleading a shortage of funding, ldspfi’taéemdcm;'cda«dm
money frow the Superfund.
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June 1, 1934

U.S. Department of Enercy

Former Sites Restoration Division
Att: Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
P.0. Box 2001

Cak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8723

Dear Ms; Cange;

I am opposed to your plan of soil washing and tests. If the
soil washing works, it is logical to assume that the contaminated
soil would be left in Maywood. Some of that soil is from Lodi and
Rochelle Park and I sure you are aware that Maywood strongly
opposes this. 8Still you ask for comments,.

In a copy of Hazardous Waste News #371, it reports "A higher
prevalence of birth defects and liver disease amonhg persons living
near a thorium waste disposal site in Wayne, New Jersey”. You
want to wash and leave the soil in Wayne, toc. Maywood has the
same kind of waste. I can’t help but wonder what the consequences
for the people of Maywood will be. Has a proper study of possible
health risks ever been conducted? In my opinion, there are no
acceptable levels of radicactivity.

It also says "There is a move afoot now in Washington and in
the mass media to divert attention away from the problem of toxic
wastes. The goal seems to be to cut funding for the Federal
Superfund Program of toxic waste cleanup. It seems c¢lear that
such a move, 1if successful, will result in increased health costs
for the American people.” What will be Maywood's costs be?

Is President Clinton in favor of this? Maywood and Wayne ARE
NOT. Move all the soil out as promised and promised, or move the
D.0O.E. out land let E.P.A. or the state manage it.
Very truly vyours,
A /{% O
A. M. Pacciani

C/C President Clinton
Governor Christine Whitman



June 5, 1995 117688
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Susan Cange, Site Manager

U.S. Dept. of Energy

Former Sites Restoration Division
P.O. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8723

Dear Ms. Cange:

I am pleased that the Department of Energy is committed to
removing the contaminated soil in Maywood. However, | am
quite displeased with the option of soil washing possibly to be
undertaken in such a densely populated region. There is only one
safe alternative and that is the removal by excavation and
shipment to a permanent storage site.

The people of Maywood deserve the safest removal . Maywood
cannot take any more risk to the health of its citizens .

Sincerely,
(orndle bt

Annette Schmidt
97 Belle Avenue
Maywood, NJ 07607



Susan M. Cange

U.S. Department of Energy

Former Sites Restoration Division
P.0. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8723

Re: Maywood Interim Storage Site

Dear Ms. Cange:

June 8, 1994 1176 88

Jo {4 9 o5 AN 'Y

In Response to the proposed soil washing of the contaminated soil located
in Maywood, New Jersey, GIVE US A BREAK !!f The figures and ideas represented

as to the soil washing are nothing short of a scam.

Any person associated

with this type of situation and a reasonable intellect can see that. This
is nothing more than a pacifying maneuver in which a feeble attempt is being
made to silence the people who are directly affected by this. What they are

doing is risking human lives to save few dollars.

Years ago, they said that the site was not a problem. Then they said if they
bury it, it wouldn't be a problem. Then after determining how dangerous it
really is, they came up with the correct answer. Remove it in it's entirety
and dispose of it. Now they say, it's not that bad, if we wash it we can make
it safe and in the mean time save some money. How absurd ! HWith all the time
and effort spent on this issue so far, if they would have just removed it as
origanlly planned it would be gone and done with instead of wasting more time
and money. We could use the resources for more practical ideas. As has been
shown in the pass, these new "revelations" of safety limits in regards to the
soil washing proposed, will again be found to be erroneous and once again we
will be right back where we started wasting more time and finances but more
importantly expaesing and risking human lives needlessly. I say why not just
dispose of it and be done with it. It's the only logical way and the only

RIGHT thing to do. :

Ms. Cange, it is eésy for people who are not directly affected by this nuclear

poison to sit back and say "don't worry, everything

will be fine". As a life-

long resident of Maywood, not only is my physical health, livelihood and property
value under a direct assault, most importantly my chiidrens futures and their

childrens futures are at risk. For less money than

they waste on bogus govern-

ment studies and programs, you can dispose of and be done with once and for all
with this most dangerous situation for which there is ultimately only one
solution, REMOVE AND DISPQSE OF COMPLETELY !!'! We all know this is the RIGHT

thing to do.

cc: Carol Browner (EPA)
Hazel 0'Leary (DOE)
Governor Whitman
Senator tautenberg

83 Belle Avenue
Maywood, N.J 07607



- David & Michele Holmes 117688

605 Oak Avenue
Maywood, NJ 07607-1515
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June 4, 1994

Ms. Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
U.S. Department of Encrgy
Former Sites Restoration Division
P.O. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8723

Re: NOT “HAPPY”
Proposed Cleanup of the Maywood Interim Storage Site

Dear Ms. Cange

Firstly, we do not share your happiness regarding the DOE’s proposal to consider volume
reduction treatment as an option.

The volume reduction is nothing more than “soil washing” which is an unproven cleaning
method. As you well know in preliminary experiments, performed by your department in
conjunction with the EPA, there is no guarantee that a level of § picocuries can be achieved.
The soil washing, at best, may clean 1o a level between S and 15 picocuries. It is unconscionable
that the DOE would permit such a site to exist so close to a community recreational facility
frequented by children, let alone residential homes. The EPA supports the established “health
based” level of less than or equal to 5 picocuries. Why should we accept anything less?

Secondly, the value of real estate will decrease in Maywood as a result of the site having gone
through an “approved” DOE remediation. I believe you are aware of the “No Further Action”
(NFA) sites being published in the Comprehensive Site List. We do pot appreciate the
“American Dream” being tampered with or destroyed.

Thirdly, we are positive that if the hazardous material was excavated and disposed of from the
onset the cost would have been far less than the mismanaged tab currently bemg run up. We
assure you this is one cause worth fighting.

CAAe bt L

David & Michele Holmes
Maywood Residents
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June 5, 1954

Dear Ms. Cange,

I am against your soil washing plan for the following
reasons:

1. Noise levels will probably be higher than Maywood’s
noise code

2. Your "cleaned soil" after soil washing can’t be
placed back into the pile immediately, meaning more piles
being formed and more contaminated dust getting into the air,

3. Most likely, Maywood would become a soil washing
regional center for other surrounding towns (if soil washing
worked) due to the size of the soil washing machine needed
for this site and because of the DOE’s attempt to cut costs.

In closing, please record my comments in the public

comment section of your report. You can also send me a
written reply to these questions,

Sincerely,
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w15 8su 'S 6/6/91

Dear Ms. Susan Cange,

Your FUSRAP Update flyer says you seek public comment
for your MISS pile clean-up plan. This flyer says:

Data reviewed have shown that 5 pCi/g
level was met in the majority ef
cleanup efforts where the standard was

15 pCi/g.

Please mail me this data you based this statement on.,
I believe the only way this could have been achieved
is by removal- not soil washing.

Did you reach this health based standard of 5 pCi/g
in your Montclair cleanup?

I feel, after speaking with members of the Maywood
Concerned Citizens, that your statements have been misleading
- in the past and that this is another -example via this
slick public relations flyer. The costs of this flyer should

have gone to paying for ...
COMPLETE & IMMEDIATE PILE REMOVAL!!!

Please make this letter part of your public comments
section in your report.

Sincerely,



. the area. Soils greater

The DOE Public Information
Center and | are celebrating our
second year as part of the
Maywood community. A lot has
happened for me and the Infor-
mation Center during that short
time. '

The opening day was April 9,
1992; | had no idea what to
expect. It was a slow start. In the
beginning, the questions asked
most often by visitors were *What
is this place?” and “What do you
do here?” When | explained the
administrative record, the infor-
mation repository, available fact
sheets, and the history of the
Maywood Interim Storage Site,
they were amazed at the amount
of information that was available.
Some have sent their children to
the Information Center to do their
term papers. Many residents have

come in with questions and
concerns that are serious and
important to them. They want
answers right away, and the
Information Center offers them
someone to speak to. Some

visitors have other concerns—they

ask for bus schedules, doctors’
addresses, state agency phone
numbers, and even a glass of
water. .

My two years at the Informa-
tion Center have exceeded my
expectations. [t is satisfying when
college students who come in to
work on a term paper are sur-
prised at the information avail-
able, and it’s very rewarding to
help people find answers to
questions of great concern to
them. And helping the historical
committee prepare a presentation
for the Maywood Sidewalk Sale

1768¢

helped me to learn a lot about
the history of Maywood,

if you haven’t had a chance
to visit the Information Center
yet, | hope you will!

Site Cleanup Criteria Resolved

In March, DOE and EPA agreed on the cleanup
criteria to be used for radioactive contamination

at the Maywood site.

After much discussion and analysis, the

agencies agreed that
cleanup criteria will be
determined based on site-
specific risk analysis for
different land uses.

Residential properties
will be cleaned to
5 picocuries per gram
(pCi/g) above the natu-
rally occurring level of
background radiation in

than six inches deep on
commercial and govern-

ment properties will be removed to attain a level of
no more than 15 pCi/g above background, with a

further goal of 5 pCi/g above background to be met

Data reviewed have

shown that the 5 pCi/g
~ level was met in the

- majority of cleanup
~__efforts where the
standard was 15 pCi/g.

where possible. Data reviewed have shown that

the S pCi/g level was met in
the majority of cleanup
efforts where the standard
was 15 pCi/g. Risk analysis,
using very conservative
assumptions, has shown
that these levels are protec-
tive of human health and
the environment.

With these criteria,
cleanup efforts at the
Maywood site should
proceed in a timely, safe,
and cost-effective manner.
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480 Hill Street
w15 8s3M "3 Maywood, NJ 07607

June 7, 1994

Susan M. Cange, Site Manager

U.5. Dept, of Energy

Former Sites Restoration Division
P.0. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8723

Dear Ms. Cange:

I was glad to read that the State of New Jersey refused

to approve your so called clean-up Plan.

1 also oppose your plans including this soil washing

business and especially not cleaning up to the State standard.

?M/n%w

ROBERT MEYER



15 Busli'N

June 3,1994

I am a 76 year old senior and have lived in Maywood for over
41 years., I lost my wife 2 years ago and my son takes care

of my home for me.

This home 1s all I have and I don't want it poisoned by this
Thorium plile aﬁymore. You have promised it's disposai for as
long as I can remember and I want it removed.

My home 1s my only investment and by leav;ng contaminated soil
1n Maywood under 15pCilg, you make Maywood a permanent waste
gite and hence lower my home value.

Thank you for your attention.
Mr,Angelo Caso

428 Poplel Ave.
Maywood, N.J.

11768,
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June 8, 1994

Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager
U.S. Department of Energy
Former Sites Restoration Division
P.O. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8723

Dear Ms. Cange,

As a homeowner and resident of Maywood [ am writing with regards to the cleanup of
the storage pile located at the Maywood interim Storage Site. The recent statements
attributed to Mr. Nick Martone, the state Department of Environmental Protection and
Energy site manager calling the DOE's cleanup plan "dangerous to the public” as reported
in The Record newspaper has me deeply concerned. As vou are aware, Maywood is
mostly a residential community, not a commercial district, and as such, the 15 picocunies
of radiation per gram standard used for commercial areas should not apply to the
proposed cleanup program for Maywood. [ would hope that the DOE, together with the
EPA, could formulate a process and procedure for the removal of thorium-tainted soil in
Mavwood taking care to protect the safety and health of the citizens they serve.

Sincerely,

ULy

- John M.
. 77 Lenox Avenue
Maywood, N.J. 07607
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23 Stelling Avenue

Jou IS 928 ' Maywood, N.J. 07607
' June 6, 1994

Susan M. Cange
Site Manager
U.8. Department of Energy

- Former Sites Restoration Division

P.O. Box 2001
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8723

Dear Ms. Cange:

As a life long resident of Maywood who has chosen to raise my
children in the same town in which I grew up, it is with much
alarm that I have read of your agency’s recent proposed solution
regarding the contaminated thorium soil stored at the Maywood
Interim Storage Site.

Your tentative plan to implement volume reduction treatment (soil
washing) as a means to solve Maywood’s thorium problem is totally
unacceptable. There is no guarantee that scil washing will
effectively remove all the contaminants from the site. There is
no doubt, however, that shipping the entire pile to the Utah
storage site will. When carcinogenic materials are involved,
every citizen has the right to expect his government to guarantee
their total removal. This is the only way to ensure the
elimination of the potential health risks associated with these
deadly materials. Thank you for your consideration in this
matter.

Sincerely,

Dean Frenkian
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June 5, 1994
PDear Ms. Cange: ’

I am enclosing a picture from the newspaper showing how
property in Glen Ridge, New Jersey, is cleaned.

There is no reason you cannot do the same for the Lodi

properties and no need for years of delay with your soil
washing plan.

Just bag it and start getting it out. You are not going to

dump some of your surrounding contaminated soils from nearby
towns in Maywood.

Sincerely,

/ﬂsﬂ/a&t/@)ﬂ&/ |
XLJ/LMW///ZZ?
Wymw{ )7/ 07697
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June 2, 1994
Ms. Cange:

I have seen page 34 in your book about thé pile removal
and soil washing.

Surely you are awars that ovur maycr and council have
notified you and the EPA that they oppose soil washing and
‘leaving wastes behind and want a 5 pci/g clean up.

Your page 34 states the removal with option would be

conducted only with the approval of the affected local
authorities. That kills soil washing!

What about removal with the 5-15 level? Are you going to
again defy Maywood officials and residents? We will not roll
over to your arrogance. It is 5 pci/g or say good by!

Yours truly, .

SO e Qsnncon
cc: President Clinton (\“4f3”0uﬁy LJ€T‘5>7¢DJ

Governor Whitman
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4.2.2 Availability of Services and Materials

Availability does not apply to Alternative I, the no-action alternative. The services and
materials required to implement. Alternatives 2 and 3 are readily available.

4.2.3 Administrative Feasibility

Administrative feasibility considerations include the potential of a proposed action to
achieve response objectives and to satisfy state and local concerns. These concerns include
permitting and interagency cooperation, public and occupational safety, transportation factors,
impacts on land use and values, compliance with policies and requirements, and public
acceptance. The NCP specifies that a formal community relations plan be developed to provide
information to the public and to obtain public comment. A site-specific community relations
plan has been developed for the Maywood site (BNT 1992).

State and tocal authorities and citizens have indicated a strong preference for removal of
the MISS waste storage pile. Since Alternatives 2 and 3 achieve this objective, they are
expected to have favorable administrative feasibility. Alternative I would not address these
concerns. Short-term negative impacts on the community would include traffic and noise
associated with removal, treatment, and transportation of the contaminated materials’ under
Alternatives 2 and 3; these impacts would be minimized by conducting all activities according

to pertinent regulatory requirements, by using good engineering practices, and through an active
community relations program.

No administrative feasibility issues are anticipated with réspect to commercial disposal
of the waste. The waste volume associated with this proposed removal action would be a small
fraction of the total waste capacity of the commercial disposal facility.

Removal activities conducted under Alternatives 2 and 3 would be conducted only with
the approval of the affected authonities.  All response activities al the Maywood site are
coordinated™ wi egion II and state and local government authorities.  Active

communications would be maintained with the public, local media, EPA, and state and local
officials, as specified in the community relations plan for the site (BNI 1992).

4.3 COST

The costs of alternatives are considered only in a comparative manner to determine if the
cost of one alternative is much greater than that of another alternative of similar effectiveness.
General estimates of potential costs for each alternative can be compared 1o permit a screening
according to relative costs. Funds from DOE, not from EPA's Superfund, would be used to
implement the proposed removal action. Because the proposed action would be completed
within a short time, present value considerations would not appreciably affect cost estimates;
cost estimates for this analysis assume no discount or escalation.

34
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June 1, 1994

Dear Mrs. Cange:

If you were allowed to soil wash, would you include the chemical
wastes in building 767 Tell us what kind of chemicals and the

iocations where they were found. (See attached memo from Mary
Carton). ‘

Why was waste removed from the 560 drums and the drums disposed
of?

Did you label the LSA boxes the same as the drum labels before
dizposal of the drums?

Just dig up the wastes and ship it out like the state of New
Jersey says!

I seriously wonder if we are living in a safe area due to this
pile. Maybe a cancer study should be conducted to see if our hezlth
15 being threatened. Thank God for the Concerned Citlzens!

Sincerely,

[ 11
cc: Mr. Shinn, NJ EPA /LOC}L\,LACWU

Gov. C. Whitman G gn
T :
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June 2, 1994
Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
Maywood MISS
Dear Mrs.‘Cange:
Your DOE has said it has not decided whether to pursue the responsible party
or parties in Maywood and Wayne, New Jerséy. However &our 1994-1998 five year
plan report states, " another law that DOE must comply with is the {omprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability ACT (CERCLA), or “Superfund."
Its goals are to identify and clean up sites contaminated with hazardous waste
and see that the responsible parties pay for damages and cleanupi"
I want to know from the DOE Secretary how and why the DOE can ignore the
law cited in their own report and switeh the costs to the taxpayer funds?
Then they have the nerve to say scil washing and a 5 - 15 less striet,
clean up level will save the taxpayers money???
So I am opposed to your EE/CA plan aod your 5 - 15 plan and I demand an

investigation as to why taxpayers are paying for the Thorium clean up
iﬁstead of the responsible party.

Sincerely,

QMO‘% 3 ondodd Q( N e

cc: Hazel O'Leary (DOE)}
Sen Lautenberg
Gov. Whitman

U.S. Attorney General Reno

11768
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June 9, 1994
T m mmm RN -~ [« 2 N
edrn Mo, Dubdll L.a.ugc ’ olce d..lld.yﬂl. -

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE's plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

{2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality.,

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.
Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of
superfund?

Sincerely,

ey
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June 9, 1994
b Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
. : Lo me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
' proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the fsllowing reasons:

. {1} The DOE’s'plan neither complies with state law nor
L affords an acceptable level of protection to the
b public,

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
Lo leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)

i‘ becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
s0il. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.
Has our childern's health been overlooked in the politics of
superfund?

Sincerely,

7 il ,/7//
| Tis el A |
( gy, AT €70
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Ms. Cange,

We received a copy of a paper called Hazardous Waste News #371
from the Concerned Citizens of Maywood. What does DOE say or do about_

this?

Persons living near a thorium waste site are at higher risk and
the government wants to cut funding for clean ups. That is what is
going on in Maywood ﬁith_your s0il washing business that dces not take

out all the wastes.

You still would leave wastes but you would tut the costs of moving

wastes out at the expense of the health level of the clean-up site.

What Maywood wants is the Government Agency that can and will

clean up the area. That is not the Dept. of Energy!

Baso S3 S5 sssn

\SS% \JQSﬂ (:S&ng ?5&
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June 3, 1994

Dear Miss Camge,

I am opposed to your soil washing tests and pile
removal. Especially if your soil washing worked: You would
leave part of the contaminated soils in Maywood. You would
even try to do this with soils from Lodi and Rochelle Park
and you know for a fact Maywood strongly opposes this. Yet
still you ask for comments!

In a copy of Hazardous Waste News #371 it reports
- "A Higher prevalence of birth defects and liver disease among
persons living near a thorium waste disposal site in Wayne,
N.J." I believe you want to soil wash and leave contaminated
soils regardless of what the nearby residents and local
authorities desire.

It also says- "There is a move afoot now in Washington
and in the mass media to divert attention away from the
problem of toxic wastes. The goal seems to be cut funding for
the federal superfund program of toxic waste clean up. It
seems clear that such a move, if successful will result in
increased costs for the American people."

Is President Clinton in favor of this? Maywood and Wayne
are not! Move it out as promised and promised, or move DOE
A out and let EPA or state manage the site.

Sincerely, . .

i Kow— (Viet: Koeser)
27.0 Hanuwwod Ao Pt 2
Hopsord {7 01677

cc: Presilent Clinton
Governor Whitman
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CHEMICALS AND HEALTH--Part 3

* Several studies of industrial dumps and conta
inated water supplies during the last decade Rave
reported adverse health effects among exposed human
populaticns.! The principal health findings include:

¢ Significantly reduced stature (height) for a given
age among chiidren who lived near Love Capgl, the

chemical waste dump in Niagara Fails, N, ¥., compared
to a control group of children Living Tarther from the

dump.z ﬁ
[ * A higher prevalence of binth defects and liver
discase among persons living néar a fGorium waste

disposal site in_Wayne, New Jerse , compared to
persons living further away trom the site.> (Thorium
is a naturally-occurring radioactive slement processed
on this site by a private firm under contract to the old
Atomic Energy Commission, now called the Depart-

ment of Encrgy.)

L—' ¢ Low binh weight and birth defects in California

children born in census tracts having waste disposal
ites.t <

¢ Enlargement of the liver (hepatomegaly) and
abnormal liver function tests reported in residents
exposed to solvents from a toxic waste dump in

Hardemang County, Tenn?
® Dermatitis, respiratory irritation, neurologic

symptoais and pancreatic cancer at 7 waste disposal
sites.®

® Significanily elevared rates of illness, including
chronic kidney diseasc. stroke, hypertension [high
blood pressure], heart disease, anemia, and skin cancer
in a population exposed to toxic metais (cadmium and
lead) from mine wastes in Galena, Kansas.?

® Leukemia (cancer of the blood-forming cells)
amoog a group cf children drinking water zontamina-
ted with industrial solvents in Woburn, Mass. In
addition, a study of 4936 pregrancies and 5018 resi-
dents of Woburn aged 18 or younger revealed signifi-
cant positive associations between intake of contami-
nated water and birth defects of the central nervous
system, eye, ear, and face (e.g, cleft paiuic), as weil as
abnormalities of the chromosomes.?

@ In Lowell, Mass,, a group of 1049 people living
1200 feet from a large chemical waste dump was
higher in self-reported complaints of wheezing, short-
ness of breath, cough, and persistent colds; imregular
heart beat; constant fatigue and bowel dysfunction,
compared to people living 2 and 3 times as far from
the dump.” This study cxamined the possibility of
recall bias (people selectively remembering health
problems, or chemical exposures) and concluded that
recall bias did not explain the findings.

e In Hamilton, Onzario, a siudy of people who
lived and/or worked near an industrial dump revealed
significantly elevated rates of the following conditions:
bronchitis; difficulty breathing: cough; skin rash:

arthritis; heart problems (angina [chest pain], and
heart attacks); muscle weakness in arms and legs;
tremors, cramps, and spasms; headaches; dizziness:
lethargy; balance problems; and mood symptoms
(andety, depression, insomnia, irritability, and restless.
ness) compared to populations living further from the
site.”® Recall bias was examined and rejected as the
source of these problems. '

e A survey of 2039 persons in 606 households
living near the Stringfellow Acid Pits in Riverside
County, California revealed significantly elevated rates
for the following conditions: ear infections; bronchitis;
asthma; angina [chest pain]; skin raches; blurred
vision; pain in the ears; daily cough for more than a
month; nausea; frequent diarthea; unsteady gait; and
frequent urination.! .. Retall bias was examined and
rejected as the cause of these problems. :

¢ In Tucson, Arizona. a study of 707 children born
with heart defects revealed that 35% of them were
born to parents living in a part of the city where the
water supply was contaminated with industrial solvents
{trichloroethylene [TCE], and dichloroethylene). The
rate of birth defects of the heart was threc times as
high among people drinking the contaminated water,
compared to zpeOp!e in Tucson not drinking contami-
nated water.!

® A study of 296 women experiencing 2 spontan-
eous abortion during the first 27 wecks of preznancy,
rompared to 1391 women having live biiths, revealed
an assaciation between spontaccaus abaction and

drinking water contaminants (dutectanle lvwels of
mercury, or high levels of arscnic. poimiiivm aad
silica),

® Residents of Bynum, North Careiina, Urinking
raw river water contaminated by industrial and saricul-
tural chemicals, have developed cancers 2.4 w 2.6
times more often than expected.™ ’

To summarize: Epidemiclogical studies cannot
prove a cause and effect relationship. Neverineless,
available information indicates that huazardous waste
dumps can aarm, and have harmed, humuans living
nearby. Likewise, contaminated water supplies have
harmed peopla.

The problem of waste dumps is continuing to grow.
As the National Research Council of the National
Academy of Sciences said in 1991, "A limited number
of epidemiologic studies indicate that increased rates
of birth defects, spontaneous abortion, neurologic
impairment, and cancer have occurred in some resi-
dential populations exposed to hazardous wastes. We

-are concerned that other populations at risk might not

have been adequately identified.”" And the Council
said, "Millions of tons of hazardous materials are
slowly migrating into groundswater in areas whers they.
could posc problems in the future, cven though-
current risks could be negligible."*s

There is 2 move afoot now in Washington, and ir?

i the mass media, to divert attention away from the,
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.
Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of

superfund?

Sincerely,
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange,; Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

(2) Property values will prcobably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.
Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of
superfund?

Sincerely,

6?3)77 Kmfw Lpli ,%ngf
/'7/474-00 Q/ M T
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send. to you for ycur solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

{1) The DCE’'s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the

public. :

{2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)

becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.
Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of

superfund?

117668
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE propcsal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOQE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enocugh money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the polltlcal process.
Has our childern’s health been overloocked in the politics of

superfund?
Sincerely,
P ) 1 |
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June 5, 1994

Dear Ms. Cange, Site Manager,

I am enclosing a copy of a letter to the editor from the
OUR TOWN newspaper of March 31, 1994, and was written by a
Louise Torell. I believe every paragraph should be included
in your report of comments made on what you call an EE/CA for
the pile in Maywood.

I totally agree with Mrs. Torell so consider the
comments made by her mine as well. Isn’t it long overdue for

the people of Maywood to be free of this hazardous waste
pile?

How could the EPA agree to 15 pci/g clean up standard
when they have yet to find where it could be used in
residential communities?

How could the DOE do the same?

Sincerely, ,
7 . 1
é;é £ /:b/r/Waoﬂ/f4%&K7
////w/wwa’ Ju.T.
7607
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_ MAYWOOD - ROCHELLE PARK, N.J.
" Thursday, March 31, 1994 ‘

30 cents:

3
~

Tor—ellT. .

+Dear Kathy -

Your article last Thursday

_read ““Thorium Removal To

Begin in Fall” and reported
Congressman Torricelli gave
assurances that both the
Department of Energy
(DOE) and ks intantion is 1o
see that the cleanup be car-
ried out to the highest envi-
ronmental protection agency
standards.

.- That would mean a clean-
up to S5Pci/G above back-
ground. The site managers
Jeffrey Gratz, Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA),
and Nick Marton, NJ De-
partment of. Environmental

- Protection and Energy

(NJDEPE), have both clearly
established that 5 Pci/G is the
health-based standard and 15
Pci/G is not applicable and

"not. protective enough!!!

+Also Ronald T. Corcory
(11/10/93) replying for. Act-
ing . Commissioner Jeanne
Fox (NJDEPE) said the
NJIDEPE has gone on record
stating support for the §
Pci/G cleanup and on record

- also for all wastes generated

by the cleanup be disposed of
at an out-of-state facility.

A NIDEPE, July 15, 1993
leiter stated the same posi-
tions for the Wayne site
cleanup,

Later Vincent Pitruzzello,
USEPA Region I, wrote on
October 15, 1993, and as-
sured the Concerned Ciii-
zens of Maywood that the
remedial action for the
Maywood site will be as pro-

- tective’ as the clean up at

Montclair that called for ex-
cavation, transportation and
offsite disposal of all wastes

Letters to the Edito

J

%

/

A

/

exceeding the 5 Pci/G cri- :

teria. Soil washing did not
work, so let's get to ex-
cavating —- not delaying!!!

The EPA in April, 1993,
said their agency has yet to
identify situations in resi-
dential communities where
the 15 Pci/G could be con-
sidered appropriate.

In November, 1593, Con-
gresswoman Roukema wrote
to DOE Secretary O’Leary
over the cleanup process. She
cited the densel opu-
tated localities o Nj{aywood.
Lodi and kochelle Par aqd
urged safeguarding _ public
health and that the concerns
of the local residents be
addressed. . )

1 hope all our officials will
loudly and publicly demand a
5 Pci/G cleanup standard of

all contaminated sails, A per-

manent cleanup is necessary

to get-off the NPL Superfund.

List. :
A Maywood that is finally
hazardous waste free will be

of benefit 't all. After 14

years we deserve & cleanup --
not a political compromise.

Louise Torell

475 Bergen
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' 178 Van Cleve Street
Jwid 2 osPH 9 Maywood, NJ 07607
o June 10, 1994

Susan M. Cange, Site Manager

U.S. Department of Energy

Former Sites Restoration Division
P.0. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8723

Dear Ms. Cange:

In response to your notice seeking public comment on proposed cleanup of the Maywood
Interim Storage Site pile, I am writing my comments below:

(1) The cleanup plan must adhere to the 5 Pci/g standard, which is the EPA long-
established "health based" standard, regardless whether they are residential or
commercial properties. I have a letter written to me by an EPA official last
year attesting to 5 Pci/g as the absolute health requirement. Subsequently, I
quoted paragraphs of that letter in my letter to the editor of our town paper,
"Our Town".

In commercial properties where employees are working 9 AM to 9 PM in many
instances and there is a constant flow of customers, it is conceivable the same
standard should be applied. After more than a year of arguing over the cleanup
standard, EPA later caved in to DOE demand under political pressure rather than.
on the basis of scientific justification.

(1) As the majority of Maywood residents do, I strongly oppose the method of "soil
washing' as a means to reduce radioactivity. The "soil washing" method has no
successful record of reducing radicactivity to below 5 Pci/g. Instead of cost-
saving, it is only a further waste of time and of taxpayers' money.

(3) All soils above 5Pci/g, no matter how deep it is, should be excavated and shipped
to Envirocare in Utah in accordance with the New Jersey State Plan.

(4) All thorium-contaminated soilsabove 5 Pcifg in Lodi and Rochelle Park should be
shipped directly to Envirocare in Utah. They should not be allowed to be
transported into the MISS.

Thank you for your attention,

cc: New Jersey Governor Whitman
New Jersey Senate and Assembly
New Jersey DEPE Commissioner
Bergen County Executive Schuber
Maywood Mayor and Council
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange:

Please note that for years the town of Lodi use to get its

water from the agquifer under the MISS. In recent years as

more information was revealed about the site became public,
the town officials closed their wells and were forced to
purchased water because of the comtamination. The State still
classifies the site ground water as potable. However, to use

it and site and aquifer would have to be cleaned.

In your plans, you would soil wash and leave contamination
behind and leave probably worse contamination under buildings
on contaminated sites.

How could the agquifer be cleaned?

Most importantly, 15 pci/g is not a health based standard. our

health does not seem to be a priority with the DOE.

-Please put me on record as being opposed to your propsed plan.

hhidee Aelbna)
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Some residents want Stepan |
to pay more for clean-up

- By CHRIS NEIDENBERG

Qi The ShopperNews

While the federal govern-
ment has consistently balked at
the request, some citizens in
Maywood and Lodi are urging
authorities to take enforcement
action against Stepan Company
to pay more toward cleaning up
area g_l:oundwater and thorium
contamination.

The federal Environmental
Protection Agency has cleared
Stepan of polluting Lodi’s mu-
nicipal wellfield. Meanwhile, in
Maywood, Rep. Robert Tor-
ricelli (D-9) is holding steadfast
to his position that Stepan
should not be held financially
liable for footing the bill to clean
thorium-tainted soil, even
though the EPA already cited
the firm as a potentially re-
ponsible party (PRP) for the
tainted soil several months
before Torricelli and Sen. Bill
Bradley intervened legisiat-
ively to make the federal gov-
ernment the PRP in 1983. To
secure cleanup funds, U.S.
Public Law

Torricelli’s refusal to change
also comes despite the fact that
Kerr-McGee Chemical Corpor-
ation is committing some $140

million to clean similar 11(e)2
thorium sites in West Chicago,
Nl under an order from that
state. Nlinois, unlike New Jer-
sey, does not have its hands tied
in taking enforcement action by
federal elected officials. Kerr-
McGee, like Stepan, inherited
the West Chicago property from
a predecessor firm, Lindsey
Chemical and Light, in 1967.
Yet Kerr-McGee has no protec-
tion from state and federal en-
forcement action.on came after
Stepan had already consented
to pay for a remedial investiga-
tion feasibility study regarding
thorium, which is scattered
throughout the region and in
eight burial pits on grounds
surrounding the site, After re-
fusing to cooperate for over
three years, Stepan since Octo-
ber 1991 has been working
under EPA orders to study and
eventually remediate chemical
pollutants wusing company
funds. e :
“Everything leads bhack to
Stepan,” complained Mayor
Phillip Toronto of Lodi, where
municipal wells will stay
polluted under EPA’s “no ac-
tion” findings. “They polluted
the aquifer and I believe they
are still polluting it. If it locks
like a duck, walks like a duck

and sounds like a duck, then it's
got to be a duck.”

For some reason, Toronto
speculated, government
authorities do not want Stepan
to pay more toward helping to
clean groundwater contamina-
tion, as well as thorium-tainted
soil contamination, which has
polluted a portion of his com-
munity as well asMaywood and
Rochelle Park.

In defense of Stepan, Katz
cited a report on the Lodi well-
field from Ebasco Services Cor-
poration, which pointed out
that the radioactive isotopes
found in a test well differ from
those which emananted from
the old Maywood Chemical
Works site (acquired by Stepan
in 1959). Stepan has also denied
liability for thorium.

Toronto said the boroug’h in-

tends to retain ownership of the
dormant wellfield. He said he
envisons that it will someday
again be a viable watersource.
Councilman Walter Curioni, a
Toronto supporter, agreed.
. “It would be tremendous if
they could pinpoint the source,”
Curioni said. “But I think it will
only be a matter of time before
new technology is developed to
clean up the site.”
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave %“cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing {if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.
Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of

superfund?

Sincerely,

/L/ ///,,/ L fr—
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE's plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.
Has our childern‘s health been overlooked in the politics of
superfund?

7

Sincerely, 7 / DA S
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
preposed ciean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the

public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)

becomes a reality. '

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.
Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of

superfund?

o . el 4‘/0&:25
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Cange,

My concern with the DOE soil washing plan that you are
hoping to implement in Maywood are the many operational
problems that could possibly arise. Loading and moving the
s0il around, noise from the soil washing machine that may be
violating our noise level ordinace, and the production and
storage of contaminated water as a result of the soil washing
process are all problems that could arise.

More importantly, the continuation of 15 pCg/ level
wastes stored and located near residences and our municipal
pool gives me the impression that the residents’ health has
taken a back seat to costs incurred due to storage/movement
of wastes to Utah.

Please make my comments part of your record on the
proposed cleanup of the pile.

Sincerely,
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your sclicitation of comments on the

proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’s plan neither complies with state law nor
atfords an acceptable level of protection to the

+ public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)

becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they dc not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.
Has our childern’s health been overloocked in the politics of

superfund? '

‘Sincerely,

v { //(’ L T
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
tc me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE propesal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the

public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)

becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.
Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of

superfund?

Sincerely,
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if fezasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’'s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.
Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the pOllthS of
superfund?

Slncerely,//y
Wi d e
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your sclicitation of comments on the

proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE preoposal with the option of implementing volume reduction

treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the

public.
(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan

to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)

becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.
Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of

superfund?

Sincerely,

,-/ 2%/@
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’'s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the

public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g ox
below on the site after scil washing {(if it works)

becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the polltlcal process.
Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of

superfund?

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Cange,

After reading in the Star Ledger today (see attached

article), I see Wayne residents have the same concerns as the
people from Maywecod:

1. property values dropping
2. harmful effects on peoples’ health

Please record my opposition to so;lwashlng for these

reasons. Take out all the contamination as previously
promised and ship to Utah.

Sincerely,

sy B
/35 3/?@%%“
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THE STAR-LEDGER, Wednesday, June 8, 19%4

Klein Qains thorium deanup funds

By ELIZABETH MOORE

Rep. Herb Klein has announced

he has secured $4 million from the
Department of Energy (DOE) to clean
up thorium-contaminated soil in
Wayne.
Klein (D-8th Dist.) said yesterday
he wants the money and an upcoming
meeting of township, state and federal
representatives to hasten the cleanup
of the site,

“Ever since I started my term of
office, people have been talking ta me

in frustration, that it's been there for
80 long and it's affected their lives and
property values, and they want it
cleaned up,” he said,
An estimated 115,000 cubic yards
of soil became contaminated during 23
years when two companies processed
monazite sand at the site on Black
Ozk Ridge Road to extract chemicals
- ta be used in lighting devices and op-
tics. Monazite sand naturally contains
radicactive thorium.
Rare Earths Inc. processed the

sand beginning in 1948 until the David-

! son Chemical Division of W.R. Grace

Co. acquired the site in 1957. The plant
closed in 1971.

‘The DOE was given the responsi-
bility of handling the contamination in
1083. In March, federal officials said
they would consider a soil-washing
process rather than c¢ontainment to
clean up the site.

 Federal officials said a soil wash-
ing machine developed by the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency will be
sent to Wayne this summer to conduct
a test run of the washing process.
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE's plan neither complies with state law nor

affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.

Has our childern’s health been overlocked in the politics of
superfund?

Sincerely,

H, Eeo 2/
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE's plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality. d

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.

Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of
superfund? .

Sincerely,'
s ' ——
e Ao 0 Brotilom
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June 9, 1954
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE‘s plan neither complies with state law nor

affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or

below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.

Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of
superfund?

Sincerely, -
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June 7, 1994

Dear Mrs. Susan Cange-

The following are my comments on the proposed cleanup of
the Maywood pile as sought by your office by June-lj,'1994.
Please make this part of your record of comments from the public.

1. I support the-DEPE of New Jersey in their stance as

stated in %he Record article "NJ balks at thorium cleanup"” which

I have attached.

2. I am against the 15 pCi/g standard being applied in my
town because it is not a health based standard.l

3. Maywood's population is approximately 10,000 persons in
a square mile area with potential to increase due to its location.

A 15 pCi/g would have negative consequences for central Bergen County.

Ship the wastes to a storage site in Utah as proposed.

ALL OF IT!!! NOW!!!

Sincerely,

/@ww{ V/M%ef/
/53 % '
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N.J. balks at thorium c’leahup |

cocuries per gram in commercial

By MICHAEL MOORE
Statf Wrtter

The state Department of Envi-
ronmental Protection and Energy
is refusing to approve the federal
government's plan to remove thor-
ium-tainted soil spread through-
out Maywood and Wayne, a move
that could further delay a cleanup
first promised more than a decade

ago. |

Calling the federal Department
of Energy’s cleanup plan for
510,000 cubic yards of radioactive
soil “dangerous to the public,” the
DEPE is withholding its needed
approval until the federal agency
agrees to meet atricter standards.

“We don’t believe the DOE’s
¢leanup plan either complies with
state law or affords an acceptable

Asks U.S. to meet
tighter standards

level of protection to the public,”
Martone, DEPE man-
ager for the Maywood and Wayne
sites. “We're not going to go along
with this and give residents a false
sense of security.”

Trumpeted as one of the final
obatacles to solving the radioac-
tive soil woes of North Jersey, the
.DOE'’s [ong-anticipated cleanup
propossl, hammered out with the
federal Environmental Protection
Agency, calls for contazminated
dirt to be cleaned to a level of 5
picocuries of radiation per gram of
soil in residential areas and 15 pi-

said Nic

Friend of the People It Serves:. ..

districts.

But DEPE officials believe 15
picocuriea is too high and want the
'S picocurie standard applied to
both residential and commercial
properties. Martone said cleanup
cannot legally begin without

EPE approval )

A picocurie is a unit of radioac-
tivity, Thorium is a radioactive
element that breaks down into ra-
don, a gas proven to cause lung
cancer and other ailments.

Area officials support the
DEPE’s demand for a uniform 5
picocurie standard.

Wayne Mayor David Waks, who
has been writing to the DEPE to
push for stricter standards, ep-

See !’HDRIUM Page A-8

THORIUM: State balks at US. p:roposal

' From Page A-1 |
hail the DEPE,” he said. “They

day."
] "At least the DEVE has teken a
tough, protective stance. The fed-
ursl agencies should get in line
vith the state's directive so we can

‘- —

_lean this up quickly and safely,”
said Bergen County Executive
JWilliam “Pat” Schuber, “I will be
(essing Governor Whitman to in-
;}:rvene and push the federal agen-
ties to adopt the standards of the
DEPE.”
Y Whitman spokesman Carl Gold-
l said the governor is aware of

|

sre starting Lo see the light of -

Nortk Jersey’s thorium dilemma
,.and is willing to intervene.

“The governor knows residenta’

have a good cause for concern,” he
said. “This has to be cleaned up
and, sfter consulting with DEPE
commissioner {Robert Shian}, she
will get things moving with the
federal sgencies.” .
But the DOE said New Jersey’s
spparent refusal to approve the
plan could further delay the
cleanup, first proposed in 1983.
“I don't know what will happen
next and I'm not sure what the
DOE or EPA's position is now,”
said Susan Cange, DOE site man-
ager for Maywood and Wayne.

“It’s too early to say what we'll do. !
We're still waiting to get the
state’s position in writing.”

The EPA, which ariginaily sup-
ported & usiform § picocurie
¢leanup standard but lster backed
off after grappiing with the DOE
for & year, said the fedaral agencies
Ay
tiona.

“It's understandable why the
atate has misgivings,” said Jeff
Gratz, EPA site manager in
Maywood and Waype. “Our as-
sumption of 15 picocuries being
protective may have tg be reeva-
luated. We may have to look at a

- lower criteria.”

have to reconsider their poti-

The thorium is a byproduct ¢
the manufacture of gas lanterns a
the old Maywood Chemical Work:
between 1916 and 1956, and at the
farmer W. R. Gtace & Co. plant in
Wayne between 1948 and 1971,

fRicisls fear that the procesa ol
_developing new atandards, coupled
-With the possibility of disagree-

ment negotiating a compromise;
could further delay the clesnup of
the soil, just as the DOE and EPA
squabble delayed the existing plan

_for 13 months,

“I hope this doesn't turn out like
it did a year ago betweer DOE and
EPA,” Cange said. “But [ can't sey

.for sure that it won't.”
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’s plan neither complies with state law nor

affords an acceptable level of protectlon to the
public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing {if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the polltlcal process.

Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of
superfund?

Sincerely,

M A

| oak AL
VV\W'IM‘%“ S oL



| —

{ I —

{

117688

.June 6, 1994

Ms. Cange:

I understand your soil washing has not worked vyet on waste
soils like in Maywood or over in Montclair.

Also that soil washing if ic did whatever it is supposed to
do would save taxpayers’ money.

What I don‘t understand is why the taxpayers’ money is being
used to clean up the situation caused by an identified,
responsible party. I want to know why the government is
making the people incur the costs for a known polliuter.

Soil washing would not be necessary if the identified
responsible party was made to clean up the site.
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Dear Mrs. Cange:

I am totally against soil washing because if
contaminated soil under 15 pCi/g is left after scil washing
in Maywood, our properties would likely decrease in value.
Remember, Bergen County is among one of the nation‘s highest
priced real estate markets. Is the federal government going

to reimburse property owners for the likely drop in real
estate prices?

Please make this part of your record of comments.

Yours truly,
& IF Cnlon, ZZZZZ;JL
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given

}, . tome to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the

. proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction

] treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’'s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the
- public. ' '

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated

soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.

l Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of

superfund?

l Sincerely .
Dol
1G9 ddd A
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June 9, 1994
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
propcsed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the
DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE’s plan neither complies with state law nor
affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/g or
below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one

since budgets are estimated through the political process.
Has our childern’s health been overlooked in the politics of

superfund?

Sincerely,

]fpngz ]h@4oﬁ&4%/
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ML June 8, 1994

Ms. Susan M. Cange

Site Manager _

Former Sites Restoration Division
PO Box 2001

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8723

Dear Ms. Cange:

Regarding the Maywood Interim Storage Site — Hasn’t it been an interim site long

enough? I want the thorium tainted soil gone! I am outraged that the Dept. of Energy is
considering “soil washing”. By making Maywood a permanent waste site, this will effect
property values which means my house value will decline. I use this as a form of savings.

The state requires a SpCi/g, why are we not following this health standard? I will urge
my politicians to follow N.J. health standards and urge complete excavation and ship-
ment to Utah as promised by politicians.

The information about this facility is limited because of the limited readership of the local
town newspaper. Many people are unaware of the crisis. Is there a cancer cluster in
Maywood as their seems to be surrounding the thorium pile in Wayne?

I hope the Governor will involve herself in making this issue a state’s rights vs. federal

control. I will urge my politicians to follow N.J. health standards and urge complete
excavation and shipment to Utah as promised by politicians.

incerely, 4
AL CLA 797 ;WB")
UL E BZS 0

- Patricia DiL.oren

Frank E. Dil.orenzo



Jov 14| s PY 9y

KEN & CORAL PETRETTH _
33 Parkway « Maywood « New Jersey + 07607

Dear Ms. Cange,

We are concerned over the status of the Maywood, New Jersey
Thorium site. The New Jersey DEPE has said that the proposed plan
for clean up is "Dangerous to the public®. We request that no action
be taken until we are guaranteed of a safe and complete cleanup.

In addition many rumors of cancer deaths continue to circuiate in
our community which we find extremely alarming. Many of these
rumors cancer cases and deaths are in the site area.

Sincerely,
) 4

Ken & Coral Petretti
Concerned parents, citizens of Maywood.

11768
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COUNTY OF BERGEN

Administration Buxldmg ¢ Court Plaza South © 21 Main St. * Room 300E * Hackensack, N.J. 07601-7000
(201) 646-3630
William P. Schuber
Cc_vuntq Executive
Comne
June 13, 1994 =
o
Ms. Susan M. Cange, Site Manager -—
Former Sites Restoration Division w
Department of Energy -~
Oak Ridge Operations . =
P.0O. Box 2001 Lo
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831

Re: Maywood Site - EE/CA to Remediate The Storage Pile

Dear Ms. Cange:

This letter will serve as my comments regarding the engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA)
for the remediation of the Maywood storage pile.

1 concur with your proposed recommendation of Alternative #2 -- "Expedited removal of the
contaminated material from the waste storage pile, followed by transport of the wastes for off-site
commercial disposal..". The uncertainties of the soil washing technology, contained in
Alternative # 3, which has been raised by the community, municipal and county officials; indicates
that total excavation of all materials from the MISS is the only viable alternative. The DOE and -
EPA have been on record indicating the uncertainties in the performance of this treatment
technology. Your propasal to conduct the treatability study in 1994 of the proposed soil washing
technology for the Maywood sails, provides a reasonable plan of action.

While I am pleased by your recommendation, I do have several reservations. First, the 5-15 pCi/g
cleanup standard has not received universal support and endorsement. Community, municipal,
county and state officials have not endorsed the negotiated policy between the EPA and the DOE.
Determining the appropriate cleanup standard continues to be a major stumbling block and halts

the cleanup process. Further discussions to resolve this discrepancy need to take place prior to
commencing the cleanup.

My second reservation involves the process in which it is determined that the soil washing
technology can reliably achieve significant reduction in the volume of waste requiring off-site
disposal. Asthe 5 - 15 pCi/g cleanup debate has gamered considerable institutional obstacles, we
may revisit the same paradox of determining whether one option is more preferable over another.
Quite frankly, I envision the same debate and extended negotiation process between all
environmental agencies, Therefore, 1 am recommending that comprehensive coordination
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Page 2
Ms. Susan Cange -
June 13, 1994 EE/CA '

amongst all interested parties take place to ensure that we are not subjected to another prolonged
mediation phase.

Third, I have great concerns with respect to the protection of human health and the environment
during the actual soil removal activities. I will be expecting the DOE, and its contractors, to
ensure the following: that contaminated dust will not be generated; that you will employ the
most stringent safeguards to ensure that no spillage of soil will occur during transport to the
MISS; and that wind and water erosion will not occur. The community expects appropriate

‘measures will be utitized to reduce these-and all other potential adverse environmental impacts

and human risks.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments to your EE/CA report. Ilook forward to
continuing my dialogue with you regarding the Maywood Superfund site.

Sincerely yours,

William *Pat" Schuber
Bergen County Executive

WPS/as

cc: Borough of Maywood
Borough of Lodi
Borough of Rochelle Park
Bergen County Department of Health Services
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o |3. | s1PH'H June 9th 1994

Susan M. Cange, Site Manager

U.S. Department of Energy

Former Sites Restoration Division
P.0O. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, Tn 37831-8723

Dear Ms. Cange:

Your EE/CA report for removal of contaminated materials from
the Miss Storage Pile is unacceptable. One reason is we cannot
believe DOE reports or statements based on our past experiences
with you. Another reason is DOE's current attempts to avoid
excavation and disposal of all wastes offsite as directed by
Congress, reported in the June 1st 1984 DOE memo of Franklin

E. Coffman, director (OTWDRA) enclosed.

Carefully note that the DOE secretary included the project in
FUSRAP, not Congress. Maywood is and never was a FUSRAP site.

As a result Maywood and Wayne are caught up in a diversionary,
delaying, unproven soil washing scenario to mask the fact "That
Congress is underfunding the FUSRAP Program."

So is Tonawanda N.Y. where DOE's Richard Guimond let the cat
out of the bag as per the 4/27/94 news article enclosed.

Note what else he said: The program can't write checks without
congress money - The public will be involved as long as people
can "Come up with some alternative other than shipping everything
to Clive, Utah", the location most often cited for proper storage
of the waste. :

In other words give him the alternative he wants.

He also says DOE has to do what is the least expensive and the

most protective. But he opposés the 5 PCI/G level for Maywood

and Wayne called for by the State and wants to try soil washing
and doesn't know what it would cost if it worked.

If it does not work he may call Wm. J. Muszynski (EPA) and say
forget about what we said at our little meeting.

On top of that I received a memo from a Tonawanda N.Y. Official
quoting Guimond as saying soil washing worked in New Jersey
and on more highly radioactive materials than Tonawanda. He
did not identify where. This is DOE's concept of truth in
reporting.
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Now read carefully " He referred to New Jersey's attempt to
transport off-site statng that the objections by other states :
to the dangers of transporting through them made it
unacceptable." When do we find out about this? This is not
unbelievable. This is DOE at its best., Like there is no
Montclair wastegoing to Utah? Or Colonie, N.Y.?

He alsc said what's done here would reflect on other decisions?
Sound familiar? Capping the N.Y. site was so opposed by
residents he talks about soil washing instead.

Just like his letter of April 19th 1994 to Congressman Klein
he says DOE withdraws Capping plan for Wayne and talks soil
washing. Also that if it did not work it would take much longer

to excavate and ship offsite. He has blamed underfunding by
Congress.

As in West Chicago, funds should be sought from the responsible
parties for Wayne and Maywood. That's not FUSRAP. EPA could
ignore DOE's "Draft" 5-15 comments as they did not in New York.

Maywood and Wayne should be excavated and shipped out of state
as was directed and promised. The 5 PCI/G standard is in and
soil washing is out.

An investigation is certainly in order to correct the actions

described above. Mr, Guimond is also out as far as we are
concerned .,

We would also expect some explanations and actions by our

Congressional Officials.

Michael J. Xolan
69 Lenox Ave,
Maywood, N.J. 07607

CC:Vice President Gore

Hazel O'leary (DOE) Tonawanda, N.Y.
Carcl Browner (EPA) " Robert Shinn
Governor Christie Whitman NJDEPE
Congressmen Torricelli, Klein State Senator
U.S. Senators Lautenberg, Bradley Byron Baer
Mayor and Council, Maywood, Wayne West Chicago,
"Bergen County Executive Schuber Illinois

TAG -
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MTEJUN 1 1984 o _

KE-20

Action Description Memorandum (ADM) heviéw: Proposed Remed{al Action of
Vicinity Properties, Maywood, Kew Jersey -

File

After reviewing all of the pertinent facts Including the attached Action
Description Memorandum (ADM), I have determined that the remedial action
described in the subject ADM s an action which 1n.and of ftself will have
& clearly {nsignificant impact on the quality of the human environment
within the meaning of the Natfonal Environmental Policy Act (NEPR), 42

U.S.C. 4321 et seaq.

The Conference Report accompanying the Energy and Water Appropriation Act

for FY 1964 directed the Department of Energy (DOE) to give priority to the
undertaking of 2 decontamination research and development project at the

Stepan Company site at Maywood, Kew ersey, and the vicinity properties

which became contaminated from the site. The Conference Report directed Agg?,ﬁ"

§2,000,000 to be used to initiate the work fn fisca) year 1584.enThe..
Secretary has included the project in the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial

Action Frogram.
e —————

The general approach to the project at this site s, in the {nitial phese,
to decontaminate the vicinity properties and store the waste cn the Stepan

site. During tbg.;1$§;.gbg§p 0L wil) take corrective actions as necessary
to prevent further offsite contamination from the site. DOF will also

™ restore the vicinity properties to a physica) condition equivalent to that

before the remedial action. In hase, s”b4=5§-59-53Q3£ﬂéﬁlﬂﬂi1_ . f
dirgeti funding, thq,g;;gi §§§§§5 ) '%he site and thgsiore v;;in;ty !
2r e ¢ transported to a permanent d15posa i

progarty wis ould te removec arn .
site In New Jersey. Cm—— -—- PR )
C——

Separate environmental reviews will be prepared to support fgture decisions
on remedial action &t other vicinity properties, permanent disposition of

. the contaminated materials or other remedtal actions' that may fmpact the
L ]

quality of the human environzent within .he mezning of the KEPA, 42 U.S.C.
4321 et seq. o K

[5] Cotfrmon :

Franklin E. Coffman, Director il

Offfce of Termina) Waste D{sposal NE
&nd Remzdial Action -
Office of Kuclear Energy B

Attachment

~.cc: w/attach.
R. Stern, Pf.25
S. CGreenlefgh, {C-3

My \.‘...

. r
[ ]
[ ]
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(Continued from page one)

He said a problem the DO.E
faces is_that Congresg )s
u f‘ggmmuwmzﬂx
nge_d_SEigs,&muw
Program. Eventually, the cost of
takang all the FUSRAP waste to
one storage location, such as-the
one in Clive, Utah, would cost a
total of nearly $5 billion. The
program can't “write checks with-
out Congress muney.

“Realistically, if we're Lo move
/Lhis waste in Tonawanda to Utah,
t

hen why not for all of the sites? If
L& pohicy 15 going to be universal,
we need the financial support.”

(luTmond saAT“RTT wWe re ae)amg
with different levels of ra.
dinaclivity and population den:

sities for each s very

complex situation.”

Por the 50 or so people who®

crowded into the DOE office,
"IJSRAP's money woes gamered
no sympathy. Erie County Legis-
Iator Charles M. Swanick, one of
the DOE's most vocal critics, said
the residents need to be involved
in the new review, as does the
Coalition Against Nuclear Mate-
rial in Tonawanda.

“We don’t want to go back to
the game situation. There are a

lot of options but_onlv_one has
been pushed ;7 Swa-

nick said. “We don't want the
DOE pushing its agenda. There
has to be further outside input
this time.”

Swanick mentioned that C
IT has received substantially low-
¢r numbers in terms ol {rans-
1 portabion [T 5
tion !or the waste an ere
are many moTe Areas when the

problem can be simplified, in-

° cluding new soil clennsing tech-
riology and ollier ways to reduce

the waste stream. Guimond said
CANIT may be the principal
group to help the DOE in the new
review process.

“In the 1940s we did the nation
a favor by taking this stufl,” Swa-
nick added. *We're owed the
cleanup.”

“You have to remermber thisis a
national problem and we need to
create that kind of budget,” Gui-
mond countered.

Tonawanda Town Supervisor
Carl J. Calebrese poirited to th.
dire consequences the storage cen
would have on plans for water-
{ront redevelopment.

“I've met with four major devel-
opers interested in Uns project,”

abrese said. “] asked eath of
them what the water(ront storage
cell would do to their interest and
they all said it was a deal killer.

Maybe iUs not scientifically cor-

rect but it's a ucshon of per-
advancing our plans.”

Public comment i to
flow W_‘_H__minr.und-ﬂui-
mond said that each argument
was another reason for looking at
the situation and developing fur-
ther alternatives.

*We feel we can come up with a
solution that meets both your
needs and sur needs,” he said,

No timetable has been set for

the new review process. Co
memsamim_r_r___gmdmbmﬁn
the_Tast_teview will hasically be

scrapped and the entire process

will start over again.

-

IMe o e e
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Feds want

, e Tant /Bet

cooperation.

/27 94

in waste storage rewew

by PATRICK KEYES

Federal officials want to make
one thing clear regarding the ra-
dioactive waste situation in the
Town of Tonawanda: a cooper-
ative effort is needed to come to a
conclusion acceptable to all sides.

Following last week's
availability session at the U.S.
Department of Energy’s Sheridan
Drive information office, a new
tact seems to be coming to the
fore. Cooperation is the new buzz2.

- —%ord and federal oflicials said it

would be the key to a new apswer
for slorpge of the more than

350,000 cubic vards of radioactive
materzal left in the town from the

19408 Manhattan Project.

Richard Guxmond #n admiral
with the U.S. Heal

vice who is workmg ‘with the DOE .

on env:ronmentalnmat!era said
he realizés the logal storn

tion has not reéhvéa any nnblic

su
5 said the publu: will be in-
volved "es_long as

“come up_witli some_alternative
oth shinni

1er than shippine everything $o
Clive, Utgh,” which is the location
most-often cited for proper stor-
age of the waste,

“We've agreed to take a fresh
look at the alternatives being con-
sidered and those that . may come
up during the process,” Guimond
snid. “Our problem is we have to
do what is the le ast_expensive
and a!so the most rot.echve

(Pleasc turn to pagk two).
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Steve Cocoper
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June 9, 1394

essee 37831 -

[

1

a resident of the City of Hackensack, New Jersey, 1 am
P

concerned about what is happening in the neighbaring taws of
Maywood., I am writing to you to express my deep concern, no
cutrage, at the proposed plans put forward by U.S. Representative

Torricelli, (NJ-3th " CD), at the behest =f his cCorporate

sponszr Cuinn Stepar [3tepan Chemicall, to raise the
acceptability level of the thorium tainted scil in and arcund the
"Mount Torrizelli-Steparn Chemical Toxic Waste Dump” from S poi/g
1S poifg, as was reported in newspaper accounts in "The
Shopper News.” That Torricelli and Stepan would put our children
our communities at risk for corporate profit, the "bottom-—
line, dcoes not speak teoo well of them,

One suspects that 1f the soil in questicn were in their
backyards they would soon lose their cavalier attitudes about its
removal. Enclosed are newspaper accounts from the Jjune 1, 13934
edition of "The Shopper News", for your edification. 1 assure

this iz not going to be the last you hear from me on this

matter.

Amy 3=ldsmith
Chuck Farcdi
David-Pringle
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By CHRIS NEIDENBERG iscuss the Separation Program that geeks tamination can pe reduced to 5
oThe Shoppar Nawg edera) Bovernment'y cleanup ¢, reduce the volume of waste

: r : level of five Picocurieg Per gram
MAWJﬂﬂD-—While Rep.Rob-  blan, Nicholag Marton, the whugh would be shipped o the __ depending upon soil compo.
ert Torricelli (D-9) and fedepa] viete  Department of gy Envirocare of Utah Inc. porma.

viro ntal Proect; nd b di facility. 1 sition, DOE angd EPA, however
. ronme rotection gq nent dispoga) acility. Former ill not that the f
authoritjeg mlﬁ t? force. an Energy's(DEPE's)liaisontothe Democratic Councilmap W-'l no_guarar:jteed ‘-!" bhe w:
Unwanted pilgt soi) washing” . : icelli P'cocuriesstandard w; e use
h h, th » Said legal avepyeg ¢, Thomas Richar. v Torricelli in Maywood
Prosram on the borough, the Possibly challenge the Planare .4 DOE maintain tha; the ’
Ilinois Department of Nuclear

n eing explored by the offjce of nro am, also supported |, the Patty Thompson, a
Safety (IDNS) has €jected State Attorney General De. Progr . Ppo y- spokeswoman for the IDNS,
using the unproven technology borah Porit,. uUs. Environmentg) Protection

said Jagt week that her state
1 @ program to stapt removing Agency (EPA), n

ust be gt and Kerr-McGeo Chemical Cor.
80,000 tong of similarly-tainted Prospects to begin 4 similar, tempted to &y and reduce the

,  try ¢ Poration reacheq agreement in
80il from West Chicago, 111, SWeeping “excavate ang dis- costs of shipping the mater ial.  App gin the transpor.
later thig Yyear, Pose” program in Maywood cur. Both JefT Gratz, of the EPA, and tation of 68 0gg tons of 11(e)2

Meanwhije, representatives rently appear bleak, since Tor. Michae] Redmond, of pog con- 50l from g factory site the
of the us. epartment of ricelli and 5 former councilman tractor Bechte] Nationa] Corp,, company purchaged from a for.
Energy (DOE), Environmental are insistingthatthecommuni. insist that Some preliminary mer  thoriym Processing .

rolection Agency (EPA) and  ty hag po choice but to accept laboratory experiments using cility, Lindsay Chgmxcal and
slate attorney general's office Plans by the U g. Department the technology in Wayne have Light, in 1967. The site contains

~ are scheduledtomeet inEdison of Energy (DOE) to try a goj) shown that radioactive cop. SEE THORIUM, PAGE 18




P

. . ——— 8

-
g, AT~

p

le reacts

to W. Chicago decision

EPA rep: projects are not the same

By CHRIS NEIDENBERG
o(The Shogper e

MAYWOO0D — Two Lodi resi-
dents questioned on the matter
insist that state, local and eoun-
ty officials should be as ag-
gresaive in fighting the federal
government to remove all ares
thorium materials as the state
of [llincie has been doing for
West Chicago.

Az announcement, made in

 April by Mlinois® Republican

Gov. Jim Edgar, again points
out that there are striking dif-
ferences a3 to how the matters
have been handled by elected
officials in the reapective com-
munitiea. .
Edgar and the State of Uli-
nois have been embroiled in
litigation with Kerr-McGee

Chemical Corporation. Kerr- -

McGee has been forced under a
state law to pay a penalty of $33
million, which will be held in
escrow unless and until the
corporation meets two dead-
lines for starting the perma-
nent cleanup of 64,000 cubic
yards of 11{e)2 thorium-tainted
soil (the exact same classi-
fication as Maywood). The an-
nual fee will be capped to $26
million, provided that the cor-
poration provides the state an
acceptable plan for excavating
and disposing the remaining
576,000 cubic yards of waste.

Any opportunity for the gov-
emm{nm take similar en-
forcement actions against a
private party on thorium in the
Maywood region, which hag
about 395,000 cubic yards of
soil, was effectively stopped in
1983. At that time, Rep. Robert
Torricelli (D-9) and U.S. Sen.
Bill Bradley (D-NJ) helped ob-
tain Congressional approvsl of
# legislative amendment, U.5.
Public Law 98-50.

The 1983 law, supported by,
among others, Rep. Marge
Roukema (R-5) and U.S. Sen.
Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ),
eventually created the May-
wood Interim Storage Site
(MISS) and removed Stepan
Company as a potentially re-
sponsible party (PRP) for
thorium-tainted contamina-
tion. The county’s top Re-
publican, Bergen County Ex-
ecutive William “Pat” Schuber.

has praised Torricelli's efforts.

According to & letter sent o
Republican Councilman Rich-
ard ONeil, DOE eontracto
Bechte! National Corporation
kas spent $39 million in May-
wood since 1984,

Newsthat the State of Tlinois
hag imposed such huge uflnes
against a private ?arl:y. ess
it meets that state’s demand for
shipping ol 640,000 cubic
yurds thorium-tainted soil cut
of the region, alarms Lodi resi-
dents Frank and Carol Bieniek.
They questioned why ares of-
ficigls and the State of New
Jersey cannot take similar a¢-
tion against the DOE.

“It does sound ax though the
elected officals in West Chicage
are getting results go far,” said
Carol Bieniek, a2 Long Valley
Road resjdent. )

The woman is upset because
she end her bushand, Frank,
were not told by « realtor that
the bome weas contaminated
with tainted soil upon buying
the property. The property has
a radiological soil reading of 35
picocuries per gram. DOE has
put Bieniek's property on a
schedule for eleanup. It is seek-
ingto clean the soil to five pel/g.

Their story mirrors thst of
Raymond and Angelica Coss,
who in 1991, were dislocated
from the Avenue C home they
purchased when the DOE
moved soil to the MISS, gener.
ating massive apposition in

Maywood. ,

Carol Bieniek suggestad the:
regidents in Maywood and Lodi
teke the West Chicago ap-
proach and band together with
officials to pressure DOE and
EPA to send all Lodi's waste
directly west, as hes been
espoused by the state’s “Utah
Plan,” rather than to the MISS.

“The problem is the people in
Lodi have not gathered
together to do something and 1
think that has slowed things
down,” she said “We need to
join forees with Maywood
rather than fighting them. As
the saying goes. ‘United we
stand, divide we fall,’ *

Barbara Guetler, a represen-
tative of West Chicago's
Therium Action Group (TAG),
said her members are con-
vinced -that & firm  resclve

cene pme.

shown by residents in New

Jerssy, to get all the thorium

shipped out of the region, will

aven help TAG's casuse. She

urged residents to take advan-

tage of the election year and
officials.

pressure e

“If even ome EPA region (in
New York) starts supporting
the use of 15 pel/g, that doesn’t
bode well for us.” said Guetier,
who is convinced that the May-
wood and West Chicage sites
are exactly similar, except for
DOE's involvement.

“We're concerned, because
DOE issued the EPA comments
oa our proposed eleanup plan
when they have no busipess
being here,” Guetler added.
“But because they issued the
comments in ‘draft’ form, we've
been unable to gee them "

She speculated that DOE is
nervous becsuse any -wirict
cleanup in West Chicago will
incresse pressure on the de-
partment to do the same for
%&ny:ood, Lodi and Rochelle

ar

But Jefl Gratz, EPA project:

manager for Maywood, insisted
that the West Chicago site has
different characteristies.

_“The assumption out there
right now is that most of the
properties are residential”
Gratz said. *They do not have
these large commercial tracts
like Maywood, That's a big dif-
ference.”

When informed that initial
removal of soil in West Chicago
involves g largecommerical site
(the pile at Kerr-McGee's fuc-
tory mite), Gratz compared that
plan to EPA%s proposal for
eﬁmmatmg the MISS waste
pile.

Mayor John Steuert said he
was envious of West Chicago's
efforts and demanded that
Maywood be afforded the aame
standards. He rejected Gratz’
claims that use of a standard
lesser than the established 15
pel/g standard is relevant in the
borough. The mayor, however,
said Torricelli would have to
decide whether Stepan should
foot Maywood's thorium
cleanup bill. -

“If something comes down the
line indicating that we could
force a tougher cleanup,” he
said. 1 don't think anvone on
the mayar and council wouid

Ll A
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Mr. and Mrs. Michael Morﬁ
51 East Hunter Avenue J 10 | 29 P 'Y
Maywood, NJj 07607

(201) 368-8663
June 4, 1994

Ms. Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

Former Sites Restoration Division
P.Q. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-6723

Ms. Cange:

I am shocked about the flip flop of EPA from a 5PCI/G health based standard for cleanup to
the 15 PCVG DOE standard.

Especially after EPA proved 15 PCI/G is not health based. They did not flip flop in
Montclair.

DOE’s plan is not health based and | oppose it especially your untried cost cutter soil
washing. That's my comment.

Now let’s hear from DOE and EPA. Will you please furnish Maywood a copy of the

transcript of the taped meeting between Mr. Guimond and Mr. Muszynski at EPA in New
York.

We certainly are interested in the answer to “what'’s next after the Guimond and Muszynski
meeting”.

Sincerely, &éﬂj/zf}ﬁ{vLJ
7:2 /%J/’ / \/,/,/*/‘f?’/

Michael and Barbara Morris

cc: President Clinton
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~June 9, 1954
Dear Ms. Susan Cange, Site Manager:

Please accept this form letter that a neighbor has given
to me to send to you for your solicitation of comments on the
proposed clean up of the Maywood pile. I am opposed to the

DOE proposal with the option of implementing volume reduction
treatment, if feasible, for the following reasons:

(1) The DOE‘s pla.i neither complies with state law nor

affords an acceptable level of protection to the
public.

(2) Property values will probably decline if a DOE plan
to leave "cleaned soil" with levels of 15 pCi/fg or

below on the site after soil washing (if it works)
becomes a reality.

The DOE has claimed that they do not have enough money
in their budgets to simply move out all the contaminated
soil. It seems apparent that this issue is a political one
since budgets are estimated through the political process.

Has our childern‘s health been overlocked in the politics of
superfund?

Sincerely,

AN
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CONGRESSMAN

ROBERT G. TORRICELLI

9th Dlistrict —'
L L - 1%
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v//lrrJ/ ' ( ED EAS contagt: .
' Monday, March 21, 1994 Phil Goldberg
H 1 4dﬁ’/ : (201) 646-1111

o Lh es:

, f -
Cl}”é&é&z4ﬂ/’ Richard Guymond, Principal Dep. Asst. Sec. of Energy

(202) 586~7709

TORRICELLY ANNOUNCES 8TART DATE FOR CLEAN-UP OF
THORIUM-TAINTED SOIL AT MAYWOOD SUPERFUND BITE

KAYWOOD, NKJ -- Rep. Robert Torricelli (D-New Jersey) today
announced that work will commence in July on the removal of the
35,000-cubic~yard pile of thorium-tainted soil that has been
stored in Maywood for close to a decade.

"Within a matter of weeks, engineers will begin to prepare
for the removal of the Maywood pile.. And within a.-matter of
montins, the first thorium waste will be senct on its way by rail
from Maywood to a permanent home in Utah," Torricelli said at the
announcement. "Today marks the culmination of 14 years of hard
work by the Maywood community and its elected officials, and 14
years of considerable patience."

L”/’ A final schedule for removal of the waste was negotiated by
Rep. Torricelli and the U.S. Department of Energy over the last
several months. 1In May, the Department will release its plans
for removing the pile. Work at the site will commence in July to
prepare for the first shipment of contaminated scil by rail to
the Envirocare facility in Clive, Utah. This work will consist
of upgrades to rail spurs already present at thé site and
decontamination activities to allow access for equipment and
workers. 1In October, the first tainted soil will leave the site
for Utah.

The bepartment of Energy has set aside $13.6 million in its
Fiscal Year 1995 budget for the Maywood project, including $11.1
million for actual removal activities. “The &llocaticn of funds
shows that the Department of Energy is fully committed to

- commence removal activity this year. I will be testifying before
the House Appropriations Committee later this week to ensure that
this funding is preserved by the Congress," Torricelli’ added.

Removal of the pile is expected to take two to three vears.
In addition, negotiations between DOE and the EPA on a draft
clean-up plan for the thorium-tainted soil that is still spread
throughout several dozen properties in Maywood, Lodi and Rochelle
Park are nearing completion. Once the plan is released, the

public Will Have 20 days EG comment. Torricelli said, "I will be '

working closely with both Departments to ensure that the concerns
of the citizens of Maywood are reflected in the final plan." \\\

/"m" WEL
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disposal and efficient use of Federal dollars.

ROBEAT G. TORRICELL

WASHINGTON OFFICE

WASHINGTON. DC 109 15-3000
COMMITTEES:

Congress of the Hnited States o
¥ouse of TRepresentatiocs
November 22, 1993 1Vashington, DE 20513-35009 117688

. Dear Friend:

I'm pleased to inform you that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
recently made a decision that will be of enormous benefit to our efforts to |
remove thorium waste from Maywood. The NRC has granted-a license to
Envirocare of Utah to permaneatly store thorium waste. This license makes
Envirocare the first facility in the nation to be licensed to store such

waste, and means that a repository for the Maywood waste has now been
identified.

As you know, the Unitad States Department of Energy has been working
with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to draft a final cleanup plan
for the Maywood cleanup. The plan is certain to call for the shipment of
most of the Maywood soil to a commercially licensed site out of state.

In the meantime, I have been working to ensure that once a final plan
is approved, there is a site Under contract with the Department of Energy
that can legally Accept and safely store the thorium waste. The NRC
approval removes the final roadblock to the granting of such a contract to
Envirocare. I am confident that once a final cleanup plan is approved,
there will be no delay in sending Maywood’s thorium to Utah.

The citizens of Maywood should be commended for their patience during
the arduous effort to remove deadly toxins from our neighbsrhood. While we
all regret the delays, it is important that the job be done right. The
careful environmental planning and evaluation that has been performed will
lead to a better cleanup that will guarantee safe transportatlon and

—— e

Please be assured that I will continue to work to remggé every bit of
thorium waste from Maywood as soon as possible. If you haye, any comments

or questions, please feel free to write or call.

1

‘ ROBERT G. TORRICELLI
RGT:reh Member cof Congress

F27ED O QLCYCLER: PAPER

2138 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUALDING
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Susan Cange, Site Manager

US Dept. of Energt

Former Sites Restoration Div,
PO Box 2001

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8723

Dear Ms. Cange:

143 Lenox Ave.

Maywood, NJ 07607

June 08, 1994

At the recent Maywood Sidewalk Sale I received a flyer
at the Concerned Citizens table, that included a news-
clipping dated February 26, 1992, that said, 'EPA could

lead thorium clean up and DOE would not oppose it.

DOE's work without interruption.

EPA a chance?

.Your Mr. Seay said EPA could come in and continue the

‘Tt's now June, 1994 and no clean up. Why not give

Didn't you let EPA take over Maywood's Utah Plan

for Montclair?

m 15 902&11'3‘1
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CONTANT, SCHERBY & ATEKINS

3 .ﬁﬂ l"l 2 11 PH 'Sq ATTORNEYS AT LAW : NEW YORK OFFICE

a3 HUDSON STREET 337 NORTH MAIN STREET, SUITE Il
NEW CITY, N.Y. 10958

HACEKENSAGEK, N. J. 07801 914) 6384925
(201) 342-1070

FENSTER & WEISS, ESQS. |

TELECOPIER (!OUM_&-SZI: OF COUNSEL
JOHN M. CONTANT (1931-1988)
RICHARD JON CONTANT® ‘ JULIE K. GRAPIN®
MICHAEL L. SCHERAY*® ' STEVEN D. GROSSMAN®
BRUCE L. ATKINS** GERALDINE E. BEERS®
DANIEL P. GREENSTEIN® WILLIAM J, BAILEY
MATTHEW 8, ROGERS &Y. KIM®

ANDREW T. FEDE

*ALSO MEMBER OF NY BAR
BRIAN T. KEANE*

‘ALSO MEMSER OF FLA BAR
June 9, 1994 ’ PLEASE RESPOND TO:
HACKEMSACK

Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
Former Sites Restoration Division
Department of Energy

Oak Ridge Operations

P. O. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, TN 37831

Re: Borough of Maywood, New Jersey
Dear Ms. Cange:

Please be advised that I am the attorney for the Borough of Maywood. 1
have been asked by the Mayor ané Council to write to you to advise you
of the opposition of the Mayor and Council to the cleanup proposal of
which the Mayor and Council have become aware with regard to the
Maywood Interim Storage Site ("MISS"). I enclose for your review
copies of my letters of April 13 and June 6, 1994, to William J.
Muszynski and Kathleen C. Callahan, Director of the United States
Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA"). The Mayor and Council of the
Borough remain steadfastly opposed to any cleanup standard other than
the 5 pCi/g standard that had previously been endorsed by the EPA,.

As noted in the enclosed letters, we have learned that the New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection ("DEPE") has continued to call
for a cleanup in accordance with the 5 pCi/g standard, and the Mayor
and Council hope that the DEPE's opposition will cause the EPA and the
DOT to adhere to the 5 pCi/g standard.

In addition, the enclosed letters indicate the opposition of the Mayor
and Council to the proposed soil washing operation. There are at least
two reasons for this opposition. First, the Mayor and Council have not
been provided with any evidence that the so-called soil washing
technique will safely reduce the level of contamination to the 5 pCi/g
standard. Second, the Mayor and Council are of the opinion that the
proposed soil washing should not be conducted on the MISS. This site
is in the middle of a highly populated and heavily traveled area.
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Susan M. Cange, Site Manager B
Re: Borough of Maywood, New Jersey
June 9, 1994

Page 2

Accordingly, based on all of the information available to the Mayor and
Council, the position of the DEPE, and the previous position of the
EPA, the Mayor and Council have no intention of approving the proposed
resolution of the dispute between the DOE and the EPA, and oppose the
revised cleanup proposal which we are told is scheduled to be formally
presented to the public for comment in June 1994. Please consider this
letter as the opposition of the Mayor and Council to that proposal if
it has been presented for public comment. As I have not received a
copy of same, I also ask you to send it to me.

Thank you.

Very truly yours;////_ ; ‘
Cjz/f/g«L/ﬁ?{%? |
ANDLEW T, FEDE :

ATF :RG

Enclosures
cc: Mayor and Council
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June 6, 1994

Kathleen C. Callahan, Director

Emergency and Remedial Response Division
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 11

Jacob K. Javits Federal Building

New York, NY 10278-0012

Re: Borough of Maywood
Dear Ms. Callahan:

Thank you for your May 10, 1994 letter, which replies to mine of April
13, 1994. The Mayor and Council have asked me to write you to again
express their strong disapproval of the "5/15% criteria for the
cleanup, and opposition to a "soil washing® operation on the Maywood
Interim Storage Site ("MISS"). The MISS property should be cleaned to
the S pCi/g standard. Although you refer to land use considerationa in
your letter, the Mayor and Council are convinced that the "residential"®
standard is the only viable health-based standard for the 'MISS. :The
property shculd be cleaned up so that residential, commercial,!. or
industrial uses are permissible. The time to do this is now, not
later, as you imply, as land use changes affect the properties. i

I enclose for your review Resolution No. 66, of the New Jersey Scnate,
which calls for the immediate removal of all contaminated soil from tha
MISS, and the related properties. The Mayor and Council of the Bcrough ™.
of Maywocd have also expressed this demand by Resolution, as have the:.
voters of the Borough of Maywood, by referendum. v e

The Mayor and Council also must again express opposition tc the.
proposal for %soll washing®™ on the MISS. The MISS is in a highly.
populated and congested residential area. This is not the place for
the use of the untested "soil washing® operation. 1 note the
following, as reported by The Record on May 24, 1994:
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erigen Co b bpsoRirector | 117688
June 6, 1994 '
Page 2 )

An April 1993 report by the EPA on the proposed cleanup of
thorium and radon in Orange stated: "*No treatment tech-
nology is known today that can substantially reduce the
toxicity, mobility, or volume of the type of radiation.® The
report suggested disposal of all the contaminated soil.

. According to an EPA report released in December 1993,
before it and the DOE resolved long-~standing differences on
how to remedy the Wayne and Maywood contamination problems,
“separation of soll and radiocactive contaminants has been
ineffective and was considered "not feasible®™ for Maywood and
Wayne.

Released in Februdry, DOE literature introducing the soil-
washing alternative said: *The effectiveness of [soil
washing), or how well the process will work, is uncertain.®”

With this information at hand, the Mayor and Council strongly oppose
soil washing at the MISS.

Of even greater significance, however, is the strong position taken by
the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy. As
reported in The Record on June 4, 1994, the New Jersey DEPE has called
the propesed c¢lean-up plan "dangerous to the public.® The DEPE has
correctly called for strict adherence to the 5 pCi/g standard.

The Mayor and Council urge that the E.P.A. and the D.0.E. follow the

- lead of the New Jersey DEPE. I also request that you provide me with

the information you refer to in your letter, which you state would
indicate that the type of soil washing unit being considered has been
operated safely and effectively elsewhere in the country. I also ask

that you advise me of when and how the "revised cleanup proposal® will
be formally presented for public comment.

-

Thank you.

Very truly yours,

ANDREW T. FEDE

ATF :RG

cc: Mayor and Council

Congressman Robert G. Torricelli

Senator Frank R. Lautenberg

William P. Schuber, Bergen County Executive
James Pasqualo, New Jersey Department of Health
Nichclas Martone, New Jersecy DEPE

Governor Christine Todd Whitman

Commissioner Robert Shinn, New Jersey DEPE
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NEw JERSEY SENATE

ByYroN BAER
STNATOR, 37tn BISTRICT
BerOEN CounNtY
125 STATE STREET
SuIlTE 205

200U 343-3333
FAX 2Ol 3434594

Hon. Mayor John A. Steurt and
Members of the Council
Borough of Maywood

459 Maywood Avenue

Maywood, NJ 07607

Dear Mayor Steurt and Council Members,

Enclosed is a copy of SCR 66 dealing with the removal of
all thorium waste from Maywood and from your neighbors in
Lodi and Rochelle Park. This matter has been a nagging

problem for Maywood’s citizens for too long and calls for
immediate settlement.

I1'd like to draw your attention to the fact that the

- resolution addresses contaminants that might be underground

as well as those found in the pile.

My office remains ready to do everything possible to
assist you to reach a satisfactory conclusion. I welcome
your advice and help.

L

Sin ely,

By £
Se or istrict 37
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SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 66
STATE OF NEV JERSEY
INTRODUCED MAY 12, 1994
By Senator BAER

A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION memorializing the UOnited States

E:Eartment of BEnergy, the Environmental Protection Agency,

the KRuclear Ragulatory Coonmission to take every

ient action, in conjunction with the officials of this

State, to effectuate the immediate and permarent removal of

thorium contaminated soll from sites in Xa Borough,
Rochelle Park Township, and Lodi Township, New Jersey..

WHEREAS, The radicactive metallic element thorium, a waste
byproduct ©f certain manufacturing processes that occurred
on-gite from 1916 to 1959 at the Ma Chemical Coampany
in Maywoocd; FNew Jersey, was mixed with other substances and
used as fill in eeveral locations in residential areas of
Mavwood Borough, and had contaminated some properties in

Rochelle Park Township and in Lodi Township; and °

WHEREAS, Because of the Iimminent danger this eituation
posed, the United States Dapartment of lne:gz in 1584 began
& cleanup that removed approximately 40,000 cubic yards of
contaminated scil from several of the affected Exopertlen,
and constructed the Na Interim  Storage Site to hold
the contaminated scil on the site of the former Maywood
Chemical Coapany; and .

WHEREAS, This contaminated soll {8 now stored on-site,
shielded only b glastic coverings, which are not adequate
te reduce the risk of injury to the health of the citizens
residin in the vicinity of the Ma

Interim Storage
Site and tc reduce the risk of harm to

eanvironment; and

WHEREAS, Thorium contaminated scil still must be removed at
the sgite of the Maywood Chemical Company, which was
purchased in 1959 by the Stepan Chemical COmpani, and at
saveral other sites in Maywood, Rochelle Park, and Lodi
that were contaminated by thorium waste from the KMaywood
Chemical Company site; and ’

WHEREAS, This wideepread contamination threatens the public
health, safety and welfare of the citizens of these
communities; and

WHEREAS, Although the United States Department of znergy
has been elow to develop a plan for the removal of this
contaminated s8oil and the Environmental Proctection Agenc

has not as yet decided on a final strategy for the remova

of the thorium contaminated soll from these sites, the
Ruclear Regulatory Commission has recently 1licensed a' site
in the State of Utah to accept this type of waste and the
Departmant cof Ener has made a commitment ¢to remove all
the contaminated soil to that site; and

WHEREAS, It 1s imperative that there be no further delag in
the removal of the thorium contaminated socil from these
sites and that Iimmediate action be taken to permanently
remove all thorium contaminated eoil from <the Maywood,
Rochelle Park, and Lodi sites; now, therefore,

N

’

Al

W
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April 13, 1994

William J. Muszynski, P.E.

Acting Regional Administrator

United States Environmental Prctection Agency
Region 11

Jaccb K. Javits Federal Building

New York, NY 10278-0012

Re: EPA Region 2's Position on the Dispute Regarding Cleanup
Levels for Radionuclide Contamination at the Maywood
Chemical Company Superiund Site, Maywood, NJ

Dear Mr. Muszynski:

Plecase be advised that I am the attorney for the Borough of Maywood.
The Mayor and Council of the Borough have received a copy of your March
23, 1994 letter to Joe La Grone in regard to the above-referenced
matter. Although a morec detailed statement is forthcoming, the Mayor
and Council authorized me to immediately write tc you to ind{cate their
objection to the proposed clean-up plan referred to {n your letter.

The Mayor and Council strongly object to the use of the 15 pCi/g
standard. The Mayor and Council were under the impression that the- EPA
was enforcing a S pCi/g standard. The 15 pCi/g standard is not a
hecalth-based standard according toc the information provided to us and
1s therefore unacceptable as a remediation level ip the affected arta.

Accordingly, the Mayor and Council of the Borough of Maywood urge .you
to stop any proceedings advancing the clean—up levels reached in ﬁour
letter, and this demand is also being made to the Department of Energy,
as a copy of this letter is being sent to Mr. La Grone. The Mayor and
Council had hoped that the EPA would not waiver from the $ pCi/g
standard despite the position taken by the Department of Energy. They
insist that you reconsider your proposal to agree with the Department
of Energy's clean-up standard. -

£
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William J. Muszynski, P.E.
Re: EPA Region 2's Position on the Dispute Regarding Cleanup
Levels for Radionuclide Contamination at the Maywood
- Chemical Company Superfund Site, Maywood, NJ
April 13, 1994
Page 2

In addition, the Mayor and Council insist on the immediate removal of
all of the contaminated soil from the Maywood Interim Storage Site and
other affected properties in the vicinity. The Mayor and Council
oppose any soil washing program on the site because of the obvious
effects this will have on the health of residents in the area as well
as people working for businesses surrounding the site. The Mayor and
Council have not seen any evidence indicating that soil washing is an
effective remediation measure that will reduce the level of contamina-
tion to the 5 pCi/g standard. Again, the Mayor and Council ask you to
immediately rethink your position in regard to soil washing on this
site. 1Instead, all contaminated soil should be removed from the site
and either stored or treated elsewhere, far away from populated areas.

Thank you for your consideration, and {f ybu have any questions, please
do not hesitate to contact me. .

Very truly yours,

ANDREW T. FEDE

ATF: RG .
¢e: Joe La Grone
Mayor and Council
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By MICHAEL MOORE
Staff Wrtier

The state Department of Envi-
ronmental Protection and Energy
is refusing to approve the federal
government’s plan to remove thor-
ium-tainted soil spread through-
out Maywood and Wayme, & move
that could further delay a cleanup
first promised more than & decade

ago, .

Calling the federal Department
of Energy’s cleanup plan for
510,000 cubic yards of radioactive
soil “dangerous to the public,” the
DEPE is withholding its needed
approval until the federal agency
agrees to meet stricter standards.

“We don’t believe the DOE’s
cleanup plan either complies with
state law or affords an acceptable

Asks U.S. to meet
tighter standards

level of protection to the public,”
said Nick Martone, DEPE man-
ager for the Maywood and Wayne
sites. “We're not going to go along
with this and give residents a false
sense of security.”

Trumpeted as one of the.ﬁnal
obstacles to solving the radicac-
tive soil woes of North Jersey, the

‘DOE’s long-anticipated ecleanup

proposal, hammered out with the
federal Environmental Protection
Agency, calls for contaminated
dirt to be cleaned to a leve! of §
picocuries of radiation per grsm of
soil in residential areas and 15 pi-

‘Friend of the People It Serves .

N.J. balks at thorium c’leahup -

cocuriee per gram in commercial
districts.

But DEPE officials believe 15
picocuries is too high and want the

‘§ picocurie standard epplied to

both residential and comn.arcial
properties. Martone said cleanup
cannot legally begin without
DEPE approval.

-A picozurie is a unit of radioac-
tivity. Thorium is a radioactive
element that breaks down into ra-
don, & gas proven to cause lung
cancer and other ailments.

Area officials support the
DEPE's demand for a uniform 5
picocurie standard.

Wayne Mayor David Waks, who
has been writing to the DEPE to
push for stricter standards, ap-

See THORIUM Page A-8

| THORIUM: State b

From Page A-1 |

-glauded the agency’s decision. “I
ail the DEPE,” he said. “They

day.”

“At least the DEPE has taken s
tough, protective stance. The fed-
eral agencies should get in line

- with the state’s directive 3o we can

clean this up quickly and safely,”
said Bergen County Executive
William “Pat” Schuber. “I will be

| L pressing Governor Whitman to in-
tervene and push the federal agen-
Sg tl?l 3dopt the standards of the

P
‘l ©  Whitman spokesman Carl Gold-
- en said the governor is aware of

are starting 1o see the light of

North Jersey's thorium dilemma  “[t's too early to say what we'k: do. !

,.and is willing to intervene.

“The governor knows residents’

have a good cause for concern,” he
said. “This has to be cleaned up

and, afler copsulting with DEPE.

commissioner [Robert Shinn), she
will get things moving with the
federal agencies.” ’ .
But the DOE said New Jerssy’s
apparent refusal to approve the
plan could further delay the
cleanup, first proposed in 1983,
“I don’t know what will happen
next and I'm not sure what the
DOE or EPA’s position is now,”
said Susan Cange, DOE site man-
ager for Maywood and Wayne.

We're still waiting to get the
state's anitien in writing.”

The EPA, which originally sup-
ported a uniform § picacurie
cleanup standerd but latar backed
off after grappling with the I'OE
for & year, said the federal agercies

may have to reconsider their posi- _

tions.

“It's understandable why the
state has misgivings,” said Jeff
Gratz, EPA site manager in
Maywood and Wayne. “Qur as-
sumption of 15 picocuries being

rotective ey have to be reeva-
uated. We may have to look st a

- lower criteria.”

alks at US. proposal

The thorium is a byrroduct of
the manufacture of gas lanterns at
the old Maywood Chemical Works
between 1916 and 1956, and at the
former W. R. Grace & Co. plant in
Wagne between 1948 and 1971.

flicials fear that the process of
developing new standards, coupled

-with the possibility of disagree-
ment negotiating & compromise,
could further delay the cleanup of
the soil, just as the DOE and EPA
squabble delayed the existing plan

_for 13 months.

“I hope this doean’t turn out like
it did a year ago between DOE and
EPA," Cange said. “But I can't say

.for sure that it won't.” )
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Parodi . ..

Dear Editor —

By waiting a week on your
thorium birthday present ar-
ticle, you could have saved
" Congressman Torricelli from
- extreme embastassment and
asked him what’s going on?
Who is pressuring whom?
You quoted him on March
_ 21, standing by the pile that
" he created, on the Maywood
Interim Storage Site (MISS)
he helped create via an agree-
ment between the Depart-

- ment of Energy (DOE) and

Stepan Company. Without a
MISS, the hazardous wastes
would have been shipped
elsewhere just like at Mont-
clair, Glen Ridge, West
Orange, etc. Yes, excavate
and dispose out of state. The
NJ Department of Environ-
mental Protection and Ener-
By QVIOCPZ) piit for May-
wood was used for Mont-
_clair instead. You stated that
Torricelli said the pile
removal will take two to three
years and DOE will release its

:Lplans in May for all the

wastes beneath the MISS and
al various residential and
commercial properties in
Lmaywood Rochelle Park,
d Lodi

Also, that DOE plans to

_Jise a “‘soil washing’ process

o separate and reduce vol-

~fume of contamination from
clean soil. A process that did -

1of work st the Montclair

"firea sites and Maywood has

v dtigher concentrations of

radioactive materia! than
ontclairl
Finally, you said Torricelli
1ade assurances that it is
both the DOE and his inten-

> be carried out to the high- -

Environmental Protection
ency (EPA) standards.
But three days later, on
‘arch 24, Senator Lauten-
Tg announced that EPA
d DOE had now agreed on
"stﬁct"'clunup guidelines of
1 >ci/g above background for
i ] sidential properties and 15
i/g for commercial/gov-
=mment areas of the site. The

1

lizn to sec to it that the clean -

rsxdentmls are in Loch and
Rochelle Park. Then there
will be “inaccessible” pro-
perties, like under.buildings,
which will be ignored until
they are demolished in the
future or otherwise. If soil
washing worked, the soil left
behind can be contaminated
as high as 1S pei/g, with no

' limits under the buildings.

Thus along with unremedi-
ated soils under - buildings,
Maywood will be changed
from an Interitn Storage Site

to a Permanent Disposal Site.

But they promised five-year
reviews to insure human
health remains *‘protected®’?

The state cleanup standard
is § pci/g and NJEPA and

USSEPA had clearly proven #&R5H

that 15 pci/g is nor a health
based standard and cited
cancer risks involved,

As late as November 1993. _
six months aficr ‘the May-

wood dispute started, the
EPA issued the action criteria
for a West Chicago site, with
the same kind of waste. They
cited the law to prove 5 pci/g
is a health based standard for
cleanup of the residential
arcas including commerical,
institutional and municipal
properties. And that 15 pci/g
is not & health based stan-
dard! But on March 24 the
New York EPA acting ad-
ministrator caved in by ignor-
ing the EPA’s own health
based facts. Who is responsi-
ble? An investigation is in
order. Let's call it *“‘Back-
water."”’

Qur state officials must
stand firm, Our local officials
must urge the NJDEPE to in-
sist on 4 § pci/g cleanup of all
contaminated soil wherever it
is, and the County and State
Boards of Health as well! Mt.
Torricelli said, “I1 will be
wocking closely with both
departments to ensure that
the concerns of the citizens of
Maywood are reflected in the
fina! plan.”

So be it. Excavate and dis-
pose at Envirocare,” Utah,
No unproven soil washing
delay. No more interim or
permanent disposal site.

er is to urge
Citizens to attend

y J. Eustace,D.C.
140 West Pleasan:

Shipmeat of all wastes direct
to Utah!

Maywood officials should
insist now that these positions
be reflected in the DOE pro-
posed plan unless they dis-
agree with Mr. Torricelli as
Scnator Lautenberg does.

Sincerely,
Chuck Parodi
48 West Grove

Thur:day. April 21, 1994 OUR TOWA

117688



G

Poa -
=

117688

o, }“M 7 799
T2 A i iFe pPety Coneenn s

e fontion . iTd Pl AR
//.G-//’L«"-*"—f-‘é'”“—ee . \/"75(; y ‘(_(,C'%«-w o o Ll

AT L o Tl T _(J/_-;%M Akt

[~ ;ﬁ;ﬁ . N e //“bc-z»—.u_, o b ‘T‘.ﬁ'd.

7

Et A /"L'\’_.C)—’a_r.,_, 4 Q,Ap;,s_
it G—j,«'—.ﬂ‘**‘f: , 21 - ’:7 .
Y o 7€ a;



P
oo
B
P IR
S
et
o
NG,

117688

v 52

xS 921N B

kaf.é@zmacu4&13/é;¢tﬁ7;
Wﬁ ,@o}/_ 200/ |
@afr/ﬁ,_/?,( Tt rtonte LT7F3/ - PI23

W 22 eI r P

Zorod oAt 2L To a aojpﬁdz/w%
/5—7/:74. A 2l i ST |
JAe cctean o afiion i Z el
Al BT e e TH el trreelnt
Ma—o_z__ﬂe_ WMM@«,
A A lorrole rea Aeri IA

"’7

@WL@“MZ&M"MM(



117688

;n—e Z.a_’é’ Aelleocnneof Lo e Jg%

MWJJ;%M

M?. 77-0«4/0.;
3P2 L£Ll fa e

)3&47w—v7—‘§ )? } O Pz e 7



117688
_2gwwoﬁhzgﬁi¢n4a%~Aa»3

ﬁM 7 < Lerrrcooei 3783 . FP2 3

o éW”¢?/9?¥

J,e. A Joro e LA e FPtoBroed ool
“7%Mhﬁ;«6&%*%n}@5f%%@%:fa.
.;Zba”¢aa¢7122%zééwwmwéfuf
0%% J%Q ol LA ' ' "-—(
SO Lt Ll Jotilon g Pl i gl



I~
17688

A e 5 PC’VQ'/; Gt ally
Correcleiblove T Lt Som . ”

-

6. W8z 6 S %f



- "
B T ¥

o Por Leorgre i; |

/p&- B 200 ,
@a«/c %2(..;(‘7,6/ Tl BIPI ST

/(&624.. /-)lo C‘zwvi,e_,

e i A S
At 0Lt e o it clia Ty Az
Sremovntl T co pewger olio ponal Sle

Ve —

/5 éﬁawé—”@
W //j"d?(aa? :

Jo IS5 926 M"Y



__-H___'ILLS. -Dfﬁmﬁwd_t_ogﬁiéﬁ%_}s_g

5. Susan (qugel L.te /{éﬂ, 117688

25489
Focmee Sites festsenoos Div.

- I 7;:_0;.§o>(_ﬂ_<2al et e _— M:‘.‘;‘mﬁ‘bﬂe&eﬂokzﬂ
! . a—— , aywood, NJ €7607-113%
0tk Ridge TENNESSEE, U8B o e e gy

ity o

?z’tma, AE.S:IC[&T&/_Z.L&I _u:_:ejzly.g.__.

/_)m!ﬁ__}f ea_/a _EAJa[Mtsa./..ﬁb 3 ]f_h oR ‘ Aﬁ.f&ﬁ&,q;_iu_“ X

M»/_waaq[?__ lew Jencey. . Witk Che gppeovnls Soe Chs

i ; 4 -3 az.é q/,ﬁs ,D,.::s:-;u.t;i/_);z../_a:w(."r LE. .EA_gu?ﬂZi_Au.EkwadM ———

$inal 5/ sce_an End Co The f aznakels _,oﬁesza&aéqéy_ﬂ!

AMISS. ilh The PERMANEY C removal ol the thoe.

ys!.ﬁilff_._ Zf_lzﬁ,&ﬁﬁgs__ﬂ_f;_uzts_/oﬁzz r19Cuns sud Loo._.
] k:ﬁl’m"slé_'g_—_.--————«——— - .-

“+

- F'S wee Che DOES Afjﬂ.&_d.dﬂLA/A_:{%_ ;uA;_A'}z&_‘ﬁ_L o

cauz.‘émua.z’ga/_sm'l._.me_e ;&jd_ﬁfa/ua&_.wut__ N

/

.

e be PR Z‘E;c /na
. y//lﬁ{ 7S /:Z./_.@_E”../éf hove besn AGCoM/o/fSA.EaZ.f’.. S

,/. £AVJL-J_3_<; oMZﬂM io/ﬂzlﬁ-_éﬁ'&.s- w). 4/0_4 g gé_s_éLlﬂiﬂm
Loa Jeve] o$ podat: a,u__Z),_.zfé_a_ZzE_EEj'_._

Mﬂ/woa/w;'// /‘Ml:/E AEcoMé‘ ~ Ezemﬁycgf.sz:zle,,af

Rad oA tive wast £, _L%_E_AA’A.A_ZAAAMga[s,_wjjj,m

~ f_s'_l_‘ z// £ x_g',c'_t,ﬂd.o[_ Pg y] /) Egé/--_r{ﬁ_/_uéf .s_,~\«_tl;.://_, ca uLz,w..uE‘. fo

O/é_c,/vkx:y SINCE .g_/g ﬁEA/ C/E/;M-u/p ‘ﬁg,a_/_g./f_ﬁs/w.sp/ w,.'//

have ,_qc,{un/// Z'ﬂ:(-eﬂp/fe,ﬁ .

The peoplle of Moy cacd wonut Fhe Sedses] and sTs
_.ENLA:E,s‘-ﬁQ-._g}_Qé.A;_z‘i’&/."_f_A_:’.L%kzLA/ o lsolve.
fA r £ R Jt&é&dﬁ E_S_HA’_J_K[&(_MJQ;L&I ae n/ o 'C‘ t"i r‘,S

jmg_fec ‘a/ pf oncE A_‘/O(fFaQ &7/ (TP s .

é ' o -
fz’/x‘% (! /J«Z;_.-,. P






o

1

a

D

5

L ¥ e ey

i

&

R CSL R Ly

i
A e

e e




-




pal
.

- T . e
i A e s REY 8 SR 37~

AT AT ot e oAy A e o R o e A ot S e e e S

s
11768



117688

G/t Catac b
e Y%

07607,

Jald | s3aPi'H >a g, 759
AQ@W)L""P—'/ o , / /
(.9 A A Mu’ R

g G o imgpereclr )
Aprm £ J ﬁe-’béq\‘t) ==
S et L T s A
o penove . Q F AL L pame sl S
oo N P w-{iz
el e 2kl eI g T O3
| Ll e Aed Dl

M‘
&@E;@ﬁmﬁawMHL*j S e
; ; 7&'711, /\"”M @h"yum

J?W



117688

TR R

1
:

o, Covpge - - o[1) 7y
BTk o & PGl Uee bndon bemy .
havf Uee Crfie. The Miss e put w TWS
&m.hq{_uﬁ%a_ . o
WW%M‘*’M‘*‘M&, )
b The Muss \Mbmﬂw_‘\ :
- AWW‘“NS_‘{-W
w"v\u“f me%'ﬁec "TL_



VERY MALL KKK F U384 020 564

3

International
Assoclation

Of Machinists
And Aergspace
Workers

M

Pride In The Past

Susan Cange, Site Manager

U.S. Department of Energy

Former Sites Restoration Division
P.0. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831—8723

Dear Ms, Cange:

The DOE lacks credibility in Maywood.

1943 —dhnvepspel 1922

fi768

Local Lodge 1018

Post Office Box 31

La Guardia Station
Flushing, N.Y. 11371
Phone and Fax Number

516-997-0312

'

]
T

RE: Public Comments (EE/i
Faith In The Future on clean up '

475 Bergen Avenue
Maywood, NJ 07607
June 07, 1994

See our 11/22/89 letter to R.P. Whitfield

giving many reasons for our opinion for comments in DOE FY 1991-1995 brochure-8/89.

Note Comment and DOE Response (1989)

ISSUE 17

COMMENT: DOE has no eredibility in Maywood,
New Jersey, where DOE ollicisls aannot be Urusted.
Maywood has been the victim of lies and deceits.

DOE Response Pg. ‘247

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION

RESPONSE: 1t i the inient of the Five-Yeaar Plan o
encourage public commcnt sbout conccrns 10 amist
4DOE in dealing with its exvironmental problems
Frank discussions of current taviroamestal problams
with all interestod partics is 8 major ingredicnt of the
Five-Year Plan. It is the intention of the Depariment
that throagh these discusdions, scw gvenucs of
undentanding can be devaoped by all conorroed and
chnqnxmscﬁ'bﬂxtym&daﬂmdsaw

woald be appreciated and abould be, kdcntified 1o DOE

Five years later, our opinion is that DOE lacks greater credibility. DOE has

not improved relationship with the public in accordance with above Response, and
even despite the establishing of an office in Maywood to improve their public relation

image.

See 3/30/93 (Torell to O'Leary) ltr -

regarding further subterfuge activity by

DOE personnel, political activity on Tag Grants, lies and deceipt.(copy attached).

Approximately 5 years ago, March 18, DOE personnel met with local officials and the
Envirocare representative, at which time it was decided that when Envirocare obtained
the permit to accept mixed waste, it would be shipped to Utah, When this permit was
received DOE classified the waste ll(e)2. Envirocare later received a permit to accept

the 11(e)2.

See attached newsarticle (9/21/93) Record - Agency OKs dump site for contamipated

soil - Clears the way for clean up in North Jersey. Senator F.R. Lautenberg quotes,

"Soon, there will be a facility to ship these deadly toxics to,

This clears a huge

stumbling block in our efforts to get these wastes out of New Jersey."
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§. Cange
6/07/94

Re: Public Comment on
Clean up of MISS

Subsequently to this good news, DOE personnel comes up with a soil washing method-

an UNAPPROVED METHOD for clean up. Such a method DID NOT WORK IN MONTCLAIR, but

DOE personnel has the gall to attempt to use it in Maywood and the nmerve to call

such an unpgroven method - technology. We have asked our officials that their office of
public relations be closed, but perhaps while they are still here, the office should
be called a propaganda office to brainwash the public into accepting the soll washing,

We have fought long and hard in Washington for passage of the Right to Know Law,
which was enacted to protect the worker in hazardous industries and people who live
near toxic waste sites. See attached copies of Rachel's Hazardous Waste News #370,
Chemicals and Health - Part 2 and #371-Chemicals and Health, Part 3, stating facts
regarding increased risk of birth defects and some specific cancers to people
living near a hazardous waste sites.

See attached Record newsarticle (6/4/94) N.J. balks at thorium cleanup - Asks
U.S. to meet tighter standard and states that cleanup cannot legally begin without
DEPE approval, and 6/8/94 newsarticle -EPA cuts price tag for radium cleanup -
Essex project also taking less time.

IT CAN BE DONE FASTER AND CHEAPER - The clean up. THIS SHOULD BE APPLIED TO MAYWOOD TOO!!!

The DOE should not sacrifice the health of the public at any expense

The original plan for Maywood is "Excavate and ship out once there was a place to
put the waste". That is what the public has been fighting for the last 10 years.

While Secretary Hazel O'Leary welcomes whistle blowers, DOE personnel never acknowledged
our requests for a meeting with her. We therefore have every reason to believe that

our letters never reached the Secretary, but have been cut off with responses forwarded
by her underlings. :

»

Unless DOE personnel in charge of this project brings our requests to the attention
of Secretary O'Leary, and giving her the true facts on this serious health issue,
the matter should be forwarded to the Attorney General's office for a full investigation.

Sincerely,

S,

eter T, Tore

e Tt

ENCS: As stated above Toulse Torell

cc: Concerned Citizens of Maywood
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475 Bergen Avenus
Maywood, NJ 07607
Novesber 22,1989

LRR 935-K21-39¢

Mr. R.P. Whitfield

Offica of Defense Waste and
Transportation Management

DP-112  Attn: Five Tear Plan

Departwent of Energy

Washington, D.C. 20545

Dear Me, Vhitfield:

Your "Five Year Plan™ (5 x 5) 1o slwost as bad a8 your statement thae ™Lf DOE 14
to maintein credibility with the Communities, cleanup must contfnue. “por HAS w0
CREDIBILITY IN MAYWOOD,

All we have seen s arrogance, lles, unechical collusion with certaln local offictale
Including deceiving the publie, salicittng Mayvood Borough Attorney for hia Suggest-
fons prior to subsitting draft propoesl to Haywood oféfictals and tefusing even under
the Freedow of Information Act te furnish their attorney solfcitation letter
alleging It to be intecagency,

Lice: (A) K. Athin (DOE) Exacutive York Sessfon- Maywood Mayor/Council, March, 1988
D'I'D"ﬂrﬂ‘ﬁ( STATE:

1. bid not know vicinity properties contained chemicale, (Despits Fhasco 1987 Report?)

2. D44 not know Voit Co., a vicinity property had allegedly been cleaned up via
ECRA (NJ). .

3. 014 not know KJPDES Persic #J 0054300 iimiced storags on NISS to 100,000 cu. yde.
including conteminated sofl present at site prior to USDOZ involvemant. (And there
Roes your 5 year plan). Thaere is 130,000 cu, yds. stored mow.

4. More than once, publicly, including the Rochelle Park Planning Board that
Congress had mandeced DOE ownership of the MISS which Maywood vehemently opposed.
(But James W, Vaughan, Acting Aset, Secretary, DOZ, June 12, 1986, axposed chat

lia when he wrote Senator Bradley adviaing there hag been no Con ressfonal direzéton
toncerning the scquistiton of o ortion of the Stepan Co. for use as HISS. Even
{ormer Mayor Pance waid DOE should ogree to a [ixed lease),

(B)  Peter Cross, DOE, 2/19/88 to M.t1. Folsn/Peter Torell
He said, "ue did not [ind chealcal contamination at the Ballod property™,

1. Joyce Feldmen, EPA, (6/12/86) to Mr. B. Atktn, DOE, "DOE 1 suthorized to
analyze sofle st DOE sites for vediological character(stica only,..No suthatfty
exisce for DOE to certify chemical decontaninstion of & property, according to our
dlucussions™. Vhere ara Cross's test resultsr??

2. Joyce Teldman, PPA, 3/3/87 to M.J. Molan

one. Trela addresved gquestion ou raised inconnectfon with resoval of chemical
contan{nstion from the Pallod property prior to consttuction of the nuceing
home.,,All soils removed by DOE have been stored at the HISS™. dut J. Wagoner II,
DOE, insists they are oot in violation of the Memo of Understanding with Maywood

that only sllows radtolegical storsga. The State persit does not authorige chentcal/
heavy metals eithar.

PE.2 = Me. Whitfield, DOE

11/22/89

3. Jemes W. Stanley, Dept. of Labor, OSMA to Peter Torell 3/18/87

"...That esployees vorking st the Maywood construction site (Ballod property)
wers not baing exposed to the contsuinancs (thoriwm & organic solvents thac
vars present before the remedistion®.

4. David Paley (NIDEP) to Schepted § Mclaughlin (12/5/85) re: Ballod Propere

“Results fndicated conteminacion present in southern portion of property at
Spproximately 100 percte per mtllion - gtoundvatar has not yet been fnvestigated,
Vhen fovestigationis performed there ia stfong poesibilicy of encountering
contaminated gr d T - b of k tadioactivity, posslbdbilicy cannot be
Tuled out of radon gas sventually hludctutd,eopccullr in basement of a future
home {nursing home?) Bsllod snd Rochelle Park sre mot included in your st S year
plan, Which S year plan would they be fn?

5. John J. Trela {NIDEP) 12/2/88 to Petar Torell , -

"With regard to Pallod property nursing home - The Dept. has monitored closely
both the radioactive and chewical contsmination at the site,.”

Would you esy your Mr. Cross ¥as more then grosely tn error? Why hide the presence
of cln-le-hlhnvy osecals that EPA knaw wers present in 1941. What was his reanon?

6. Then thare was F, Brexanski, USEPA, to WYY Campball, USNRC (1981) with teat
rasulte showing arsente, chromium,eopper, lesd, hydcocarbons, ete,

DECEIT: R. Atkin (DOT) meating with Maywood Mayor and Attorney - Avguse 5, 1983

Vherefn DOE fs asked to furnish latter otating that current volume estimate of Lnde
realdential fo 300 ydo), Pectaate VAS actually such higher. But a amall volume
wvould da eester to sell to Meywood restdente. ’

In a letter of August 26, 1985, E.L, Keller, DOE, not only complies bue tncludes
& draft prese relesss for Mayor to uee stating 130 cu. yds would be moved. Thie
figure vas uveed fn the local newspaper dut poE alrasdy had spproval {see 8/216/R%
letter) before the tasus come before the Mayor & Council. In New Jerney there (a

schething known as tha Sunshine Act. 1 eat £ tuslt )
someth mg" nown 25.030 ;s.g.m_ Lodl estimate for 1985 actus ¥ was JO00 yd

Do you expect us to trust the DOE? and *specially your first 3 yr plan of a¢
least 23 years? .

Yor & finale, refer to George B. Breznay (DOEZ) Letter of April 13, 1987 to

Peter Torell snd read hie Deciston and Order, It 1s enclosed. Pages 1,2, and 3
should be smsugh. Ne pdntte he ¢consulted with Borough'a Attorney for he comments
before making a settlewent proposal fn final form to che Borough vhich would be

sn attespt to end litigstion challenging DOE's title to the property. Wes not the DOF
ueing the sttorney hoping to sell the Boreugh vhose interests should be the
attorney’s concernt

To top it off = Mr, Sreznay hed the gall ¢e eall Lt an fnter agency communication?
Then wa wers dented copy of R.8. HWittensuerts (DOE attorney). 7/24/86 sollcitation
lstter to Maywood attorney {n which be subnitted the draft. seeking any comments,

changes, ete. that the Borough attorney nay have,

Fioslly we received o copy of the July 24, 1986 Tetter shoving the first tvo
paregraphe and the resc, blank, (copy enclosed). ' ’

3

89L1}\
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M. ¥hicfleld
rg.3 - 11/22/89

Ask Kr, Warkins 4 he approves of these unbelievable actifomof DOT efficiels
ot will he call for a GAO fnvestigation?

la & letter of April 23, 1939 to me, Gordon Binder, Chief of Staff, USEZPA,
stated, quote = "1 wish I could have broken through all obstacles in one lell
swoop but thie matter i now interagency which masns ua've got to work with
DoE. "

l:m.m, this should be changed. The USEPA and RIDZP should handle the

#3 |utsh Disposal Plan vith proper enlotcement agalnst the responsible party/

actlies.

Sincerely,

-

AN
S I/ Hc.(,e
Louise Torell, Secretaly
Concerned Cotizana
Ence. .’ .
ec: Admiral 1.0, Watking, Secy {DOI)
Congressman Florio
Congtessman Courter
Congressasn Loe
Senator Lautenderg
Mayor & Council, Miywood
V. Reilly, Admintstrator (USEPA
Senator Bradley
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475 Bergen Avenue

Maywood, NI 0Q7&0 '
March 30, 1993 1768

Hazel O'Leary, Secretary

Department of Energy -
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Ms. O'Leary:

These are my comments on the DOE Five Year Plan 1994-1998, sent to assure
inclusion in the comments and responses.

First, the Site Manager and persomnel involved at the DOE "information" office
in Maywood have carefully managed to keep the 1994-1998 plan out of the hands of
Maywood residents. There has been no copy at the office and, as late as March 24,
the site manager said, "Oh, they are updating the 1994-1998 Plan".

Yes, there is a general lack of trust of DOE hewr and at the site in Wayre, N.J,

Such an information office is a waste of taxpayers money. This is what DOE terms
a Community Relations Program to educate the public. See the first attachment
showing pickets and the cost for the unnecessary office.

(NO MORE THORIUM, PROTESTORS DEMAND - 4/24/92)

And the second attachment - (Why Have They Lied to You!!! - You Have the
Right-to-Know!!! ) This quotes Mr. William Seay and James Wagoner (both DOE)
saying more funding to start a Utah (disposal) move would be available if EPA
reassumed control of the Maywood Project through its Superfund. Mr. Wagoner

is quoted saying EPA has a pot of money called Superfund and DOE does not because
they have to request the money. Why shouldn't EPA reassume control of the Project.

It was a Superfund Site since 1983 and never was a Fusrap Site. Proof of this
is readily available,

The third attachment is an Aqgﬁst 25, 1992 memorandum from Concerned Citizens of
Maywood, N.J. to Bergen County Executive, Wm., Pat Schuber on the subject:
EPA TAG Grant vs, DOE Illegal TAG Grants?

Legal

While Page 1-172 of the 5 Year 1994-1998 DOE Plan says the cleénup process must
not be politically controlled but must be a joint effort between municipalities
and the government for the benrefit of the public - the memo shows use/missuse of
a $50,000.00 carrot to set up a local politicians coalition to work toward

DOE's goal of overcoming the public's objections to and mistrust of DOE personnel
and activities - especially DOE's intent to continue to store wastes in Maywood

from cother towns about which they lied. After 10 years Maywood has 35,000 more
cu. yards from outside.

We certainly expect some investigative action, not just the usual curt response
"summary".

Sincerely,

~

ise Torell
cc: President Bill Clinton %33133558§§94)

P.S. See attached for list
of enclosures



e

AT - ¥k Re
R ra 1“‘-‘*’}“% 3

vt - A

_.-—.-——...,_‘,_ PR

‘Agency OKs dump sn:e
for contaminated soil

Clears the way
for cleanup in
North J ersey

‘By CHRISTOPHER HUMMA

The federal Nuclear Regulatoxy Com-
mm:on 0. Monday granted a key approv-
al in the longrunnhgeﬂontoclean up
thorium-contaminated soil in Maywood
and Wayne, allowing for the storage of

uranium and thonum at a remote site in -

Utah. 0
In approving the 4-year-old apphcat:clm
by Envirocare of Clive, Utah; the NRC
esteblished the first - commercmﬂy l:-
X

censed facihty in the Umted Statea fc;r the

“disposal of low-level radicactive ‘material

-like thorium. Formal appraval from the
federal Environmental Protection Agency
is expected within the month. §-

Thorium, & byproduct of the manufac.

ture of gas lanterns at the ood

Chemical Works between 1916 and 1856, .

has been found on property formerly
owned by the Stepen Co. Thorium is a
radioactive element that breaks down into
radon, a gas linked to lung cancer.

By the estimates of the federa! Depart- l

ment of Energy, there are about 400,000
cubic yards of thorium-contaminatéd soil
at 65 properties in Maywood, Rochelle
Park, and Lodi. About 35,000 yards of soil

y See THORIUM Page B-2
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THORIUM. EPA approval expected-

From Page B-1 i or Washington. No timetable for
"id stored under tarpauhns in the removal of the soil has been
Maywood. established.

The Wayne site, formerly owned . But a disagreement between the
by the W.R. Grace Co., & chemical DOE and the EPA over the defini-
and shipping firm, containa about tion of contaminated soil has de-
40,000 cubic yards of contaminat- layed the release of the plan. De-
ed s0i, all of which is being stored. spite the delay, New Jersey Sen!

Soil from that site was contami- Frank R. Lautenberg welcomed]

nated when the firm extracted the
element and rare materials for use
in gas lamps and optical lenses.

@ approval by federal regulators.
“This is great news for the citi-

’ zens of Wayne and Maywood,”
p eﬁ’i;hd’ll::: are on thie EPA’s Su- Lautenberg said in a statement,

: . YSoon, there will be a_fgeili
The DOE, which has been in hi theas-deadly
charge of t:ie clem;up mincel 1985, c%},‘% %“5
was expected to release a cleanup
plﬁn foi- the l\g;;lr‘woo% ;ite in July. g“' efforts t,g ¢ wastes °‘?
t ' { up to . C,
e . W 3 for the dis -The Utah site to which the sail

$416 million, called for the dispos- 8 v 1
al of some part of the soil in Utah  will be taken is an uninhabited, re-

o

mots location about ‘100 miles
west of Salt Lake City. Just off
Interstate 80 in the Great Salt
Lake Desert, Clive is home to two
large hazardous-waste disposal
firms, and not much else.

Clive is part of a larger, 100-
square-mile zone known as the-
Hazardous Industry Area, where a |
number of hazardous waste firmis !
are located, said Myron Lee;:a ;
publie educatlon specmhst in |
Toelle County, Utah. L

4

“It's not really a town,” Lee‘
said. “It's kind of like a mllepost in |

* the road. It's 60 miles from

nothin’.” W

Stalf writer Colleen .Manclno contrib-
uted to this report. RO
. - e r
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CHEMICALS AND HEALTH-Port 2

The Assistant Surgeon General of the U.S. Public
Health Service, Barry L. Johnson, to!d Congress in
May 1993 that Eving near & hazardous waste site
“seems [to be] associated with & small to moderate
increased risk of some kinds of birth defects and...
some specific cancers.” Since 1986 Johnson has been
Assistant Administrator of the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry [ATSDR], the unit of
the Public Health Service that Congress created to
deal with hazardous waste health issues.

Jobnson told Congress that "health investigations of

communitics &round some.. bazardous waste sies -

ave foun cases
neurotoxic disorders,

¢ TSk ot but ects,
eukemia, cardiovascular [heéart

Rere were 1331 dump
on the official Sup list, as of last May, He said
industrial solvents are present at 87% of the gites;
inorganic compounds (such as lead) at 87%, and
pesticides at 50% of the sites. He said 41 million
Americans live within 4 miles of 1134 Superfund sites
that were studied. On average, 3325 people live within
one mile of each site; since there are 1331 listed sites,
this means 2 total of 4.6 million Americans live withia
a mile of an official Superfund site today.

Johnson said a typical site contains more than 100

different chemicaks; "such mixtures may be much more .

toxic than any of the individual chemicals,® he told
Congress. [The situation is actually somewhat worse
than Johnson described. U.S. Eavironmenta! Protec-

tion Agency (EPA) analyzed leachate at 13 represeata- .

tive hazardous waste sites from across the country.
gnly :é?d o£ the org:;ic chemicals in the leachate were

cati y gas chromatograpby/mass spectrosco,
{GCMS], but this 4% includg! Zle)yindividual chemig
compounds, including 13 metals. *The unidentified
96%" of the organic chemicals is "of unknown toxicity,"
the National Research Council said whea it reported
EPA's findings in 1991.7] _

To illustrate the point that evea a single chemical
can cause real problems, Johnson discussed the
industrial solvent trichloroethylene (the second-most
common chemical found at Superfund sites, after
lead). He said, "An increasing body of scientific
evidence indicates past exposures to Bazardous sub-
stances can cause latent [delayed] adverse health
effects. Recent findings from the ATSDR exposure
registry of approximately 5000 persons exposed in the
Past to trichloroethylene (TCE) in drinking water
showed registrants reporting elevated rates of diabetes,
stroke, elevated blood pressure, and neurologic
problems.”

Johnson then described two large cancer studies
that compared the health of people in counties with

HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES
HEALTH RISKS

ON
CANCERS and BIRTH DEFECTS

banardous waste sites to the bealth of people in
counties without hazardous waste sites. Both studies
found an Increased frequency of cancers in counties
with hazardous waste stes. A 1983 study reported
that age-adjusted intestina! (GI) cancer death
rates were higher than pational averages in 20 of New
Jersey’s 21 counties (for the period 1968-1977). The
eavironmental variables that correlated most closely
with elevated death rates were population density,
urbanization, and J:mence of toxic waste disposal
sites” A 1989 study looked at 593 hazardous waste
sites In 339 U S, counties gn 49 states) where contami-
nated ground water was the sole source for drinking,
during the period 1970-1979.' (See RHWN #127.)
Excess cancer deaths were found in e~nties with
hazardous waste sites compared t0 countics  l.out
bazardous waste sites for the following .kinds of
cancers: lung, bladder, esophagus, stomach, large
intestine, and rectum for white males: and cancers of
the lung, breast, bladder, stomach, large intestine, and
rectum for white females. Non&m were pot
studied. - ' i

Johnsor described & study by the New Jersey
Depantment of Health of reproductive effects associa.
ted with contaminated drinking water? Public drink-
ing water systems were evaluated in 75 towns in
porthern New Jersey, The study looked at all live
births and stillbirths (excluding chromosomal defects -
acd plural births) during the period 1985-1988 in the
75 towns. The 75 towns were not know to have
excessive health probleme  Although some water
systems had levels of certain contaminants above
federa! standards at the time of the study, contamina-
tion Icvels in the 75 towns are thought to be typical of
US. water supplies, Johnson told Congress.

In the 75 towns, statistically significant associations
were found for the following: total tribalomethanes
[the chemicals formed in drinking water supplies when'
chlorine is added to Kill germs) were associated with
low term birth weight, intrautenine growth retardation,
central nervous system defects, and major heart
defects. Trichloroethylene ) was associated with
neural tube defects [defects of the spinal cord and
brain] and oral cleft defects [for example, cleft palate].
Carbon tetrachloride was associated with Jow term
birth weight, intrauterine growth retardation, central
nervous system defects, and oral cleft defects. Dichlo-
roethane was associated with major heart defects, and
dichloroethylenes were associated with central nervous
system defects.

Johnson then described & large study of birth
defects among children whose mothers lived near
waste dumps i New York state. “A particulasly
important study® examined the association between
congenital malformations iz children and maternal

roximity to hazardous waste sites in the state of New
ork," Johnson told Congress. Rescarchers at the
Yale University School of Medicine and the New York

State Deparment of Health (NYDOH) studied 27,115
births and concluded that, overall, women living within
a mile of an inactive dump have a 12%% greater chance
of bearing a child with a major birth defect, compared
to women living further than a mile from a dump.
(See RHWN #313.) .
The rescarchers looked at 590 ipactive dump sites
in 20 northern New York Counties, Among the 350
sites studied, 90 were ranked as “high nisk® sites
because there was documented evidence that chemi-
cals had migrated off the sites. The study found that
womea living within a mile of any of these 90 sites had
a 63% greater chance of bearing a child with a major

Limbh dafamt anmeared in waman trAane further than a
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CHEMICALS AND HEALTH—Part 3

Several studies of industrial dumps and contam-
inated water supplies during the last decade have
reported adverse health effects among exposed human
populations.! The principal health findings include:

® Significantly reduced stature (height) for a given
age among children who lived near Love Canal, the
chermical waste dump in Niagara Falls, N.Y,, compared
:’o 2 cgutml group of children living further from the

U

disease among persons living near a thorium waste
disposal site in Wayne, New Jersey, compared to
persons living further away from the site? (Tborium

18 2 paturally-occurring radioactive element processed -

on this site by a private firm under contract to the old
Atomic Energy Commission, aow called the Depart-
ment of Energy.) )

® Low bink weight and birth defects in California
c.hﬂd{en born in census tracts having waste disposal
sites.

e Enlargement of the liver (bepatemegaly) and
abnormal liver funcrion tests reported in resideats
exposed to solvents fom & toxic waste dump in
Hardemana Counry, Tenn

¢ Dermatitis, respiratory irritation, peurologic
symptoms and pancreatic cancer at 7 waste disposal
sites.

® Significantly elevated rates of illness, including
chropic kidney disease, stroke, hypertension [high
blood pressure], heart disease, anemnia, and skin cancer
in 2 population exposed to toxic metals (cadmivm and
lead) from mine wastes in Galeaa, Kansas.

® Leukemia (cancer of the blood-forming cefls)
among a group of childrea drinking water contamina-
ted wath industrial solvents in Woburn, Mass. In
addition, a study of 4936 pregnancies and 5018 resi-
dents of Woburn 2ged 18 or younger revealed signifi-
cant positive associations berween intake of contami-
nated water and birth defects of the central nervous
system, eye, ear, and face (e.g, cleft palate), as well as
abnormalities of the chromosomes.® )

® [n Lowell, Mass., a group of 1049 people living
1200 feet from a large chemical waste dump was
higher in self-reported complaints of wheezing, shor-
aess of breath, cough, and persistent colds; irregular
beart bear; constant fatigue and bowel dysfunction,
compared to people {iving 2 and 3 times 3s far from
the dump.’ This study camined the possibility of
recall bias (people selectively remembering heaith
problems, or chemical exposures) and concluded that
recall bias did not explain the findings.

. ® [n Hamilton, Ontario, 3 study of people who
lived and/or worked near an industrial dump revesled
significantly elevated rates of the following conditions:
bronchitis: difficulty breathing; cough: skin rash;

p- : -
® A higher prevalence of birth defects and liver

anhrits; heart problems (angina [chest pain], and
beart attacks); muscle weakness in arms and lezs;
tremors, and spasms; headaches; dizziness;
lethargy; balance problems; and mood symptons
(anxiety, depression, insomnia, irritability, and restless.
ncs)'compnredto populations {iving further from the
site.® Recai! bias was examined and rejected as the
source of these problems. .

® A survey of 2039 persons in 606 bousecholds
living near the Stringfellow Acid Pits in Riverside
County, California revealed significantly elevated rates
for the following conditions: ear infections; bronchitis;
asthma; angina [chest pain]; skin rashes; blurred
vision; paip i the ears; daily cough for more than a
month; pausey; fre'qlucnt diarrhea; unsteady gait; and
frequent wrination.”... Recall bias was examined and
rejected as the cause of these problems.

@ In Tucson, Arizona, a study of 707 children born
with heart defects revealed that 35% of them were
born to parents living in a part of the city where the
waler supply was contaminated with industrial solvents
(trickloroethylene [TCE]}, and dichloroethyleae). The
rate of birth defects of the heart was three times as
high among people drinking the contaminated water,
compared to onplc in Tucson not dricking contami-
nated water,

® A study of 296 women experiencing 2 spontan-
equs abortion during the £rst 27 weeks of pregnancy,
compared to 1391 women having live births, revealed
an association between spontancous abortion and
drinking water contaminants (detectable levels o;'
mercury, of high levels of arsenic, potassium an
smg“ﬂ') g2 po

® Residents of Bynum, North Carolina, drinking
taw river water contaminated by industrial and agricul-
tural chemicals, have developed cancers 2.4 10 2.6
times more often than expected.™

To summarize: Epidemiological studies cannot
prove a cause and effect relationship. Nevertheless,
available information indicates that hazardous waste
dumps can ham. and have harmed, humans living
nearby. Likewise, contaminated water supplies have
harmed people. :

The problem of waste dumps is continuing to grow.
As the National Research Council of the National
Academy of Sciences said in 1991, "A limited number

of esidcm:‘oloﬁc studies jndicate that increased rates
of binth defects, spontaneous abortion, peurologic
impairment, and cancer have occurred in some fesi-
dential populations expesed to hazardous wastes. We
are concerned that other populations at risk might not
bave been adequately identificd.” And the Council
said, "Millions of tons of hazardous materials are
slowly migrating into groundwater in areas whetre they
could pose problems in the future, even though
current risks could be negligible."¥

There is 2 move afoot now in Washington. and in
the mass media, to divert attention away from the
problem of toxic wastes. The goal scems to be to cut
funding for the federal Superfund program of toxic
waste cleanup. It seems clear that such a2 move, if
successful, will result in increased heaith costs for the
American people.
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By MICHAEL MOORE
Staff Writer

The state Department of Envi-
ronmental Protection and Energy
is refusing to approve the federal
government’s plan to remove thor-
ium-tainted soil spread through-
out Maywood and Wayne, a move
that could further delay a cleanup
first promised more than & decade

ago, .
Calling the federa! Department
of Energy’s cleanup plan for
510,000 cubic yards of radicactive
soil “dangerous to the public,” the
DEPE is withholding its needed
approva!l until the federal agency
agrees to meet stricter standards.
“We don't believe the DOE'’s
cleanup plan either complies with
state law or affords an acceptable

Asks U.S. to meet
tighter standards

level of protection to the public,”
said Nick Martone, DEPE man-
ager for the Maywood and Wayne
sitea. “We're not going to go along
with this and give residents a false
sense of security.”

Trumpeted as one of the final
obstacles to solving the radioac-
tive soil woes of North Jersey, the
DOE's long-anticipated cleanup
proposal, hammered out with the
federal Environmental Protection
Agency, calls for contaminated
dirt to be cleaned to a level of 5
picocuries of radiation per gram of
soil in residential areas and 15 pi-

N.J. balks at thonum cleanup

cocuries per gram in commercial
districta,

But DEPE officials believe 15
picocuries is too high and want the
‘5 picocurie standard applied to
both residential and commercial
properties. Martone said cleanup
cannot legally begin without
DEPE approval.

A picocurie is a unit of radioac-
tivity. Thorium is a radioactive
element that breaks down into ra-
don, a gas proven to cause lung
cancer and other ailments.

Area officials support the
DEPE's demand for a uniform 5
picecurie standard.

Wayne Mayor David Waks, who
has been writing to the DEPE to
push for stricter standards, ap-

See THORIUM Page A-8

THORIUM State balks at US. proposal

From Page A-1

.plauded the agencft decision. *I

heil the DEPE,” he said. “They
are starting Lo see the light of
day.”
“At least the DEPE has taken a
tough, protective stance. The fed.
eral agencies should get in line
with the state's directive so we can
clean this up quickly and safely,”
said Bergen County Executive
William “Pat™ Schuber. “I will be
pressing Governor Whitman to in-
tervene and push the f(ederal agen-
cies to adopt the standards of the
DEPE.”

Whitman spokesman Carl Gaold-
en said the governor is aware of

North Jersey’s tharium dilemma

, and is willing to intervene. _
“The governor knows residenta

have a good cause for concern,” he
said. “This has to be cleaned up
and, after consulting with DEPE
commissioner [Robert Shinn}|, she
will get thmgs mowng with the
federal agencies.”

But the DOE aaid New Jersey’s
apparent refusal to approve the
plan could further delay the
¢leanup, first proposed in 1983.

“[ don't know what will happen
next and I'm not sure what the
DOE or EPA's position is now,”
said Susan Cange, DOE site man-
ager for Maywood and Wayne.

“It's too eariy o say what we'll do.'
We're still waiting to |et the
tt.at.e'l E osition in writing.”

The EPA, which ongmally sup-
ported & uniform § picocurie
cleanup standard but later backed
of after grap, ling with the DOE
for a year, said the federal agencies

ruay have to reconsider their posi-

tions.

“It's understandable why the
state has misgivings,” said Jeff
Gratz, EPA site manager in
Maywood and Wayne. “Cur as.
sumption of 15 picocuries being
protective may have to be reeva-
luated. We may have to look at a
lower criteria.”

The thorium is & byproduct of
the manufacture of gas lanterns at
the old Maywoad Chermical Warks
between 1916 and 1956, and at the
farmer W. R. Grace & Co. plant in
Wayne between 1948 and 1971.

Officials fear that the process of
_developing new standards, coupled

-with the possibility of disagree-
ment negotialing a compromise,
could further delay the cleanup of
the soil, just as the DOE and EPA
squabble delayed the existing plan
_for 13 months.

“I hope this doesn't turn out like
itdida é'ear ago between DOE and
EPA," Cange said. “But I can't say
for sure that it won't.”
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‘Essex pI‘OjeCt also

:taking less time

' "By MAR!S PERLOW
- The Associaled Press
+ TRENTON — The US. Envi-
~ronmental Protection Agency esti-
“mates that cleaning up radium
contaminating three Essex County
-neighborhoods won't be as costly
c—oras slow — as first projected,
tan officiat said Monday.
£ The original EPA estimate was
+$250 million, with a target date of
-2000. The figure has dropped to
+$200 million, with completion
ssometime in 1997.
i EPA engineer Robert McKnight
Zaaid the reductions can be attrib-

.uted to the agency's overestimat-

sing disposal costa and contractors’
‘makmg lower-than-expected bids
ito landscape the contaminated
“homes in Montclair, Glen Ridge,
,and West Qrange.

The EPA suspects that the area
iwas contaminated sometime dur-
ring World War I, when a company
=in Orange called U.S. Radium
,pamted the radioactive substance
“on watch disls to make them glow

. %in the dark. Radium waste from

-the manufacturing process may
“have been dumped in the three

EPA cuts price tag
for radium cleanup

areas, but Mcnght said it’s un-

‘certain how the neighborhcods -
were contaminated.

In those areas, there are 350
homes slated to be cleaned up, and
100 have been decontaminated,

"‘McKnight said.

‘The cleanup cost for about 30
percent of the homes is about
$500,000 each, he said, but for
some the work can cost as little as
$1,000. Cleanup involves removing
the radium-tainted soil and bag-
ging it.

The bags then are shipped to a
federally licensed disposal ares in
Clive, Utah. So far, about 115 mil-
lion pounds has been shipped to
:hgggrea since the project began in

Radium lhas a 1,600-year half-
life, or the time period it takes for

half the atoms in a radicactive -

substance to decay.

As radium decays, it emits gam-
ma radiation and radon. Both are
known carcinogens and can seep
into homes.

McKnight said radon mitigation
systems have been installed in the
homes, but the removal of radium,
the source of the emissions, is the
most important part of the
cleanup.

.,
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i Susan M. Cange

- U.S. Department of Energy

Former Sites Restoration Division -
P P.0. Box 2001 .

1. 0ak Ridge, Tennessee 37831-8723

Re: EE/CA proposed pile removal with option for soil washing-public comment

Paear Ms. Cange:

. The following are comments of Concerned Citizens of Maywood (CCM) on

above EE/CA which we strongly oppose. However, this may again be an .
exercise in futility. Why?

1. Because the letter (7/20/93) from Michael J. Nolan (CCM) to Secretary
Hazel 0'Leary requested she include his letter of January 27th 1993 with
n attachments to Wm J Musznski, Acting EPA Regional Administrator Reg 11,
! in the administrative record as modifying criteria per EPA Directive
No 9355.03-01 FS4. Mr. Albert S. Johnson (DOE) refused for Ms..0'Leary

despite requirement that known community concerns should be reflected
in the preferred alternative.

Mr. Muszynski did place the letter in the EPA Administrative Record and
- Ms. O'Leary should now do the same since this EE/CA conflicts with the
1. DOE Preferred Option mandated by Public Law 98-50 per Congresswoman
%lg%d (6/1/84) to Shelby Brewer (DOE) and agreed to by Brewer to Lloyd
7

/84) and reported to Congressman Tom Bevill (4/11/86). Letter copies
enclosed.

Comments filed by Maywood and Wayne residents on the 1994-1998 DOE Five

Year Plan were not included in the August 1993 Volume III - Public

4 Concerns. DOE also omitted the Borough of Maywood endorsement of the
1889 NJ DEPE Utah Plan as a comment on a prior 5 year plan.

{' Accordingly, we request that all copies of all comments received on this

EE/CA be spread in the Administrative Record rather than a Cange style
sSummary .

We challenge DOE to excavate and ship all the Pile offsite for disposal
and say what day it will start and be completed. Contractors have already
estimated the Wayne Pile can be removed in less than 6é months!

But the DOE wants the option of implementing volume reduction treatment?

They want to experiment with unproven soil washing which was rejected in

1 Montclair because the EPA could not separate the soils for a 5 pCi/g
health based standard clean up. What happens if soil washing did work?

It makes two piles. But instead of 5 pCi/g the DOE wants a 15 pCi/g

level, which is not a health based standard. The Pile reading above

15 pCi/g would be shipped out and the Pile reading as high as 15 pCi/g
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would be left on the MISS. Instead of a clean up, Maywood would become

a permanent disposal area instead of an interim storage area site.

Jeff Gratz (EPA) in writing told Susan Cange (DOE)(1/28/94) that -
“proposals that leave residual contamination onsite results in a perma-
.nent disposal area.” Maywood wants a clean up that allows for unrestricted
use of properties, .

The Mayor & Council have gone on record that they oppose the soil washing
and leaving contaminated soils. They have called on the EPA/DOE to

excavate and dispose offsite all the contaminated soils above 5 pCi/g
standard. .

Page 34 of the DOE EE/CA on the Pile Plan states the removal with the
option would be conducted. .only with the approval of the affected local
authorities. Are you going to ignore your own published comittment?

Who could allow you to ignore the following facts:

1. Letter from Maywood Borough Attorney (6/6/94) to Kathleen C.
Callahan (EPA) expressing Mayor & Council opposition to the
"5/15" criteria and soil washing. It includes the New Jersey
Senate Resolution No. 66 introduced on May 12, 1994 calling on
DOE, EPA and NRC in conjunction with state officials to effectu-
ate the immediate and permanent removal of all thorium con-
taminated soil from the MISS and o%her sites in Maywood
Borough, Rochelle Park Township, and Lodi Township, N.J.

2. Senator Byron Baer (our District 37) May 17th letter pointing
to the fact that "The Resolution addresses contaminants that
might be underground as well as those found in the Pile.”

3. Borough Attorney Fede's letter of April 13, 1954 to Wm. J.
Muszynski's (EPA) reporting Mayor & Council opposition to any
use of the 15 pCi/g standard and urging a stop to any activities
advancing the EPA Region 2 position on the dispute.

4. Maywood Council Resolution 136-93 dated 10/26/93 endorsing 5 pCi/g
clean up standard removal with no further storage within
Maywood.

5. Page C-39 of NJDEPE Comments {Karl J. Delaney) to DOE 1994-1998
5 Year Plan - advises "State uses criteria of one in a million
excess cancer occurrences within an exposed population and this
is a minimum which is applied to all remedial activities con-
ducted within New Jersey." Does this not settle the issue?

No other meetingsare necessary. Would you dare send your Mr.
Guimond to NJDEPE as you did to EPA and with whose approval?

6. June 4, 1994 (The Record) "N.J. balks at thorium clean up” -
does not comply with state law, dangerous to the public - not
acceptable level of protection to the public - and a 5 pCi/g
standard should be applied to both residential and commerical
propertiies
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Jeffery Gratz (EPA) March 14,1994 letter to Wayne resident-

"For the Montclair site - soil washing could not effectively

and efficiently meet the DOE remediel action objectives” - which
was a 5 pCi/g clean up level! =

Fage 11 -12 - 18 of consultant'$ Soil Separation Report for
Wayne - page 12 states "in this test, the characteristics of the
"¢clean" stream are in fact that of a 'dirty' stream.” This was
Montclair test. Page 18 says "at this juncture, it is likely.
that DOE will go for the 15 pCi/g standard, arguing cost
minimization and savings to taxpayers.” In May 25,1994 letter to’
Maywood Mayor and Council, County Executive Pat Schuber stated-
"if the 15 pCi/g standard is being utilized for cost measures,
then we are subjecting future inhabitants of these properties

to questionable health risks due to economics.” He also stated
“The protection afforded to residential properties should be
applied to commerical settings" and "the EPA/DOE Decision,
however is not endorsed by the general public.”

Schuber letter‘(li/19/93) to Mayor and Council - he supports the
5 pCi/g standard for clean up as recommended by NJDEPE and EPA.

Congressman Torricelli letter (11/22/93) assures he will continue
to work to remove "every bit” of thorium wasie from Maywood as
soon as possible

Letter (5/18/94) to NJDEPE Commissioner Robert Shinn from Dr.
Resnikoff, Maywood's consultant clearly establishing the necessity
for a 5 pCi/g standard for clean up.

From Soil Separation Report (4/20/94) for Wayne by RWMA - "In

the agreement pertaining to Maywood, the DOE has stated the&y are
bound to "clean” only to a level of 15 pCi/g but they will make

a "Best Effort” to exceed this and approach or exceed the 5 pCi/g
limit where possible. This agreement leaves considerable uncertain-
1y with the DOE having the option to "clean” only to the level

of 15 pCi/g, when the "Best Effort” proves too costly. Having

15 pCi/g material remain at the site means the use of the sites
will be subject to restrictions, essentially forever, and is

likely to result in the decreased values for adjoining properties.

Page 5 - 6 - 13 of RWMA comments on Baseline Assessment: Wayne
"Some of the Wayne wastes came directly from Stepan Chemical,”
shipped October 11, 1963. Look at those pCi/g radiocactive
concentrations - nothing under 3270 and on up to 98100. And they
came from Maywood! Montclair could not soil wash 40 pCi/g!

Letters from George Pavlou, (EPA) to Nolan (CCM) (4/4/94) and
C. Tudd, Envirocare, (7/6/93) to A. Drol (Wayne). Pavlou states
"that DOE chose to dispose of waste only from UMTRCA sites at
the South Clive facility rather than waste from Maywood and
Wayne during 1983 through 1988 was a DQE waste management
decision; EPA was not part of that decision making process.”
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Judd says 2.5 million cubic yards of 1i(e}2 waste was disposed

of in that period.

\ In 1989 EPA/DOE rejected State's Utah Plan. Meanwhile we

1 were told no site was available while DOE tried to force the =

7 ' State to locate a site in N.J.,. So don't talk to us about delay

or cost savings to the taxpayers while you ignore the

4 responsible parties. Talk to us about the truth! Talk to us

a about excavate and disposal offsite as was mandated by Congress.

Nothing else! )
Talk to us about our federal officials and what they have

said through the years and especially now when they talk of

cost savings to the taxpayers but cannot spell RESPONSIBLE

'iL PARTY or admit they cannot fund the projects for proper clean

. ups. Richard Guimond (DOE) has said Congress is underfunding
3 FUSRAP! Want proof?

\ 15. Look at the DOE memo of January 26th 1994 under December 14th
L 1993 - Maywood Disputes Review of the next steps after Guimond
Muszyniski meeting. We know what took place and we suggest that
Mr. Guimond head his ship away from NJDEPE officials and us.
One cave in has been corrected by the State's insistence on the
health based 5 pCi/g clean up standard.

L As we said, no more meetings or ”"agreements” or "positions” are
necessary. Let's get on with it or a full investigation.

Thank you.

‘\ W

Chuck Parodi FAX : 201-8B45-3271
J  President, Concerned Citizens of Maywood/48 West Grove Avenue, Maywood,NJ

cc: Governor Whitman
Carol Browner {EPA) Administrator
Hazel O'Leary (DOE) Secretary
U.S. Senator Lautenberg

, Congressman Torricelli

- Wayne Mayor & Council

. Maywood Mayor & Council

Congresswoman Roukema

X Bergen County Executive Pat Schuber
; N.J. PIRG
1 Robert Shinn (NJDEPE) Commissioner

Jeanne Fox EPA Region II
Dr. Marvin Resnikoff

Enclosures: For numbers one through fifteen
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1994 ’ PLEASE RESPOND TO:

June 6, HACKENSACK

Kathleen C. Callahan, Director

Emergency and Remedial Response Division
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region II

Jacob K. Javits Federal Building

New York, NY 10278-0012

Re: Borough of Maywood
Dear Ms. Callahan:

Thank you for your May 10, 1994 letter, which replies to mine of April
13, 1994. The Mayor and Council have asked me to write you to again
express their strong disapproval of the "5/15" criteria for 'the
cleanup, and opposition to a "soil washing" operation on the Maywood
Interim Storage Site ("MISS"). The MISS property should be cleaned to
the 5 pCi/g standard. Although you refer to land use considerations in
your letter, the Mayor and Council are convinced that the "residential"
standard is the only viable health-based standard for the MISS. The
property should be cleaned up so that residential, commercial, or
industrial uses are permissible. The time to do this is now, not
later, as you imply, as land use changes affect the properties.

I enclose for your review Resolution No. 66, of the New Jersey Senate,
which calls for the immediate removal of all contaminated soil from thz
MISS, and the related properties. The Mayor and Council of the Borough

of Maywood have also expressed this demand by Resolution, as have the
voters of the Borough of Maywood, by referendum.

The Mayor and Council also must again express opposition to the
proposal for "soil washing" on the MISS. The MISS is in a highly
populated and congested residential area. This is not the place for
the use of the untested "“soil washing"™ operation. I note the
following, as reported by The Record on May 24, 1994:

./
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An April 1993 report by the EPA on the proposed cleanup of
thorium and radon in Orange stated: "No treatment tech-
nology is known today that can substantially reduce the
toxicity, mobility, or volume of the type of radiation.”™ The
report suggested disposal of all the contaminated soil.

According to an EPA report released in December 1993,
before it and the DOE resolved long- standing differences on
how to remedy the Wayne and Maywood contamination problems,

"separation of soil and radioactive contaminants has been
ineffective and was con51dered "not feasible" for Maywood and
Wayne.

Released in February, DOE literature introducing the soil-
washing alternative said: “The effectiveness of [soil
washing], or how well the process will work, is uncertain.”

With this information at hand, the Mayor and Council strongly oppose
soil washing at the MISS. :

Of even greater significance, however, is the strong position taken by
the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy. As
reported in The Record on June 4, 1994, the New Jersey DEPE has called
the proposed clean-up plan "dangerous to the public." . The DEPE has
correctly called for strict adherence to the 5 pCi/g standard.

The Mayor and Council urge that the E.P.A. and the D.O.E. follow the
lead of the New Jersey DEPE. I also request that you provide me with
the information you refer to in your letter, which you state would
indicate that the type of soil washing unit being considered has been
operated safely and effectively elsewhere in the country. 1 also ask
that you advise me of when and how the "revised cleanup proposal”™ will

be formally presented for public comment.
Thank you.

Very truly yours,

L/_!//L’x,;

ANDREW T. FEDE

ATF:RG .
cc: Mayor and Council”/// ' ‘ }
Congressman Robert G. Torricelli
Senator Frank R. Lautenberg
William P. Schuber, Bergen County Executive
James Pasqualo, New Jersey Department of Health
Nicholas Martone, New Jersey DEPE

Governor Christine Todd Whitman
Commissioner Robert Shinn, New Jersey DEPE
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Hon. Mayor John A. Steurt and
Members of the Council
Borough of Maywood

459 Maywood Avenue

Maywood, NJ 07607

Dear Mayor Steurt and Council Members,

Enclosed is a copy of SCR 66 dealing with the removal of
all thorium waste from Maywood and from your neighbors in
Lodi and Rochelle Park. This matter has been a nagging

problem for Maywood’s citizens for too long and calls for
immediate settlement.

I'd like to draw your attention to the fact that the

resolution addresses contaminants that might be underground
as well as those found in the pile.

My office remains ready to do everything possible to

assist you to reach a satisfactory conclusion. I welcome
your advice and help.

Singsmely,

By I
Se or istrict 37

(2-)
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W/( %] /t‘.& %J HACKEMSATK
Wiliiam J. Muszynski, P.E.

Acting Regional Administrator

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region II

Jacob K. Javits Federal Building

New York, NY 10278-0012

April 13, 1994

Re: EPA Region 2's Position on the Dispute Regarding Cleanup
Levels for Radionuclide Contamination at the Maywood

Chemical Company  Superfund Site, Maywood, NJ
Dear Mr. Muszynski:

Please be advised that I am the attorney £for the Borough of Maywood.
The Mayor and Council of the Borough have received a copy of your March
23, 1994 letter to Joe La Grone in regard to the above-referenced
matter. Although a more detaziled statement is forthcoming, the Mayor
and Council authorized me to immediately write to you to indicate their
objection to the propose¢ clean-up plen referred tc in your letter.

The Mayor and Council strongly object to the uwse of the 15 pCi/g
standard. The Mayor and Council were under the impression that the EPA
was enforcing a 5 pCi/g standard. The 15 pCi/g standard is not a
health-based standard according to the information provided to us and
is therefore unacceptable as a remediation level in the affected area.

Accordingly, the Mayor and Council of the Borough of Maywood urge you
to stop any proceedings advancing the clean-up levels reached in your
letter, and this demand is also being made to the Department of Enecrgy,
&s a copy of this letter is being sent to Mr. La Grone. The Mayor and
Council had noped that the EPA would not waiver from the 5 pCi/g
standard despite the position taken by the Department of Energy. They
insist that you reconsider your propo=zal tc agree with the Depzriment
of Energy's clean-up standargd.

(3.)
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William J. Muszynski, P.E. :

Re: EPA Region 2's Position on the Dispute Regarding Cleanup
Levels for Radionuclide Contamination at the Maywood
Chemical Company Superfund Site, Maywood, NJ

April 13, 1994 '

Page 2

In addition, the Mayor and Council insist on the immediate removal of
all of the contaminated soil from the Maywood Interim Storage Site and
other affected properties in the vicinity. The Mayor and Council
oppose any soil washing program on the site because of the obvious
effects this will have on the health of residents in the area as well
as people working for businesses surrounding the site. The Mayor and
Council have not seen any evidence indicating that soil washing is an
effective remediation measure that will reduce the level of contamina-
tion to the 5 pCi/g standard. Again, the Mayor and Council ask you to
immediately rethink your position in regard to soil washing on this
site. Instead, all contaminated soil should be removed from the site
and either stored or treated elsewhere, far away from populated areas.

Thank you for your consideration, and if you have any questions, please
do not hesitate tc contact me.

Very truly yours,

ANDREW T. FEDE
ATF:RG

cc: Joe La Grone
Mayor and Councile”

(3.
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MAYQOR

CLERK :
MARY ANNE RAMPOLLA, RMC JOHN A STEUERT. JR.
(201) 845-2900
COUNCIL PRESIDENT
1
FAX (201) 909-0673 ANTHONY NAPOLL

BorouUGH OF MAYWOOD COUNGIL MEMBERS

459 Maywood Avenue, Maywood, NJ 07607 JOAN T. WINNIE

THOMAS M. BERNTSON
RICHARD P. O'NEIL
MICHAEL J. RUBER

ANNE SALVATORE SCHMIDT

RESOLUTION £136-93
ENDORSING CLEAN UP STANDARD FOR THORIUM
CONTAMINATED SOIL

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of the Borough of Maywood
continue to be concerned about the need for adequate clean up
criteria for thorium contaminated property in the Borough of

Maywood: and

WHERFAS, the Mayor and Council have learned that the
Environmental Protection Agency (E.P.A.) and the New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy (N.J.D.E.P.E.)
have advanced clean up criteria of five picocuries per gram, a
health based standard, as the recommended level for the clean up
of thorium contaminated scoil for unrestricted use at the Maywood

site;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and Council
of the Borough of Maywood that:

1. The five picocuries per gram clean up criteria is
endorsed by the Mayor and Council and the U.S. Department of
Energy (D.0O.E.) is urged to resolve the dispute resolution with :
E.P.A. by accepting and including the five picocuries per gr
standard in the D.O.E. proposed clean up plan for the Maywood
site;

2. The Bergen County Board of Health and the Maywood
Bocard of Health are urged to also support this clean up standard:

3. A copy of this resoclution be sent to the Secretary
of the D.0.E., the N.J.D.E.P.E. Commissioner, the Administrator of
E.P.A., County Executive William P. Schuber, the N.J. State
Legislators for the 37th District, Congressman Torricelli and U.S.
Senators Bill BRradley and Frank Lautenberg; and
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RESOLUTION #136-93 PAGE 2

RE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that with the health based
standard, the D.0.E. proposed plan should also reflect the
1 affirmative Maywood Referendum message - “To secure clean up and
removal of the thorium contaminated soil within the Borough of
‘ Maywoocd and to prevent the further storage within the Borough of
B Maywood of any additional thorium contaminated soil from outside
the Borough of Maywood:; and

1 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of the within
resolution be on file in the Office of the Borough Clerk and be
available for public inspection during regular business hours.
H .

/ ) \
AR g
Date: ‘ 22% ! éé / 4255 APPRQVE . _ak /. %L..h
- John &. 8t¥tert,

Jf ., /Mayor

ATTEST:

Mowedd Seaend Apeq &l Reeot AL

N Mayor \W

Councilpersen /(’ @%‘a
v Councilperson MM ‘/
Councilpersen m
CouncilpersonA_/ _ !
1 Councilnerson &M l/
B %?nu'ﬂﬂ?zaﬂyn\/é./éﬂ(&ff
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The -state Department of Envi-
ronmental Protection and Energy
is refusing to approve the federal
government'’s plan to remove thor-
ium-tainted soil spread through-
out Maywood and Wayne, a move
that could further delay a cleanup
first promised more than a decade

ago. .

Calling the federal Department
of Energy’s cleanup plan for
510,000 cubic yards of radiocactive
soil “dangerous to the public,” the
DEPE is withholding its needed
approval until the federal agency
agrees {0 meet stricter standards.

“We don't believe the DOE's
cleanup plan either complies with
state law or affords an acceptable

tighter standards

level of protection to the public,”
said Nic
ager for the Maywood and Wayne
sites. “We're not going to go along
with this and give residents a false
sense of security.”

Trumpeted as one of the final
obstacles to solving the radioac-
tive soil woes of North Jersey, ths
DOE’s long-anticipated cleanup

‘proposal, hammered out with the

federa! Environmental Protection
Agency, calls for contaminated

dirt to be cleaned to a level of 5

picocuries of radiation per grem of
goil in residential areas and 15 pi-

Martone, DEPE man-

JUNE 4, 1994 — . Friend of the People It Serves. - - & . .
N.J. balks at thorium cleanup
By mﬁm MOORE Asks U.S. to meet  $zuies per gram o conmercial

But DEFPE cfficials believe 15
picocuries is too high and want the

'8 picocurie standard applied to

both residential and commaercial
properties. Martone said cleanup
cannot legally begin without
DEPE approval.

A picocurie is a unit of radioac-
tivity. Thorium is a radioactive
element that breaks down into ra-
don, & gas proven to cause lung
cancer and other ailments.

Area officials support the
DEPE's demand for a uniform §
picocurie standard.

Weyne Mayor David Waks, who
has been writing to the DEPE to
push for stricter standards, ap-

See THORIUM Page A-8

THORIUM:

From Page A-1 ]

'plauded the agency’s decision. “I
il the DEPE,” he said. *“They

are siarting to see the light of -

3.

“At least the DEYE has teken s
tough, protective stance, The fed-
eral sgencies should get in line
with the state's directive so we can
clean this up quickly and safely,”
said Bergen County Executive
William “Pat” Schuber. “I will be
pressing Governor Whitman to in-
tervene and push the federal agen-
cies to adopt the standards of the
DEPE.”

Whitman spokesman Csrl Gold-
en said the governor is aware of

North Jersey's thorium dilemma
,.and is willing to intervene.

have & good cause for concern,” he
said. is hes to be cleaned up

and, afler consulting with DEPE.

commissioner {Robert Shinn]), she
will get things moving with the
federal agencies.” .
But the DOE ssid New Jersey’s
spparent refusal to approve the
plan could further delay the
cleanup, first proposed in 1983.
“I don't know what will happen
next and I'm not sure what the

. DOE or EPA" position is now,”

said Susan Cange, DOE site man-
ager for Maywood and Wayne.

“It's too early to say what we'll do.

. We're otill waiting to get th
“The governor knows residents’ . alhng & °

state’s position in writing.”
The EPA, which originally sup-

ported s uniform 5 picocurie”

cleanup standard but Iater backed
off after grappling with the DOE
for a year, said the federa! agencies
may have to reconsider their posi-
tions.

“It’s understandable why the
state has misgivings,” asid Jeff
Gratz, EPA site manager in

Maywood and Wayme. “Qur as-

sumption of 15 picocuries being
rotective may have to be reeva-
uated. We may heve to look at a

- lower criteria.”

State balks at U.S. ﬁroposal

1 'The thorium is a byproduct ¢
the manufacture of gas lanterns ¢
the old Maywood Chemical Work
between 1916 and 1956, and at th
former W. R. Grace & Co. plant i.
Wayne between 1948 and 1971.

Hicials fear that the process

_ developing new standards, couple

. -with the possibility of disagree

ment negotieting & compromise

could further delay the cleanup o

the soil, just as the DOE and EP4#

squabble delayed the existing plar
_for 13 months.

“I hope this doesn't turn out like
it did a year ago between DOE and
EPA,” Cange 8aid. “But ] can't say

-for sure that it won't.”

©.)
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From : " P, L IRED T E o=
.’“\D’l‘"
7 €y

M s UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

", & REGION ||

¢ magtt®

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
NEW YQORK, NEW YORK 102780017

MAR 1 4 1984

Ms. Sue Portanova
17 Lucas Lane
Wayne, NJ 07470

Dear Ms. Portanova:

This letter is in response to your correspondence of March 9, 1994 regarding the soil
washing treatment technology and its applicability ut the Wayne Interim Storage Site.
Specitically, you asked why soil washing did not work at the Montwlair/Glen Ridge sites and why
1 believe it might work at the Wayne site.

The most significant factor in determining whether this technology can or cannot work al
a given site js the ¢lticiency ol the system in separating soiTwith hiph concanialons of
radionuclides (the contaminated residual) {rom soil with lower conceptrations (the resulting
clean strcam). For the Montclzir site, the treatmen(unit could not effectively and efficiently
eel the remedial go lectives. At least for the pile at thé Wayne site, the conceptrations
of contaminants are relatjv w (average: 9.6 pCi/g for uranium-238, 1.8 pCi/g for radium-

226, and 16.1 pCi/g for thorium-232) such that a high degrec of efficiency is not required to
meet cleanup objectives.

I am less optimistic about the viability of the soil separation technology for the material L
in the burial pits beneath the pile where Jevels of contaminants are several orders of magnitude

" higRer Than those in the pile. However, I belleve We should give the Department of Energy

OL) the opportunity to test the technology. At the meeting st Congressman Klein's office on

March 4, 1994, which you referred to in your letter, the Undersecretary for the Environment for
DOF. Thomas Grumbly, stated that if treatmcnt turned out not to be viable, all contaminated
malerial that could not be treated would be removed from the site We 1ntend to oversee this
trcatment and removal aperation 1o ensure that jtis protcctive and thai it praceeds in a tmely

miaaner.

Thank you for your concern 1f you have any further questions on this issue, please call
me a1 {212) 264-6667.

Sincecely,
Jrfey F
Jeftrey Gratz, Project Manager (7,’

FFedeorai Facilities Section



U. | - 117688

Soil Separation/R WMA April 20, 1994 Page 11

:.,M -
!

plausible explanation of the error. Given the potential impact of this technology on
- Wayne, we are concerned regarding the lack of flaw-free tests.

P

THE MONTCLAIR SOILS

(S ]
\, B

The processes just described can be carried out on small quantities of material in
a laboratory relatively inexpensively. However, there are major uncertainties regarding
i : - what will happen when a machine capable of processing several tons per howr is
constructed. In this section we will examine how laboratory and pilot-plant processes
compared for the only case where they have been applied to soil from the same site.

The Laboratory Test

Soil from Montclair was tested by the EPA' to help determine the feasibility of
soil separation. When received, the soil had a2 measured radium-226 activity of 54 pCi/g,
with an error of plus or minus 10 pCi/g. The EPA then tested the material to gauge the
applicability of soil separation; their results are shown in the first three columns of the
seven column Table 1.

The first column gives the sieve size, where a higher mesh number indicates that
only smaller particles can pass through.! The second column shows what fraction of the
material (by weight or mass) would not pass through that sieve, but would pass threugh - -
the one above. For example, 11.1% of the malerial was too large to pass through the
coarse sieve, #4. 5.6% would pass through the #4, bul not through the #16 sieve. In the
end, 32.5% of the input material was fine enough to pass through the #400 sieve.

‘ The third column shows the results of radiological measurements. Afier the soil
A was separated according to size, as just described, each fraction was measured for Ra-226
aclivity, and the results are shown on each line. For -example, 13.9% of the material
would pass through the #50 mesh, but not through the #100, and after being dried, it had
a Ra-226 activity of 15 pCi/g.

_ If the activity of the whole sample is calculated by multiplying each activity by its
1 weight fraction and summing over all the fractions, the resultis 71.6 pCi/g. This shoutd
be the same as the 54 pCi/g we started with (According to the EPA, there was no
measurable activity in the water.); the difference indicates the limits on the accuracy of
the measurement process. This indicates that the aciivities of all of the streams could be
off by several picocuries per gram, and shows the need for additional testing.
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Still using this example of the data from the test done on Montclair soils, we now
have eight streams of different size material. However, what's really wanted is two
4 streams - a "clean” stream and a "dirty” stream. The different possibilities are gotien by
deciding where to"cut" the eight streams, that is, deciding on a size where all the larger
material will go in the "clean" stream and all the smaller material in the *diny” stream.

] The results of the different possible cuts, calculated from the daa in columns two and
J- three, are shown in columns four through seven and in Figure 1.

For example, if we put only the material which did not pass through the #4 mesh
in the "clean" stream, it will constitute 119 of the inpul material and will have an
activity of 12 pCi/g. The dinty stream will have the other 89%, and will have an activity
of 79 pCi/g. If, however, we put all the material that failed to pass through the #16 mesh
in the clean stream, and all the material that did in the diny stream, we get a clean stream
consisting of 17% of the material with a specific activity of 15 pCi/g and a dinty stream
containing 83% of the material, with an activity of 83 pCi/g. As we add more and more
material to the clean stream, it at first stays steady at 15 pCi/g, then when quite fine
material is added, it begins 1o have higher activity levels. OFf course, if we put all the
material in the so called “clean” stream, it contains the total activity of the material, 72
pCi/g, and all of the material,

The characteristics of the "clean® stream for these laboratory results are graphed
in Figure 1, where the fraction of the soil put into the clean stream is plotted horizontally,
, and the corresponding Ra-226 activity is plotted vertically. In general, the more material
,E'L is put into the "clean" stream, the dintier it gets, but there is a substantial plateau where
this effect is so small it is negligible, for this sample. For this soil, the clean stream is no
dirtier if it comprises 50% of the material than if it comprises only, say, 20%.

It should be noted that the “cleanest” soil produced in the test on Montclair soils
was 12 pCi/g and this level is uncertain by several picocuries per gram. This is
significantly above the level of contamination that RWMA feels should fall under the
definition of “clean™ and significantly above the levels of contamination that should be
‘ retained on site, as discussed in Section 1 and Appendix B.. In this test, the
1 characteristics of the “clean™ stream are in fact that of a “dirty” stream. ’

The Field Test
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The results of Table 5 are plotted in Figure 3. This figure assumes that the lab
tests are a reasonably accurate predictor of how a full-sized plant would operate. IFf this
assumption is correct, then, soil separation of up to 53% of the WISS pile could result in
a coarse stream with material below the 5 pCi/g limit.

However, as indicated in our previous discussion, it probably is not safe to
assume that the pilot plant will operate in 2 manner that is comparable to the lab tests.
The pilot plant has not been run for long enough to predict with centainty how it, or a
larger system, will operate.” The procedures and results of further tests must be examined
closely and evaluated carefully.

Also, Figure 3 also indicates that up to perhaps 75% of the material could be kept
on site if a 15 pCi/g criterion were used. DOE has already given an indication that the
agency’s preference is to move to the 15 pCi/g criterion with the decision to classify the
WISS site as commercial and its stated intention to make only a “best effort™ to achieve
the 5 pCi/g standard. At this juncture, it is likely that DOE will go for the 15 pCi/g
standard, arguing cost minimization and savings 10 taxpayers.

' W.S. Richardson, T.B.Hudson, J.G.Wood and C.R.Phillips, "Cbaracterization and Wasbing Studies on
Radionuclide Contaminated Soils®, Auburn U/S.Coben Assoc./US EPA-Montgomery, in Contaminated
Soil Treatment, Pub??, date??.

*. For example, a #4 mesh will pass particles up 1o 4.75 mm, 0.19 inches in diameter, while a #200 mesh
will only pass panticles of 0.075 mm, or 3/1000 inches diameler or smaller. T

* W. Dolezal and P. Pierce, "Prcliminary Couceptual Design of a Unit 1o Demonitrate the Field
Treatability of Contaminated Soils in Montclair and Glen Ridge, NJ®, 5. Colien & Associates, McLean
VA for the US EPA Office of Radiation Programs, Dec. 1988.

'  M.C.Eagle, W.S.Richardson, S5.Hay and C. Cox. "Soil Washing for Volume Reduction of
Radioactively Contaminated Soils”, Remediation, Summer, p. 327 and accompanying “Preliminary
Report on the VORCE Pilot Plant Pbase ! Test.”

? *Preliminary Characterization and Bench Scale Testing of Soil Sumples from W.R.Grace and Company
(Wayne Plant) and Maywood Chemical Company Sites”, S. Cohen and Assoc., McLean VA, for the US
EPA, Office of Radiation Programs, May 1991,

¢ *Characterization Report for the Interim Storage Pile at the Wayne Interim Storage Site®, Beebtel
National, Inc., Oak Ridge TN, for the US DOE, DOE\OR\1949-298, Sept. 1991; this report contsins .
“errors in its averaging procedures which must be cosrectcd to inake this claim apparent.

7
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COUNTY OF BERGEN

Administration Building  Court Plaza South ¢ 21 Main St. ®* Room 300E « Hackensack, N.}. 076017000 )
(201) 646-3630 -

William F. Schuber
County Exe:utive

@ber 19, 19

Mayor John Steuert and Council
Borough of Maywood

459 Maywoeod Avenue

Mayweoed, NJ 07607

Re: M.I.S.S.- Thorium Contaminated Soil
E & EPA Cleanup Standard Dispute

cil:

The purpcse of this letter is to discuss with you my views
with respect to the ongoing "“informal dispute" between the
two federal agencies involved in determining the cleanup
standards at the M.I.S.S. and the vicinity properties.

As I continue fo await for the resolution of this informal
v~ dispute remain comm ed €to a cleanup standard = s
n e bestT‘tﬁtErEst“1ﬁF—ai1T‘rEstdents——affected—1§f—the
tho [+ nation.
cleanip criteri@  is recommended srby. .the . New Je
Department of Environmental Pratection and Enerd The‘\
'U.S EPA indicateé 3 € appropriate soll concentration
cleanup criteria should be the 5 picocuries (5 pcifg)
,standard. In light of these recommendations, I support

the use of the 5 pCi/g standard at the M.I.S.S. andZ
vicinity properties. -

I would be remiss, however, if I d4did not reiterate my
continued concerns associated with this new Cleanup
criteria. There has been no indication from ..either
federal agency as. to.how this new standard wiil affestTthé
overall .scope of waork. Will the DOE. revisit cleaned
sites, expand the timetable for cleanup and removal, and
request an unconscionable amount of funding to complete
the project which may cause further delays?

-?'recognize_that;thewtougher“cleanuﬁ“étandﬁﬁf*§§“'g;pgwa
welcomed decisio,n;.-::iqswth'ﬁ;%cgmunitiesvdueﬂ;tﬁ'f?f&h weirple

notion:that current and futtire"residents will have




PP

A

L T Wit 4, b

Novemper <y, Lyyys

a sense of security knowing that an aus
sites ever we must keep an

ects the ultimate removal plan

Y 1
and timetable.

As always, please continue to communicate with me on this
important issue or any other issue of interest to you.

Thank you.

Sincerel

William *pPatY Schuber
Bergen County Executive

WpS/as

cc: Mark A. Guarino, B/C Health Services
Michael Nolan, Concerned Citizens
Chuck Parodi, Concerned Citizens

(7
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ROBERT G. TORRICELL!
#TH DISTRICT. MEW JERSEY

WASHRGTON OFFICE
2189 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BLL.ONG
WASHINGTON, OC 205 15-3009
202-225-9041
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S;LECY INTELLIGENCE ' . 1:1‘:::-::“
Congress of the Anited States e
House of Representatives
November 22, 1993 {Dashingtnn, DL 205155009
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117688
Dear Friend:

I'm pleased to inform you that the Nuclear Regulatory Cormission (NRC)
recently made a decision that will be of enormous benefit to our efforts to |\
remove thorium waste from Maywood. The NRC has granted a license to
Enviraocare of. Utah to permaneantly store thorium waste. This license makes
Envirocare the first facility in the naticn to be licensed to store such
waste, and means that a repository for the Maywood waste has now been
identified.

As you know, the United States Department of Energy has been working U
with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to draft a final cleanup plan
for the Maywood cleanup. The plan is certain to call for the shipment of
most of the Maywood soil to a commercially licensed site out of state.

In the meantime, I have been working to ensure that once a final plan
is approved, there is a site under contract with the Department of Energy
that can legally accept and safely storé the thorium waste. The NRC
approval removes the final roadblock to the granting of such a contract to
Envirocare. I am confident that once a final cleanup plan is approved,
there will be no deiay in sending Maywood’s thorium to Utah.

The citizens of Maywood should be commended for their patience during
the arduous effort to remove deadly toxins from ocur neighborhcod. While we
all regret the delays, it is impertant that the job be done right. The
careful environmental planning and evaluation that has been performed will
lead to _a better cleanup that will guarantee safe transportation and
disposal and efficlent use of Federal dollars.

Please be assured that I will continue to work to remoye every bit of
thorium waste from Maywood as soon as possible. If you haye any comments
or questions, please feel free to write or call.

ROBERT G. TORRICELLI
RGT:reh Member of Congress

(19.)

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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, May 18, 1994
Robert C. Shinn, Jr., Commissioner
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy

Treaton, NJ 08625-0028
Re:  Cleanup Levels for Radionuctide Contamination

Maywood Interit Storage Site

Dear Commissioner Shinn:

Mike Nolan of Concerned Citizens of Maywood, for whom we are working under
- an EPA Technical Assistance grant, asked me to respond to a letter from Ronald
Corcory, in response 1o a letter Mr. Nolan sent to you. Concerned Citizens and we are
troubled by the proposed remediation standards and fear that New Jersey DEP may be
relaxing its protectiveness criteria.

As you probably know, as we leatn mote about the thorium hazard and the risk of
radiation, these standards have gotten more restrictive over time. The thorium wastes at
i Maywaod were produced between 1916 and 1956 and will remain radioactive and
hazardous essentially forever. Between that time, the atomic bomb blast occurred and
I continuing information from the victims has taught us much about the harmful effects of
' radiation. For low-level waste facilities, the performance standard is 25 millirems per
year (mr/y) whole body dose commitment. But the Department of Energy is arguing
instead that the limit 100 mr/y is appropriate, a limit that applies to operating nuclear
reactors. Since all agree that these thorium wastes are hazardous, it is difticult to
L explain the gppropriateness of a whole body dose of 25 mr/y to 2 community facing a
proposed low-level waste facility and 100 mr/y to citizens zround a thorium waste
1 facility. One reason for this lower limit around low-level waste facilities is that this
: waste is quite Jong-lived and many generations could be potentially exposed; this is
centainly also true for thorium waste. While it is true, as Mr. Corcory argues, that patural
radiation exists at risk levels of 10° in the State and can vary greatly, the thorium wastes
- ' are in addition to the natural background that exists io the impacted communities. All
risk assessment studies subtract out background.

- The implications of the above for thorium wastes can be seen by examining the
q{ hazard posed by these materials. The radioactive hazard of thorium residues arises

' primatily from direct y exposures and inhalation of radioactive radon gas from
contaminated soil and secondarily from ingestion of radioactive din {(a more serious

i, .. problem for childten than adults) and ingestion of contamioated ground or surface water.

i : /1)
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For a residence § pCi/g in soil corresponds to a direct y exposure from radium- -
228 and its radioactive decay products of 67 to 81 millirems per year (mr/y), depending
on the contamination depth, as shown in the aitached Teble. This should be contrasted
with the DOE exposure limit from operating nuclear facilities of 100 mr/y. Clearly
concentrations of radium-228 of 15 pCi/g would be over the limit for a residence.
Perhaps all parties, the State and federa] government are in agreement on this point,
though meeting the 25 mr/y figure would require radium concentrations of about 2 pCi/g.
The problem is that the thorium waste material at the 15 cm or 6 inch depth can be
brought to the surface in the future. As community zoning changes, the time a person
spends at these contaminated properties can change as well and the risk correspondingly
increase.

Radon presents an additional risk. At 3 pCi/g, “an estimated 4 picocuries per liter
(pCiN) of radon would be added to the lowest indoor level of a residential structure.
Such a concentration would translate 1o an approximate lung cancer risk of 2 x 107"
_This additional risk is considerably greater than the risk levels commonly employed by

the EPA, one part in a million.

To these risks must also be added the ingestion risk, particularly for children.
Assuming a child ingested 1 g soil/day of soil containing thorium-232 and its decay
products in seculat equilibrium at § pCi/g, the additional radiation dose received is 9.1
mt/y, as also seen in the Table. Aningestion dose of 1 g per day was assumed by EPA
contractors at Montclair.

We see important reasons for the State to maintain the risk level, one partin a
million, and to further restrict the allowable thorium levels on remediated propenties.

- o ey

o

Y
i

cc: M Nolan Best, 3 .
f"l"// . . * /4
e/ 78 .
.
Reshikoff

' Latter, NL Martan, DEP, tu § Cangs, DOE, apr &, 1993,




Radium-228 Hazard*

Direct Gamma Dose

6 pCi/g 15 pCi/g
15¢m Infinite 18cm Infinite
Ac-228 25.78 29.8% 77.34 89.65
Ra-224 0.24 0.26 0.73 0.77
Pb-212 3.38 3.52 10.14 10.56
Bi-212 5.01 5.86 15.02 17.57
TI-208 3255 41.36 97.64 124.07
Total 66.96 80.88 200.88 242.64

* In mrly assuming 8760 hr residence. If commercial,
must assume 40 hr\wk*50 wkfy = 2000 hr exposure.

Radium-226 Hazard*

Direct Gamma Dose

5 pCi/g 15 pCl/g
15¢m Infinite 15¢m Infinite

Ra-226 0.15 0.16 0.46 0.48
Pb-214 6.26 6.71 18.77 20.12
Bi-214 40.72 49.04 12217 147.11
Pb-210 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04
Bi-210 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.05
Total 47.16 §5.93 141.49 167.79

11768¢&

2.



Soil Separation/RWMA April 20, 1994 Page 2

Is soll separation an experimental technique?

Yes, soil separation at radioactive sites is 8 new, virtualiy untested, technology.
Soil separation has been extensively vsed in mining operations with non-radioactive
materials. However, the technology is in its infancy as far as its application to
radioactively contaminated soils. There have been 2 number of laboratory tests of the
technique, but only one field test. The field test was conducted by the EPA on 2 pilot
plant constructed in Alabama and tested using contaminated soils from Montclair, NJ.
The test was on a small amount of soil -- 3000 lbs.--in a test that lasted for several hours.
Many times this amount of material needs to be tested to determine the efficacy of soil
separation. Both the lab tests and the one field test had signilicant, largely unexplained
anomalies in the test measurements, which make it difficult to draw hard conclusions
from the data. These and other problems with both the laboratory tests and the field tests
are discussed in Section 4.

How does the DOE curreatly define clean?
The DOE and the EPA have recently agreed on separate standards for residential
and commercial sites in Maywood, another radioactively contaminated site in NJ.

117€685%

Residential areas are (o be ““cleaned” to 5 picocurics per gram {pCi/g) of Ra-226 and Ra--

228 10 any depth. Commercial/industrial areas are 1o be “cleaned” 1o 5 pCi/g for the top
six inches and to 15 pCi/g below that. Where removal of the contaminated material
leaves a hole, replacement soil in commercial/industrial areas can be 15 pCi/g at depth,
but the top one foot must be “clean” soil.

This decision has only been made for Maywood, but it is likely that the DOE and
the EPA--two federal agencies-- will attempt to ignore the current township of Wayne
zoning and treat the WISS site as commercial, since the same people will make the
decision and since it is for the advantage of the DOE 1o have in place a classification that
allows g lower level of “clean”-up.. The DOE considers most remaining sites to be
commercialfindustrial.

The WISS sile has been zoned residential by the township of Wayne since 1939.
Although Rare Metals operated at the site, the surrounding area is clearly residential with
homes within 50 fect of the site. The DOE proposed standard would apply whether soil
separation is used or not. Questions residents and the town governments must address
include whether it is suitable to treat sites which are now embedded in residential areas as
commercial and is it proper for federal agencies to override township zoning laws,

“clean” only to a level of 15 pCi/g, but that they will make a “best effon™ 1o exceed this

In the agreement perntaining to Maywood, the DOE has stated they are bound to L?

(7).
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™~
and approach or exceed the 5 pCi/g limit where possible. This agreement leaves

considerable uncertainty with the DOE having the option 1o “clean” only to the level of
15 pCi/g, when the “best effort” proves too costly. Having 15 pCi/g material remain at
the sile means the use of the sites will be subject to restrictions, essentially forever, and is
mkcly to result in decreased values for adjoining properties.

What are the arguments in favor of a § pCi/g or less standard?

The combined radioactive concentrations of radium-226 and radium-228 in soil
should be substantially less than § pCifg for residences. This is a health-based
requirement. The hazard of these materials arises, primarily, from direct gamma
exposures and from inhalation of radioactive radon gas from contaminated soil.
Secondarily, there is a hazard from ingestion of radioactive dirt (clearly, a more serious
problem with children than adults) and from ingestion of contaminated ground or surface
waler.

At 5 pCi/g, the direct gamma exposures from radium-228 and its decay products
is 67 to 81 millirems per year, depending on the depth of the contaminants. This
exposure is higher than the exposure limit set by the EPA for a low-level radioactive
waslte facility which is 25 millirems per year. (It should be noted that an operating
nuclear facility has an exposure limit of 100 millirems per year.) 1t is inequitable that
citizens at Wayne would be asked 1o accept o limit less stringent than citizens
surrounding 3 low-level waste dump.

If the more restrictive EPA limit is used, then the allowable radium-228

concentrations would have to be less than 2 pCi/g. Clearly, the possible DOE limit of 15 °

pCi/g would be completely unacceptable.
A more detailed discussion of this issue is found in Appendix B.

- Can soil separation provide material that will meet even DOE's standards?

Will soil separation provide coarse material thit will meet either the 5 pCi/p or
the 15 pCi/g standard? The DOE doesn't know yet. -

As mentioned above, a small "pilot plant" machine was tested in Alabama, using
soil from Montclair that was contaminated at the level 40 pCi/g.” This test produced
coarse (“"clean") material a1 12.1 pCi/g. Since Moniclair was _to be *cleaned” to
residential standards, that was not acceptable and soil separation was not tested further.

Material from the pile at the Wayne site and from Maywood is somewhat Jess
contaminated, and DOE has laboratory tests that indicate that the coarse material could
have contamination levels that would mcet their standards and could be dumped back
into holes on the WISS site. However, as will be discussed more fully below, there have

11768
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we do pot assume a future resident builds a basement because a basement on the WISS
would have major water problems. A bisement would also collect radon gas and would
have to be ventilated. The process of building a basement would mean excavation of
buried waste materials which would greatly increase the potential dose to a resident. For
our calculations we assume conservatively that 2 person spends 8 hours outside the house
and 16 hours per day inside. One could assume the outdoor time is reduced, but the
calculated doses are in any case so high, it makes little difference to the bottom line
conclusion, that the doses are too high for future occupancy unless the waste materials

buried underground are removed.

Radiation Dose Rates from Waste Pits

Radioactive concentrations reported in the Remedial Investigation report are
unreliable. Because of the presence of the pile, DOE contractors were forced to drill
slantwise under the pile to locate the underground pits. These boreholes were intended to
confirm the locations of centain burial pits. Sufficient measurements were not made for a
radiological survey. The radioactive concentrations are much less than measured by the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission in 1983. Records of buried materials were destroyed
in a mysterious fire at the site in 1977. Nevertheless, the process to extract thorium from
monazite sands is known and was employed at Stepan Chemical, Maywood, New Jersey,
for many years. The thorium-232 levels in the slurry pile at Maywood average 703
pCi/g, compared to DOE's assumed 567 pCi/g at Wayne. The bottom line here is that
the average direct gamma and radon exposures could be greater by 25% or more than
calculated by DOE under the assumed concentration 567 pCifg. If the site reverted to
residential use, the direct gamma exposures could be as high as 3059 mr/y, as shown in
Table 1. This is approximately 200 times the current exposure rates.

But hot spots in the burial area can range up to 13,000 pCi/g. The maximum
theoretically possible thorium-232 concentrations® are 109,000 pCi/g, the specific

activity of thorium-232.

r\\ In addition to being paralle! in origin with the Maywood wastes, some of the

. Wayne wastes came directly from Stepan Chemical®, shipped October 11, 1963,
{ Approximately 15 tons of thorium materials were shipped from Stepan Chemical. The

* Jbid.
? US Dept of Health, Education and Welfare, Radiological Health Handbook, January 1970.
* Nuclear Regulatory Commission Inspection Report, dated November 2, 1967. ‘

(/3.
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Table 2. Radioactive Materials Shipped from Stepan
Chemical, Maywood to Davidson Chemical, Wayne, October
11, 1963

Radioactive
Percent Weight Concentration

Material ) ThO (Ib) (pCl/g)
Unicer * ~ 24% 2800 26160
Rare Earth Oxides . 12% 1260 13080
Thorium Chloride 45% 155 49050
Thorium Phosphate 12% 3000 13080
Thorium Sulfate 45% - 18 49050
Thorium Acetate 55% 4 59950
Thorium Citrate 26% 2 28340
Thorium Hydroxide 80% 2 87200
Thorium Fluoride 69% 1 75210

. Thorium Nitrate (crude) 45% 50 49050
Thorium Oxide (crude) 90% 50 98100
Crude Monazite 3% 20000 3270
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’ ! inventory of materials shipped, and the radioactive concentrations of these materials is 7
: shown in Table 2. '\I
" ) . -

1 Radon Exhalation from Buried Waste

Following direct gamma exposures, radiation doses due to radon are expected to
be the second major contributor to radiation exposures to future residents. Calculations
for current employees show radon to be a relatively minor contributor because the pile is
wrapped in plastic and covers the underground waste materials. The radon cannot
L escape. Once the pile is removed, radon would be a major contributor. The radon levels
would be much higher than the presently measured 0.004 pCifl outdoors and 1 pCiAl
indoors used by the risk assessment.

The radon doses are calculated in Table 3 for future residents. The contribution
to the whole body dose commitment is approximately 1436 mr/y. The total whole body
dose commitment due to combined radon inhalation and direct gamma to future residents
is 4,496 mr/y, about 300 times present levels. These doses are far higher than the
allowable limit to non-nuclear workers, 100 mr/y, or the EPA standard for low-level
waste facilities, 25 mr/y.

Additional radiation pathways to humans provide a relatively small contribution
and are not calculated here. These pathways include inhalation of radioactive
particulates, immersion, water ingestion and dirt ingestion, primarily to children who
might piay in Sheffield Brook. Sheffield Brook is an intermittent stream, but children
can play in the dry stream bed. DOE assumes a low dirt ingestion rate, 50 mg/d. A more
| realistic value is 1 g/d assumed by the EPA in risk assessment calculations at Montclair,
! ‘ New Jersey. The number of hours per week, and number of weeks per year also appears
) too low, a total of 7 hours a year. A more realistic estimate is 4 hriwk, 50 wk/yr, but
_ these calculations based on these higher assumptions were not carried out in this report
' because the estimated exposures would be low compared to direct gamma and radon
- contributions. '

Risk Factors

\ To convert radioactive intake to risk, two factors must be employed. One set of
1 factors, dose conversion factors, convert intake of radionuclides to radiation dose. The
parameters employed by DOE, embodied in the RESRAD computer model, appear to be
the latest values, based on the most current ICRP model.

- | (/_3')
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% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
‘cf REGION Ii
JACOB K JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
ATT oo NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10278-0012

-~

Mr. Michael Nolan

Concerned Citizens of Maywood
69 Lenox Ave.

Maywood, New Jersey 07607

Re: Maywood Interim Storage Site
Dear Mr. Nolan:

I am writing in response to your letter of March 9, 1994, in which you
expressed concerns over cleanup levels for the Maywood Superfund Site among
other issues.

As [ stated in my September 7, 1993 letter to you, the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) will only agree to cleanup levels and a remedial
action plan for the Maywood Site that are protective of human health and the
environment. I assure you that EPA will not "cave in" to any cleanup plan
that compromises our bottom line. Soil washing, if it is to be formally
propesed by the Department of Energy (DOE) as part of its cleanup plan, must
be shown to meet our cleanup objectives before we will agree to its
implementation. After resolution of the cleanup level dispute and
finalization of the Record of Decision for the site, we will set up an
ambitious, enforceable cleanup schedule with DOE.

With regard to another comment in your letter, I did not e, nor did 1
imply, in my September 7, 1993 letter to you, thiT DOE was limited By license
to dispose of waste only from sites designated under Title 1 of the Uranium
Mill lailingi Radiation control Act of 1378 (UMTRCA) at its South Clive
"Vitro" facility. That DOE chose to giggg;g_n£_ugg;g_gnlx_frgm_ﬂﬂlﬂcg_gixes

at the South Clive facility rather than waste fr WO e during
1983 through 1988 was a DOE waste management decision; EPA was not part of

that decision-making process.

If you have any other questions regarding the Maywood site, please call
Jeffrey Gratz, EPA project manager, at (212) 264-6667.

Sincerely yours,

Cors~

George Pavlou, Acting Director
Emergency and Remedial Response Division

cc: N ton, NJDEPE
S,/ Cange, DOE

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PARER
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July 6, 1993

Andrew Drol
13 Lucas Lane
Wayne, New Jersey 07470

Dear Mr. Drol:

I appreciate your interest in our Radiocactive Waste Disposal
Facility located at South Clive, Utah. I am writing this letter to
describe to you the background and status ol licensing our facility
tc take lle.(2) materials.

The South Clive site was originally opened by the State of
Utah and the Department of Energy in 1983 to accept and dispose of

lle.(2) materials. During the subsequent géﬁe YEars, 2.5 million
chTE‘YETﬂE'o? lle.(2) waste was accepted ah 1sposed at the site

under the direction of the Department of Energy. ;
Near the end of the five-year project, Envirocare purchased. -
the remaiRiIng portion of the South Clive property and oEEained a

license for disposal of radiocactive material.

In 1989, Envirocare asked the Nuclear Regulatory Conmmissjon i
for the authority to dispose of the same type of 1lle.(2) material
on the same property. Because Envirocare is a corgoratign ang not
a govcrnment _agency, the required e _to go through a
licensin rocess that had no een previously develo ed,
Envirdtare has been working wi he NRC for almost four years to
complete this application process. Our most recent correspondence
with the NRC has suggested that the licensing should be completed

'>tw October 1993, Soon after that date, Envirocare will be able to
&ccept ile. (2) material for disposal.

2oain I appreciqte your interest in our facility. If there is
any fu:.ther information that I can provide, please give me a call
at (8c.) 532-1330.

ot O (pett

Charles A. Judd, P.E.
Executive Vice President

SO VUEST BROADUAY « SUTTE 29008 SAUL T EARNE CETY, UTARESHIO o TELEPHONE (s01) $32-13.30

(1)
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l vited States Government Department of Energ\}

lnemorandum Oak Rigge Operations

l DATE: January 26, 1984 L
W

4 LYTO . ‘

l mor:. EW-93:Cange

"1€CcT:  DOCUMENTATION OF BI-MONTHLY PROJECT MANAGERS MEETINGS

l TO:

PDCC File:

Bi-Monthly Project Managers Meetings were held with Jeff Gratz on October 8 an! again on
December 14, 1993. The following is a list of topics discussed at each of these niecunas.

October 8. 1993

* Maywood Dispute
- EPA will be writing their decision now that Oct. 5 has come and gone.

* Wayne Document Schedule
- BRA will be delivered November 18
= FS will be delivered October 29
- PP will be delivered November 30

* Onsite Activities

- DOE plans to cotlect additional sampies {rom Sheffield Brouk during EN i response to
X EPA comments on the FS.

December 14. 1993

06 ¢ Maywood Dispute . 0 )
: )\ - Review of next  Steps :lflcr Guimond & Muszyniski meeunu
, ammrr——" "R =T -=_=..—_: ______ . 0
[ A

a
* Plans for radon testing in Maywood
- Schedule is to test in Feb.
- Plar will be sent in Jan.

‘ * Wayne Document Schedule
1 « DOE can expect EPA comments on the FS in December andd the PP in Laary

75~/




Department of Energy At~ 57+

Oak Ridge Operations
P.O. Box 2001 12.0o ui
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831— "
12v65¢

SFP 23 1994

The Honorable Bill Bradley

District Office of U.S. Senator Bradle
P.0. Box 1720 :
609 Vauxhall Road

tUnion, NJ 07083

Dear Honorable Bradley:
MAYWOOD SITE - PUBLIC ﬁELEASE OF THE FINAL EE/CA TO REMEDIATE THE STORAuE PILE

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the final version of the
engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for remediation of the Maywood
storage pile has been released. This final copy includes a responsiveness
summary to public comments made during May and June of this year. A copy of
this report has been enclosed for your information. In addition, a copy has
been placed in the administrative record file at the Maywood Public Library
and at the DOE Public Information Center in Maywood.

DOE is moving forward with its plans to remove the Maywood pile. Pile removal
activities are scheduled to begin in early October and continue through
November, 1994, During that time, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of material
will be removed from the site and transported by rail to the Envirocare
disposal facility in Utah. Removal activities will be discontinued during the
winter months because of anticipated poor weather conditions. Additional pile
material will be excavated and disposed of in Utah during 1995.

Please feel free to contact me at (615) 576-5724 if you have any questions or
comments,

Sincerely,

Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
Former Sites Restoration Division

Enclosure
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Department of Energy
Oak Ridge Operations
P.O. Box 2001
Oak Ridge, Ten?mxessee 37831—* 1 2 0 6 5 L
SEP 23 1394

Mr. Eugene Peters

. Office of U.S. Senator Bradiey

SH-731 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. Peters:
MAYWOOD SITE - PUBLIC RELEASE OF THE FINAL EE/CA TO REMEDIATE THE STORAGE PILE

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the final version of the
engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for remediation ef the Maywood
storage pile has been released. This final copy includes a responsiveness
summary to public comments made during May and June of this year. A copy of
this report has been enclosed for your information. In addition, a copy has
been placed in the administrative record file at the Maywood Public Library
and at the DOE Public Information Center in Maywood.

DOE is moving forward with its plans to remove the Maywood pile. Pile removal
activities are scheduled to begin in early October and continue through
November, 1994, During that time, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of material
will be removed from the site and transported by rail to the Envirocare
disposal facility in Utah. Removal activities wil) be discontinued during the
winter months because of anticipated poor wéather conditions. Additional pile
material will be excavated and disposed of in Utah during 1995,

Please feel free to contact me at (615) 576-5724 if you have any questions or
comments.

Sincerely,

Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
Former Sites Restoration Division
Enclosure
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Department of Energy |
Oak Ridge Operations : 1 2U0 514

P.O. Box 2001 .
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831—

SEP 23 1934

Ms. Liz O'Donoghue

Office of U.S. Senator Lautenberg
SH-506 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington,DC 20510

Dear Ms. 0'Donogl.ue:
MAYWOOD SITE - PUBLIC RELEASE OF THE FINAL EE/CA TO REMEJIATE THE STORAGE PILE
The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the final version of the

engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for remediation of the Maywood
storage pile has been released. This final copy includes a responsiveness

.summary to public comments made during May and June of this year. A copy of

this report has been enclosed for your information. In addition, a copy has
been placed in the administrative record file at the Maywood Public Library
and at the DOE Public Information Center in Maywood.

DOE is moving forward with its plans to remove the Maywood pile. Pile removal
activities are scheduled to begin in early October and continue through
November, 1994, During that time, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of material
will be removed from the site and transported by rail to the Envirocare
disposal facility in Utah. Removal activities will be discontinued during the
winter months because of anticipated poor weather conditions. Additional pile
material will be excavated and disposed of in Utah during 1995,

Please feel free to contact me at (615) 576-5724 if you have any questions or
comments.

Sincerely,

M@“

Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
Former Sites Restoration Division

Enclosure
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Department of Energy
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P.O. Box 2001
QOak Ridge, Tennessee 37831—

SEP 23 194

Ms. Lisa Pleavin
District Office of U.S. Senator Lautenberg
Gateway One
Gateway Center
Newar's, NJ 07102

MAYWOOD SITE - PUBLIC RELEASE OF THE FINAL EE/CA TO REMEDIATE THE STORAGE PILE

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the final version of the
engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for remediation of the Maywood
storage pile has been released. This final copy includes a responsiveness
summary to public comments made during May and June of this year. A copy of
this report has been enclosed for your information. In addition, a copy has
been placed in the administrative record file at the Maywood Public Library
and at the DOE Public Information Center in Maywood.

DOE is moving forward with its plans to remove the Maywood pile. Pile removal
activities are scheduled to begin in early October and continue through
November, 1994, During that time, approximately 5,000 cubic yards c¢f material
will be removed from the site and transported by rail to the Envirocare
disposal facility in Utah. Removal activities will be discontinued during the
winter months because of anticipated poor weather conditions. Additional pile
material will be excavated and disposed of in Utah during 1995.

Please feel free to contact me at (615) 576-5724 if you have any questions or
corments.

Sincerely,

¢ M‘wv
Susan M. Cange, Site Manager

Former Sites Restoration Division
Enclosure
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Oak Ridge Operations
P.O. Box 2001
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831~ - 1 2 0 6 5 4

SEP 23 1994

Mr. Herb Nelson

Office of U.S. Representative Torricelli
2159 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Nelson:
MYWOOD SITE - PUBLIC RELEASE OF THE FINAL EE/CA TO REMEDIATE THE STORAGE PILE

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the final version of the
engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for remediation of the Maywood
storage pile has been released. This final copy includes a responsiveness
summary to public comments made during May and June uf this year. A copy of
this report has been enclosed for your infermation. In addition, a copy has
been placed in the administrative record file at the Maywood Public Library
and at the DOE Public Information Center in Maywood.

DOE 1s moving forward with its plans to remove the Maywood pile. Pile removal
activities are scheduled to begin in early October and continue through
November, 1994, (Quring that time, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of material
will be removed from the site and transported by rail to the Envirocare
disposal facility in Utah. Removal activities will be discontinued during the
winter months because of anticipated poor weather conditions. Additional pile
material will be excavated and disposed of in Utah during 1995.

Please feel free to contact me at (615) 576-5724 if you have any questions or
comments.

Sincerely,

. Bee i, Ao S

Susan M, Cange, Site Manigjer
Former Sites Restoration Division

Enclosure
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SEP 23 1394

Mr. Phillip Goldberg

District Office of U.S. Representative Torricelli
Court Plaza North

25 Main Street

Hackensack, NJ 07601

Dear Mr. Goldberg:
MAYWOOD SITE - PUBLIC RELEASE OF THE FINAL EE/CA TO REMEDIATE THE STORAGE PILE

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the final version of the
engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for remediation of the Maywood
storage pile has been released. This final copy includes a responsiveness
summary to public comments made during May and June of this year. A copy of
this report has been encleosed for your information. In addition, a copy has
been placed in the acministrative record file at the Maywood Public Library
and at the DOE Public Information Center in Maywood.

DOE is moving forward with its plans to remove the Maywood pile. Pile removal
activities are scheduled to begin in early October and continue through
November, 1994, During that time, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of material
will be removed from the site and transported by rail to the Envirocare
disposal facility in Utah. Removal activities will be discontinued during the
winter months because of anticipated poor weather conditions. Additional pile
material will be excavated and disposed of in Utah during 1995,

Please feel free to contact me at {615) 576-5724 if you have any questions or
comments.

Sincerely,

r MM*‘

Susan M, Cange, Site Manager
Former Sites Restoration Division
Enclosure _



Department of Energy

Oak Ridge Operations 12 6 5 4
P.O. Box 2001 '
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831— -

SEP 23 194

Ms. Angela Carpenter
Project Manager

Federal Facilities Section
26 Federal Plaza

New York, NY 10278

Deay- Ms. Carpenter:
MAYWOOD SITE - PUBLIC RELEASE OF THE FINAL EE/CA TO REMEDIATE THE STORAGE PILE

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the final version of the
engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for remediation of the Maywoocd
storage pile has been released. This final copy includes a respcnsiveness
summary to public comments made during May and June of this year. A copy of
this report has been enclosed for your information. 1In addition, a copy has
been placed in the administrative record file at-the Maywood Public Library
and at the DOE Public Information Center in Maywood.

DOE is moving forward with its plans to remove the Maywood pile. Pile removal
activities are scheduled to begin in early October and continue through
November, 1994, During that time, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of material
will be removed from the site and transported by rail to the Envirocare
disposal facility in Utah. Removal activities will be discontinued during the
winter months because of anticipated poor weather conditions. Additional pile
material will be excavated and disposed of in Utah during 1995.

Please feel free to contact me at (615) 576-5724 if you have any questions or
comments.

* Sincerely,

Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
Former Sites Restoration Division
Enclosure

Q+-514



- Department of Energy Q4 -574-

Qak Ridge Operations
P.O. Box 2001 i p,
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831— * vé WA

SEP 23 B34

Mr. Nicholzs Marton

Research Scientist

New Jersey Dept. of Environmental Protection and Energy
Bureau of Federal Case Management

401 East State Street

Trenton, NJ 08625

Dear Mr. Marton:
MAYWOOD SITE - PUB.IC RELEASE OF THE FINAL EE/CA TO REMEDIATE THE STORAGE PILE

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the final version of the
engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for remediation of the Maywood
storage pile has been released. This final copy includes a responsiveness
summary to public comments made during May and June of this year. A copy of
this report has been enclosed for your information. In addition, a copy has
been placed in the administrative record file at the Maywood Public Library
and at the DOE Public Information Center in Maywood.

DOE is moving forward with its plans to remove the Maywood pile. Pile removal
activities are scheduled to begin in early October and continue through
November, 1994, During that time, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of material
will be removed from the site and transported by rail to the Envirocare ’
disposal facility in Utah. Removal activities will be discontinued during the
winter months because of anticipated poor weather conditions. Additional pile
material will be excavated and disposed of in Utah during 1995,

Please feel free to contact me at (615) 576-5724 if you have any questions or
coments. '

*  Sincerely,

Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
Former Sites Restoration Division

Enclosure
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: - SEP 23 1994

Mr. Bruce Butler

Office of U.S. Representative Roukema
- 2244 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-3005

Dear Mr, Butler:
MAYWOOD SITE - PUBLIC RELEASE OF THE FINAL EE/C. TO REMEDIATE THE STORAGE PILE

- The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the final version of the
engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for remediation of the Maywood
storage pile has been released. This final copy includes a responsiveness

1 8 summary to public comments made during May and June of this year. A copy of
this report has been enclosed for your information. In addition, a copy has
been placed in the administrative record file at the Maywood Public Library
and at the DOE Public Informatfon Center in Maywood.

J0E is moving forward with its plans to remove the Maywood pile. Pile removal
: activities are scheduled to begin in early October and continue through

- November, 1994. During that time, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of material
will be removed from the site and transported by rail to the Envirocare
disposal facility in Utah. Removal activities will be discontinued during the
winter months because of anticipated poor weather conditions. Additional pile
material will be excavated and disposed of in Utah during 1995.

Please feel free to contact me at (615) 576-5724 if you have any questions or
comments.

Sincerely,

‘ ZZéadﬁjzzi/éé;s“&:““—

Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
Former Sites Restoration Division

Enclosure




Department of Energy 94-574

Oak Ridge Operations
P.O. Box 2001 .
Qak Ridge, Tennessee 37831— - ] 2 U6 5 y

SEP 23 1394

Mr. Frank Covelli

District Office of U.S. Representative Roukema
1200 East Ridgewood Avenue

Ridgewood, NJ 07450

Dear Mr. Covelli:
MAYWOOD SITE - PUBLIC RELEASE OF THE FINAL EE/CA TO REMEDIATE THE STORAGE PILE

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the final version of the
engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for remediation of the Maywood
storage pile has been released. This final copy includes a responsiveness
summary to public comments made during May and June of this year. A copy of
this report has been enclosed for your information. In addition, a copy has
been placed in the administrative record file at the Maywood Public Library
and at the DOE Public Information Center in Maywood.

DOE is moving forward with its plans to remove the Maywood pile. Pile removal
activities are scheduled to begin in early October and continue through
November, 1994. During that time, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of material
will be removed from the site and transported by rail to the Envirocare
disposal facility in Utah. Removal activities will be discontinued during the
winter months because of anticipated poor weather conditions. Additional pile
material will be excavated and disposed of in Utah during 1995.

Please feel free to contact me at (615) 576-5724 if you have any questions or
comments.

Sincerely,

Suszn M. Cange, Site Manager
Former Sites Rastoration Division
Enclosure



Department of Energy G4 - 574

Oak Ridge Operations
P.O. Box 2001 ‘
O: k Ridge, Tennessee 37831— - 1 2 7 6 5 4

. - SEP 23 1934,

The Honorable John A, Steuert, Jr.
- Mayor. Borough of Maywood

459 Maywood Avenue

Maywood, NJ 07607

Dear Mayor Steuert:
MAYWOOD SITE - PUBLIC RELEASE OF THE FINAL EE/CA TO REMEDIATE THE STORAGE PILE

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the final version of the
engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for remediation of the Maywood
1. ~ storage pile has been released. This final copy includes a responsiveness
summary to public comments made during May and June of this year. A copy of
this report has been enclosed for your information. In addition, a copy has
been placed in the administrative record file at the Maywood Public Library
and at the DOE Public Information Center in Maywood.

DOE is moving forward with its plans to remove the Maywood pile. Pile removal
activities are scheduled to begin in early October and continue through
November, 1994, During that time, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of material
will be removed from the site and transported by rail to the Envirocare
disposal facility in Utah. Removal activities will be discontinued during the
winter months because of anticipated poor weather conditions. Additional pile
material will be excavated and disposed of in Utah during 1995.

Please feel free to contact me at (615) 576-5724 if you have &ny questions or
comments.

. . Sincerely,

r M—M\_’_
Susan M. Cange, Site Manager

Former Sites Restoration Division
Enclosure




‘Departm=ant of Energy G4 -574-

Oak Ridge Operations
P.O. Box 2001
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831— _ 1 2 6 5 4

SEP 23 1934

The Honorable Richard LoCascio
Mayor, Rochelle Park Township
405 Rochelle Avenue

Rochelle Park, NJ 07662

Dear Mayor LoCascio:
MAYWOOD SITE - PUBLIC RELEASE OF THE FINAL EE/CA TO REMEDIATE THE STORAGE PILE

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the final version of the
engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for remediation of the Maywood
storage pile has been released. This final copy includes a responsiveness
summary to public comments made during May and June of this year. A copy of
this report has been enclosed for your information. In addition, a copy has
been placed in the administrative record file at the Maywood Public Library
and at the DOE Public Information Center in Maywood.

DOE is moving forward with its plans to remove the Maywood pile., Pile removal
activities are scheduled to begin in early October and continue through
November, 1994, During that time, appreximately 5,000 cubic yards of material
will be removed from the site and transported by rail to the Envirocare
disposal facility in Utah. Removal activities will be discontinued during the
winter months because of anticipated poor weather conditions., Additional pile
material will be excavated and disposed of in Utah during 1995.

Please feel free tc contact me at (615) 576-5724 if you have any questions or
comments.

Sincerely,

Zee <72, AL A

Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
Former Sites Restoration Division

[

Enclosure
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P.O. Box 2001
Qak Ridge, Tennessee 37831—

SEP 23 1334

The Honorable Phillip Toronto
Mayor, Lodi Borough Hall

One ‘Memorial Drive

Lodi, NJ 07644

Dear Mayor Toroﬁto:
MAYWOOD SITE - PUBLIC RELEASE OF THE FINAL EE/CA TC REMEDIATE THE STORAGE PILE

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the final version of the
engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for remediation of the Maywood
storage pile has been released. This final copy includes a responsiveness
summary to public comments made during May and June of this year. A copy of
this report has been enclosed for your information. In additior, a copy has
been placed in the administrative record file at the Maywood Public Library
and at the DOE Public Information Center in Maywood.

DOE is moving forward with its plans to remove the Maywood pile. Pile removal
activities are scheduled to begin in early October and continue through
November, 1994. During that time, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of material
will be removed from the site and transported by rail to the Envirocare
disposal facility in Utah. Removal activities will be discontinued during the
winter months because of anticipated poor weather conditions. Additional pile
material will be excavated and disposed of in Utah during 1995.

Please feel free to contact me at (615) 576-5724 if you have any questions or
comments.,

Sincerely,

. Do < /LZ,AV

Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
Former Sites Restoration Division
Enclosure
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Department of Energy , 206 , VA
Qak Ridge Operations 2uo0 24
P.Q. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37631—

. : SEP 23 1384

, Mr. Adam Strobel
J Assistant to County Executive
Bergen County Administration Building
21 Main Street
Hackensack, NJ 07601

Dear Mr, Strobel:
MAYAOOD SITE - PUELIC RELEASE OF THE FINAL EE/CA TO REMEDIATE THE STORAGE PILE

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the final version of the
’ engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) for remediation of the Maywcod
storage pile has been released. This final copy includes a responsiveness
summary to public comments made during May and June of this year. A copy of
this report has been enclosed for your information. In addition, a copy has
‘ been placed in the administrative record file at the Maywood Public Library
} and at the DOE Public Information Center in Maywood.

DOE is moving forward with its plans to remove the Maywood pile. Pile removal
- _activities are scheduled to begin in early October ard continue through
November, 1994. During that time, approximately 5,000 cubic yards of material
will be removed from the site and transported by rail to the Envirocare
disposal facility in Utah. Removal activities will be discontinued during the
winter months because of anticipated poor w2ather conditions. Additional pile
material will be excavated and disposed of in Utah during 1995.

- Please feel free to contact me at (615) 576-5724 if you have any questions or
comments.

Sincerely,

Susan M. Cange, Site Manager
Former Sites Restoration Division

Encleosure




Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for the Maywood Site Storage Pile,

Maywood, New Jersey

September 1994

Prepared by

U.S. Department of Energy
Former Sites Restoration Division
Oak Ridge, Tennessee



. #nn

%
CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . ... ... it i it e i, vii
1 SITE CHARACTERIZATION e e et U e 1
1.1 Site Description . .. ... e e et e et e i i e e 1

1.2 SiteBackground . .......... .. i 7
1.3 Environmental Setting . . ... .. ... ittt 10 -

1.4 Analytical Data ....................... RSP

1.5 Site Conditions That Justify a Removal Action ....... PP 16

2 REMOVAL ACTIONOBJECTIVES ... ... .ot irteeaiinnnnnnns, 19
2.1 Stattory Limits . . . .. ... ... i e e 19

2.2 Scopeand Purpose .......... e e e e e e 19

2.3 Schedule . ... ... .. i e e e e e 20

2.4 Compliance With Regulatory Requirements . ................. 20

3 REMOVAL ACTIONTECHNOLOGIES . ... ... ... .. ... 22
3.1 Technology Identificationand Screening . . . ................. 22

3.2 Identification of Preliminary Alternatives . .................. 27

4 EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES . ..... ... ... . ... . oo ... 28
4.1 Effectiveness . . . . . i v i ittt ittt e e 28

4.1.1 Potential HealthImpacts . ... .................... 28

4.1.2 Potential Environmental Impacts . . ................. 31

4.1.3 Compliance with Regulatory Requirements . . . ... ....... 32

4.14 Timeliness . .. ... .ttt it ittt ittt 32

4.1.5 Reduction of Contaminant Toxicity, Mobility and Volume ... 32

4.2 Implementability ... .... ... ... ... e 33

4.2.1 Technical Feasibility . ............ ... ... .... 33

4.2.2 Availability of Services and Materials . . . ... .......... 34

4.2.3 Administrative Feasibility . ...................... 34

4.3 Cost . .. e e e e e e e e 34

4.4 Comparative SUMIMAry . .. .. ... ...ttt et vt oo ennnenn. 35

4.5 Identification of the Proposed Alternative . . ................. 37

5 PROPOSED ACTION . ... .. ... ittt e et et e e e 39
6 REFERENCES . . . ... . . . i i i a 42
7 LISTOFCONTRIBUTORS . . ... ... ... .. i iiiii i 44

iii



CONTENTS (Continued)

APPENDIX A. REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS FOR THE PROPOSED

12
1-3
1-4

Ul-h(.'nn—nu—-
L R NS Y

> >
W B =

* Radionuclide Concentrations in the MISS Storage Pile
Concentrations of Chemical Constituents Detected in MISS Storage Pile . . .

ACTION

Location of the Maywood Site
Map of the Maywood Site Operable Units
Site Map of the MISS and Adjacent Stepan Property
MISS Waste Storage Pile Borehole Locations

TABLES

Summary of General Response Technology Screening
Comparative Analysis of Removal Action Alternatives
Major Mitigative Measures for the Proposed Action
Potential Contaminant-Specific Requirements
Potential Action-Specific Requirements
Potential Location-Specific Requirements

v

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

---------------------------
--------------------
.............

------------------

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

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

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



ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AEA Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended

AEC - U. S. Atomic Energy Commission

ALARA as low as reasonably achievable

ANL Argonne National Laboratory

ARAR applicable or relevant and appropriate requnrcment
BNAE base/neutral and acid extractable compounds

BNI Bechtel National, Inc.

BRA baseline risk assessment

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of
1980, as amended

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

DCG Derived Concentration Guide

DOE U. S. Department of Energy

DOT U. S. Department of Transportation

EE/CA engineering evaluation/cost analysis

EIS environmental impact statement

EPA U. S. Environmentzal Protection Agency

FFA Federal Facilities Agreement

FR Federal Register

FS feasibility study

FUSRAP Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program
FY fiscal year

MCL maximum contaminant level

MCLG maximum contaminant level goal

MCW Maywood Chemical Works

MISS Maywood Interim Storage Site

NCP National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

NJDEP New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
NPL - National Priorities List

NRC U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

ORNL Oak Ridge Nationa! Laboratory

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration

OuU operable unit

PAH polyaromatic hydrocarbon

PP proposed plan

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended
RESRAD residual radioactivity computer code

RI remedial investigation

RI/FS-EIS  remedial investigation/feasibility study-envuonmcntal impact statement
ROD record of decision
SAIC Science Applications International Corporation



SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act

TBC to-be-considered (guidelines)

TC - toxicity characteristic

TCLP toxicity characteristic leaching procedure

TPH total petroleum hydrocarbons

vOoC volatile organic compound

WL working level _

11e(2) Section 11e(2) of the Atomic Energy Act, defining byproduct material
UNITS OF MEASURE

ft foot (feet)

ft? square foot (feet)

ft? cubic foot (feet)

g gram(s)

hr hour(s)

kg kilogram(s)

ug microgram(s)

m? square meter(s)

m? cubic meter(s)

mg milligram(s)

mi mile(s)

mR milli-roentgen(s)

mrem millirem(s)

pCi picoCuries

yd? cubic yard(s)

mR milli-roentgen(s)

pR micro-roentgen(s)

vi



| w——
f

[re——y

o

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

- This engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) has been prepared in support of a
proposed action to remove radioactively contaminated soils and debris from the Maywood
Interim Storage Site (MISS) waste pile in Maywood, New Jersey. The MISS and associated
properties, collectively designated as the Maywood site, became contaminated as a result of
thorium processing operations by the former Maywood Chemical Works. The waste storage pile
at MISS contains approximately 35,000 yd® of contaminated materials removed from 25 vicinity
properties between 1984 and 1986. This EE/CA only addresses the contaminated materials
contained in this waste storage pile. The U.S. Department of Energy. (DOE) is responsible for
cleanup activities at the Maywood site under its Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action
Program (FUSRAP), as defined in the Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) between DOE and
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for the site.

Remedial actions at the Maywood site are being conducted in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as
amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA). In addition, DOE
has chosen to integrate the values of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which
assure that the socio-economic and potential cumulative impacts of a proposed action are
considered as part of the decision-making process for that action. DOE is currently conducting
a comprehensive remedial investigation/feasibility study-environmental impact statement (RI/FS-
EIS) for remedial action at the Maywood site. The proposed early removal action evaluated in
this EE/CA is consistent with the overall cleanup strategy for the site, and will not limit the
choice of reasonable alternatives or prejudice the ultimate decision for which the RI/FS-EIS is
being prepared. The removal of the waste storage pile will facilitate proposed future waste
processing activities at the MISS property during final remediation of the Maywood site and
ensure protection of human health and the environment.

This EE/CA has been submitted for public comment in accordance with the requirements

of 40 CFR 300.415. A summary of comments received by DOE and the respective DOE
responses is provided as an Appendix.

vii
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1. SITE CHARACTERIZATION

1.1 SITE DESCRIPTION

- The Maywood site consists of properties in the Boroughs of Maywood and Lodi and the
Township of Rochelle Park, New Jersey, that were contaminated by operations for processing
thorium, a radioactive element, at the Maywood Chemical Works (MCW). These operations
occurred from the early 1900’s through 1959. The three municipalities are located in a densely
populated area of Bergen County in northeastern New Jersey, approximately 12 miles north-
northwest of New York City and 13 miles northeast of Newark, New Jersey (Figure 1-1). The
site is listed on the National Priorities List (NPL) as the Maywood Chemical Company.

Properties within the Maywood site include the DOE-owned Maywood Interim Storage
Site (MISS) and other vicinity properties. These other properties include the Stepan Company
property (formerly Maywood Chemical Works) and numerous residential, commercial, Federal,
state, and municipal properties in Maywood, Rochelle Park, and Lodi, New Jersey (Figure 1-2).
These properties are contaminated with the thorium-232, radium-226, and uranium-238

ramoacuve uecay SCI’ICS asa TESUII OI lﬂOl'lUm pl'OCCSblllg at ML’W bllClluLdJ bUlll.d[IlllldHlb dIcC
also known to be present on some of the properties.

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) was assigned responsibility for the Maywood site
by Congress in 1984. DOE is conducting a study of possible cleanup actions for the site, called
a remedial investigation/feasibility study-environmental impact statement (RI/FS-EIS), under the
Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP). FUSRAP was established in
1974 to identify and decontaminate or otherwise control sites where residual radioactive
materials remain from the early years of the nation’s atomic energy program and from
commercial operations causing conditions that Congress has authorized DOE to remedy.

Congress assigned DOE the responsibility for cleaning up contamination at the site that,
resulted from thorium processing operations by the former Maywood Chemical Works. The
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) oversees the Maywood site cleanup. Each
agency’s responsibilities are described in a Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) negotiated by
DOE and EPA Region II. DOE is responsible primarily for addressing radioactive
contamination and the contaminants that meet the definition of FUSRAP waste as described in
the FFA. A separate RI/FS is being conducted by the Stepan Company, owner of the former
MCW property, focusing on chemical contamination at the site. Although the DOE and Stepan
Company RI/FS activities are being conducted independently, EPA has oversight over both
actions; in consultation with DOE and the Stepan Company, EPA will ensure that sufficient
coordination occurs between the parties to fully address the problems of the Maywood site.

To help in developing and evaluating remedial action alternatives, the Maywood site has
been divided into five operable units (OUs) based on land use and the type of contaminated
media (e.g., contaminated soils, contaminated buildings) of concern. The location of the
properties making up these OUs is shown in Figure 1-2.
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The Maywood Interim Storage Site is an 11.7-acre property owned by DOE and located
in the Borough of Maywood and the Township of Rochelle Park. The MISS property was
previously part of a 30-acre property owned by the Stepan Company, and it was formerly part
of the Maywood Chemical Works. DOE acquired the property from the Stepan Company in
1985. The property contains a waste storage pile, two buildings (Building 76 and a pumphouse),
two partially buried structures, temporary office trailers, a reservoir, and two rail spurs. It is
bordered on the west by State Route 17, on the north by a New York, Susquehanna, and
Western Railroad line, and on the south and east by commercial and industrial properties.
Residential properties are located north of the railroad line and within 300 yards to the north of
the MISS property boundary. The waste storage pile at MISS occupies approximately 2 acres
and contains about 35,000 yd® of contaminated soils and materials from previous cleanup actions
conducted on vicinity properties at the Maywood site. A building at MISS (Building 76) also
houses waste from previous cleanup actions and site investigations. Former waste retention
ponds also are located at MISS. The property is enclosed by a chain-link fence and access is
restricted within the fenced area. Figure 1-3 indicates principal features of the MISS property.

The Stepan Company, a pharmaceutical manufacturer, is located at 100 West Hunter
Avenue in the Borough of Maywood, adjacent to MISS. The property covers 18.2 acres,
approximately two-thirds of which contains buildings; some of these buildings are located in
or near areas where the MCW thorium-processing operations occurred. Burial pits containing
thorium-processing and other wastes are located on the site (see Figure 1-3). The property
(excluding the main office and parking area) is enclosed by a chain-link fence and access is
restricted within the fenced area.

Residential vicinity properties in the Boroughs of Maywood and Lodi and the Township
of Rochelle Park contain radioactive contamination from thorium-processing operations. These
properties were identified by DOE through surveys performed by Oak Ridge National
Laboratory (ORNL). Nine residential properties in Rochelle Park on Grove Avenue and Park
Way and eight residential properties in Maywood on Davison Avenue and Latham Street were
completely decontaminated by DOE between 1984 and 1986. This decontamination was verified
by ORNL and the properties were approved for use without radiological restriction. Eight
residential properties in Lodi have also been decontaminated and have been independently
verified as clean. One additional property in Lodi was partially remediated during previous
removal actions. Of the remaining 31 contaminated residential properties to be dealt with by
DOE, 29 are located in the Borough of Lodi (including the one partially remediated property)
and two are located in Maywood.

Commercial/government vicinity properties include 27 properties located in Maywood,
Rochelle Park, and Lodi. Twenty commercial vicinity properties are part of the Maywood site.
State and federally owned properties include areas in the right-of-way for Interstate 80, a State
Route 17 embankment, and the New Jersey Vehicle Inspection Station. Four contaminated
municipal properties in Lodi (three parks and a fire station), residential streets suspected to have
contaminated soils below the surface, and contaminated sediments from Lodi Brook are also
included in this OU. The majority of these properties were contaminated through the same
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processes as the residential properties — by movement of contaminated sediments along former
stream channels or use of contaminated material as fill and mulch. Three of these properties
(Ballod, Sears and State Route 17) were once part of the former MCW property and were used,
at least in part, for waste disposal. A portion of one property (Ballod) was remediated during
a previous removal action.

Contaminated buildings and structures are located on the Stepan property.
Radiologically contaminated buildings include Buildings 4, 10, 13, 15, 20, 67, 78, and the
.guardhouse (see Figure 1-3). The radiological contamination is generally localized in discrete
areas within buildings, and is fixed in place on building floors and surfaces and not easily
removed by casual contact. The contaminated buildings are all old buildings that existed during
the time that MCW was processing thorium. No buildings on vicinity properties were found to
be contaminated, other than one residence in Lodi that contained contaminated building materials
from MCW. The contaminated portion of this residential building has been removed and
reconstructed.

This engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) has been prepared according to the
requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of
1986 (SARA). The primary purpose is to evaluate a proposed early removal action for the waste
storage pile at MISS. This response action would deal with contaminated soils and debris
generated during previous response actions at 25 vicinity properties at the Maywood site and
placed in interim storage at MISS. :

No significant near-term health threats are believed to be posed by the waste storage pile.
However, DOE has determined that this early removal action (taking care of the waste pile
before the remediation of the entire Maywood site} would facilitate future remedial activities at
the site. It also would ensure the protection of human health and the environment. The
proposed removal action is consistent with the remedial action strategy currently being planned
for the Maywood site through the ongoing RI/FS-EIS process, and will not bias future actions .
at the site.

The RI/FS-EIS process will be completed before comprehensive remedial actions for the
site will begin (ANL/BNI 1992). The RI/FS-EIS process will conclude with the publication of
a document, called a record of decision {ROD), that will identify the selected remedy for the
Maywood site.

Various removal actions have been or will be performed at the Maywood site before
completion of the RI/FS-EIS process, in order to control actual or potential releases of
contaminants into the environment. Removal actions completed previously are discussed in
Section 1.2. Management of the contaminated materials in the waste storage pile discussed in

“this EE/CA also would be conducted as a removal action.
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1.2 SITE BACKGROUND

The Maywood Chemical Works was constructed in 1895. In 1916, the plant began
extracting thorium and rare earths from monazite sands for use in manufacturing industrial
products such as mantles for gas lanterns. The plant also produced a variety of other materials,
including lithium compounds, detergents, alkaloids, and oils. The plant stopped accepting
monazite sands for extraction of thorium in 1956, but it processed stockpiled materials until
1959. Based on available historical information and knowledge of the chemical processes
involved, the chemicals identified as having been used in the thorium extraction process include
sulfuric acid, nitric acid, ammonium hydroxide, and ammonium oxalate Oxalic acid was also
used at the site in the production of higher-grade thonum

In the extraction process, waste in a slurry form was produced. Until 1932, the slurry
was pumped to two earthen-diked areas west of the plant. At that time, the disposal areas were
affected by the construction of State Route 17, which separated the diked areas from the plant
and partlally buried them. Waste retention ponds also were located throughout the area of MCW
that is now MISS.

Some of the process wastes were removed and used as mulch and fill on nearby
properties, thereby contaminating those properties with radioactive materials. Although the fill
consisted primarily of tea and coca leaves from other MCW processes, these materials were
apparently contaminated with the thorium-processing wastes. Other wastes moved off-site from
the property through natural drainage of the former Lodi Brook. Most of the open stream
channel in Lodi has been replaced by an enclosed storm drain system.

MCW received a radioactive materials license from the AEC in 1954. The property was
sold to the Stepan Company in 1959, which received a license from the AEC in 1961. Although
the Stepan Company never processed radioactive materials, the company agreed to carry out
certain remedial measures in the former disposa! area on the west side of State Route 17 (now
known as the Ballod property). Stepan began to clean up the thorium processing wastes in 1963.
From 1966 through 1968, Stepan removed residues and tailings from the Ballod property and
reburied them on the Stepan property in three burial pits. After these actions were completed,
AEC certified that the portion of the property west of State Route 17 could be used without
radiological restrictions.

Radioactive contamination, however, was discovered in the northeast corner of the
property in 1980. The discovery was made after a private citizen reported radioactive
contamination near State Route 17 to the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
(NJDEP). A survey of the area (State Route 17, Ballod property, and Stepan property)
conducted by NJDEP identified the contaminants as thorium-232 and radium-226. The U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) was notified of the results and conducted additional
surveys from November 1980 to January 1981. These surveys confirmed that there were high
concentrations of thorium-232 in soil samples collected from both the Stepan and Ballod
properties. NRC, therefore, requested a thorough survey of the area.
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In January 1981, the EG&G Energy Measurements Group conducted an aerial
radiological survey of the Stepan property and surrounding properties. The survey, which
covered a 3,.9-mi? area, indicated contamination not only on the Stepan and Ballod properties but
also in areas to the north and south of the Ballod property. During February 1981, Oak Ridge
National Laboratory (ORNL) performéd a separate radiological ground survey of the Ballod
property. Those results eventually led to designation of the property for remedial action under
FUSRAP. In June 1981, another radiological survey of the Stepan and Ballod properties
commissioned by the Stepan Company produced similar findings.

Through a provision of the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act of 1984,
Congress authorized DOE to conduct a decontamination research and development project at the
Maywood site. The site was assigned to FUSRAP, and DOE negotiated access to a 11.7-acre
portion of the Stepan property for use as an interim storage facility for contaminated materials
that were to be removed from vicinity properties. This area is now known as MISS. In
September 1985, ownership of MISS was transferred to DOE.

In late 1983, DOE began a program of surveys of properties in the vicinity of the former
MCW plant. From 1984 to 1986, DOE completed removal actions at 25 residential properties,
and partially remediated one additional residential property and one commercial property. The
waste from these removal actions was placed in storage at MISS. Removal actions at the
vicinity properties were halted in 1986 in response to community concerns about additional
wastes being brought to MISS.

In July 1991, DOE conducted a time-critical removal action to decontaminate a residential
property at 90 Avenue C in Lodi. This action was taken in response to radiological surveys
which identified gamma exposure rates above DOE guidelines inside a portion of the building.
The original owner of the residence was an employee of MCW, who apparently used discarded
building and fill materials from MCW in the construction of an addition to the house.
Contaminated soil and building materials generated during this removal action were packaged
in appropriate containers and placed in Building 76 at MISS for storage.

The Maywood site was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) by EPA on
September 8, 1983. All remedial actions at the site conducted by DOE are being coordinated
with EPA Region IT under CERCLA. In addition, it is DOE policy to integrate the requirements
of CERCLA with the values of NEPA for remedial action at sites for which it has responsibility.
The RI/FS conducted under CERCLA is the primary process for ensuring that DOE remedial
actions for the site meet environmental regulations. Under the integrated CERCLA/NEPA
policy, the CERCLA process is supplemented, as appropriate, to include NEPA values.

The limits of DOE’s responsibilities for the Maywood site are defined under a negotiated
Federal Facilities Agreement between DOE and EPA Region 11 which became effective April
22, 1991. DOE is responsible for FUSRAP waste, which is specifically defined as:
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° all contamination, both radiological and chemical, whether commingled or not,
on MISS;
L all radiological contamination above DOE action levels related to past thorium

processing at the MCW site occurring on any vicinity properties; and

* any chemical contamination on vicinity properties that would satisfy either of the
following requirements:

- the chemical contaminants are mixed or commingled with radiological
contamination above DOE action levels; or '

- the chemical contaminants originated on MISS or were associated with the
thorium processing activities at the MCW site which resulted in the radiological
contamination.

Chemical contamination from MCW that is not on MISS (or that is not shown to be
migrating from MISS), and not mixed with FUSRAP waste, is being investigated by the Stepan
Company. This investigation is being conducted through an agreement signed by EPA and the
Stepan Company in 1987 and an order signed by EPA in 1991.

The waste storage pile at MISS currently contains about 35,000 yd® of contaminated soil
and debris removed from 25 vicinity properties between 1984 and 1986. It occupies
approximately 2 acres with an average height of 18 ft. During construction, the ground surface
was graded until level and rolled until firmly packed. A berm was constructed around the entire
area, and a leachate collection system (a 6-inch layer of sand or fine soil) was installed and
covered with an impermeable Hypalon liner. An additional 6-inch layer of sand was placed on
top of the liner to drain any leachate that might form after the storage pile was completed. The
bottom liner slopes toward two sumps for leachate collection. A 12-inch layer of fine-grained
contaminated materials was placed over the upper sand layer to protect it and the liner during
placement of the contaminated materials. After the removal action at the vicinity properties was
completed, the pile was covered with a Hypalon cover, which was sealed to the bottom liner and
further anchored using concrete blocks. In 1992, the cover was damaged by high wind; the
damaged cover was promptly repaired and additional ballast was added to further secure the
cover from future damage. DOE has maintained a comprehensive environmental monitoring
program for air, surface water, sediment, and groundwater at MISS since 1984,

During the previous removal actions at the site, the public and local authorities were kept
fully informed about the work being planned and conducted by DOE. This was accomplished
through coordination with private property owners and local officials regarding logistics of the
removal actions, as well as through local media coverage and by issuing public notifications
(i.e., press releases). Formal access agreements were obtained with each affected property
owner and the borough or township officials before the removal actions were conducted. Any
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future response activities at the site also will be coordinated with the public and state and local
officials according to the community relations plan for the site (BNI 1992).

1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Land Use and Demography. Land use in the vicinity of the Maywood site is a mixture
of commercial, light industrial, and residential uses. MISS is zoned for light industrial use.
There is no public access to MISS or to much of the Stepan property. According to the 1990
Census, the population of Maywood was 9,473, Lodi was 22,335, and Rochelle Park Township
was 5,587. The population density in this area is approximately 10,000 people/mi’.

Topography, Drainage, and Surface Water. The Maywood site is located in the glaciated
section of the Piedmont Plateau of north-central New Jersey. The terrain is generally level, with
minor highs and lows created by occasional shallow ditches and low mounds. Elevations range
from 51 to 67 ft above mean sea level. The surface slopes gently to the west and is poorly
drained.

The Maywood site lies within the Saddle River drainage basin. MISS is located

- approximately 0.5 mile east of the Saddle River, which is a tributary of the Passaic River, and

approximately 1 mile west of the drainage divide of the Hackensack River basin. Rainwater

runoff from most of MISS empties into the Saddle River through Westerly Brook, which flows

under the property, under State Route 17 through a concrete culvert, and eventually empties into

the Saddle River. Neither the Saddle River nor Westerly Brook is used as a source of potable
water.

Another perennial stream on the Maywood site, Lodi Brook, begins as two branches on
the Sears property. Most of the original stream channel has been replaced by an enclosed storm
drain system. The former channel matches the distribution of contaminated materials in the
Borough of Lodi. The western branch of Lodi Brook has been covered by the Sears warehouse
and its parking lot. The eastern-most branch drains the surface area outside the Sears fence and
then flows underground for most of its route to the Saddle River. Some surface runoff from
MISS may flow parallel to State Route 17 and drain into Lodi Brook. Recent surface water flow
studies at MISS, however, have observed no measurable surface runoff from the MISS property.
Lodi Brook empties into the Saddle River downstream of Westerly Brook’s confluence with the
Saddle River.

Geology/Soils. Bedrock underlying the Maywood site consists of igneous-derived
sedimentary rock of lower Jurassic and upper Triassic age identified as the Passaic Formation.
The Passaic Formation has alternating beds of reddish-brown sandstone, mudstone, and shale.
It ranges from 5900 to 8000 ft in thickness.  Unconsolidated materials of glacial origin
(boulders, gravel, silt, and clay) are layered over the bedrock at the site and in many parts of
the region. The composition and characteristics of these deposits vary within the area, including
unstratified deposits of unsorted rock fragments ranging from clay-sized particles to boulders laid
down directly by glaciers and stratified deposits of bedded, well-sorted materials deposited by

10
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glacial meltwater into streams and lakes. Extensive agricultural and urban development has
disturbed or destroyed much of the original deciduous soil horizon. Most of the-current soil
cover in the area may be classified as urban fill.

Hydrogeology/Gmundwater. Groundwater in the Maywood area occurs in both the
Passaic Formation and the unconsolidated glacial deposits. The Passaic Formation is a
productive aquifer with sufficient capacity for public and industrial use. However, there is no
known use of this groundwater for drinking water or domestic uses in the area of the Maywood
site. Groundwater flows through weathered rock and secondary fracture openings in the Passaic
Formation, forming a system of tabular aquifers and aquicludes. The water is moderately
mineralized and ranges from moderately hard to very hard. The unconsolidated glacial deposits
provide a more variable source of groundwater, with highly vanablc water quality. It ranges
from soft to hard but is generally not mineralized.

Depth-to-groundwater is shallow and ranges from approximately 3 to 15 ft below ground
surface. Water levels fluctuate in response to short- and long-term seasonal patterns of
precipitation and evapotranspiration. Levels are generally lowest in May through September,
with rising water levels beginning in late November through December. Groundwater recharge
occurs primarily through percolation from precipitation. At the MISS and Ballod properties,
groundwater flow is toward the west in both the bedrock and overburden aquifers. .Average
hydraulic gradients vary depending on the season and recent precipitation. Gradients are
generally steeper on the MISS property, and decrease rapidly on the Ballod property.

Ecology. The Maywood site is located within the glaciated portion of the Appalachian
Oak Forest Section of the Eastern Deciduous Forest Province. However, urban development
has destroyed the forest habitat in the area. This has resulted in natural landscapes dominated
by grasses and forbs, with scattered shrubs and trees. The landscaped commercial and
residential properties contain plant species common to landscaped yards, such as grasses, shrubs
and trees. No threatened or endangered species have been identified at the Maywood site.
Local habitat limits animal life to commonly occurring species adapted to suburban and urban
environments.

Aquatic habitats are limited to drainageways, small temporary ponds, Westerly and Lodi
Brooks, and the Saddle River. Hydrophytic vegetation is apparent along the upper portions of
Lodi Brook on the Sears property. A wetlands delineation, performed as part of the RI/FS that
the Stepan Company is conducting, identified wetlands covering approximately 1.7 ha (4.1 acres)
in this area. However, no wetlands are present on the MISS property (DOE 1994a).

Climate and Mereorology. The regional climate is humid, with a normal annual
precipitation of about 42 inches and about 120 days of precipitation per year. -The area receives
approximately 30 inches of snow per year. Average monthly temperatures range from 0.4°C
(31.3° F) in January to 24.9°C (76.8°F) in July. The prevailing winds are from the northwest
during October to April and from the southwest during the remainder of the year.
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Archeological and Historical Sites. None of the buildings at the Maywood site are
currently listed in the National Register of Historic Places. Consultation with the New Jersey
Historic Preservation Office during the RI/FS-EIS process has confirmed that no archeological,
cultural, or historic resources would be seriously affected by site activities.

1.4 ANALYTICAL DATA

Detailed descriptions of the site- characterization activities and results for the overall
Maywood site are presented in the RI report (DOE 1992). Only information important to the
MISS waste storage pile considered in this EE/CA is summarized in this section.

Radioactive Contaminants

Detailed characterization of the materials in the waste storage pile was conducted during
1990 and 1991 (BNI 1991). The sampling methods and approach were designed and agreed
upon by DOE and NJDEP (Atkin 1989, Kaup 1989). The pile was surveyed and marked with
a 50-ft grid, and 37 boreholes were drilled at locations indicated in Figure 1-4. To the degree
possible, boreholes were drilled at the intersections of grid lines. However, some adjustments
were necessary because of field conditions such as poor recovery, auger refusal, and unsafe
slope conditions. If difficulties prevented reaching the proposed borehole depth, the drilling
attempt was repeated at a location nearby. Drilling depth at each location differed because of
the variable height of the pile and the depth of the leachate collection system underneath. After
each borehole was drilled, the disturbed area of the pile cover was repaired.

To the extent possible, each borehole was sampled continuously from top to bottom using
a split-spoon sampler. For each borehole, a randomly selected portion of the material taken
from each sampling interval [using alternating 2-ft and 4-ft sampling intervals] was homogenized
and compasited to produce a single sample representative of the entire depth of the borehole.
“The composite samples (a total of 30) were then properly packaged and shipped for analysis by
gamma spectrometry for thorium-232, radium-226, and uranium-238. Average radionuclide
concentrations were 18.1 pCi/g for thorium-232, 2.4 pCi/g for radium-226, and 17 pCi/g for
uranium-238. The results for each individual borehole are presented in Table 1-1.

These concentrations can be compared to DOE guidelines for these radionuclides. DOE
has established generic guidelines (DOE 1990) for allowable radionuclide concentrations in soil
for radium (radium-226, radium-228) and thorium (thorium-232, thorium-230). These guidelines
limit concentrations of these radionuclides in soil to 5 pCi/g above background concentrations
averaged over the first 6-inch layer of soil below the ground surface, and 15 pCi/g above
background averaged over any 6-inch layer below the surface layer, averaged over any area of
100 m®. For other radionuclides, DOE requires that soil concentration limits must be derived
on a site-specific basis, such that the potential radiation dose to any member of the public would
not exceed 100 mrem/year above background, and would be reduced as low as reasonably
achievable (ALARA) below this dose limit. A site-specific guideline for total uranium of 100
pCi/g above background has been derived for the Maywood site (DOE 1994b). It should be

12
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noted, however, that these guidelines indicate the allowable residual radionuclide concentrations
in natural soils and are not directly applicable to engineered waste storage facilities, such as the
waste storage pile at MISS. Since the average concentration of thorium-232 in the pile exceeds
the DOE guidelines, the entire contents of the waste storage pile would be managed under the
proposed removal action,

DOE conducts an active environmental monitoring program at the Maywood site.
Monitoring results for groundwater at MISS and nearby properties indicate that uranium,
radium, and thorium concentrations are similar at upgradlent and downgradient wells, - Results
from quarterly surface water (Westerly Brook) monitoring also indicate similar radionuclide
concentrations at upstream and downstream sampling locations; all concentrations are below
EPA maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) and DOE derived concentration guides (DCGs), and
most concentrations are below analytical detection limits. Also, radionuclide concentrations in
sediment samples from Westerly Brook are similar at upstream and downstream locations; no
results exceed DOE guidelines for residual radioactive contamination in soils.

Air monitoring results md:cate airborne radionuclide concentrations well below DOE and
EPA standards for both radon and particulates. Also, the average radon flux rate at MISS is
well below the DOE and EPA limits. The average exposure rates for external gamma radiation
at MISS for 1993 was 111 mR/year above background at the site boundary (BNI 1994). The
exposure rates at the boundary locations are elevated primarily because of localized soil
contamination in the northeastern corner of the property in the area of Building 76, the former
thorium processing facility, and not directly related to the waste storage pile considered for the
proposed removal action. A person continuously occupying this area of the fenceline could
exceed the DOE primary radiation dose limit of 100 mrem/year above background for members
of the public. However, the property immediately adjacent to the northeastern corner of MISS
is an industrial facility located approximately 150 ft northwest of the site boundary; the
maximum dose to a hypothetical employee working in this facility is estimated to be
approximately 0.57 mrem/year (BNI 1994).

Chemical Contaminants

Soil samples also were collected for analysis of chemical constituents from each borehole
at the waste storage pile during the sampling program discussed above. For analysis of total
petroleum hydrocarbons and volatile organics, samples were retrieved from the split-spoon
sampler and were packaged and preserved before the composite sample was produced. The
remaining contents were homogenized 1o ensure that they were representative of the composite
sample. The composite sample was then properly packaged, preserved and shipped off-site for
analysis. Based on knowledge of past processing operations, analytical parameters were selected
to include toxicity characteristic (TC) metals, total polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), sulfide and
cyanide reactivity, percent solids, and total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH). Soil samples which
exceeded 1,000 parts per million TPH were screened for EPA priority pollutant volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) and base/neutral and acid extractable (BNAE) semivolatile organic
compounds. Ten percent of all discrete samples were analyzed for the following broad-screen-- -
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parameters: TC volatile organics, corrosivity, TC BNAE semivolatile organics, TC pesticides,
and TC herbicides.

The analytical results, as summarized in Table 1-2, indicated that the material in the
waste storage pile is not a RCRA-hazardous waste. Concentrations of TC constituents (TCLP
volatile organics, semivolatile organics, pesticides, herbicides, and metals) in the soil samples
did not exceed the regulatory limits. Also RCRA limits for corrosivity and reactivity were not
exceeded. The semivolatile organic compounds detected in the pile were polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs), which are commonly present as the result of incomplete burning of fossil
fuels, garbage, or other organic substances. Because the Maywood site is in an industrial
setting, the presence of PAHs is to be expected. The only VOC identified as exceeding
detection limits in the soil samples was toluene, a common solvent and laboratory contaminant.

Several metals and volatile organic compounds were detected in groundwater and surface
water at concentrations above existing or proposed MCLs or maximum contaminant level goals
(MCLGs). The locations of the wells in which metals were detected in groundwater correlate
with the detection of the same metals in nearby soil. The highest concentrations of VOCs in
groundwater occur in wells located on the Stepan and Ballod properties, upstream and
downstream of the MISS property, respectively. In surface water, metals were generally
detected in similar concentrations in upstream and downstream sampling locations. Sediment
samples collected from Westerly Brook at locations upstream and downstream from the
Maywood site indicate similar concentrations of metals.

1.5 SITE CONDITIONS THAT JUSTIFY A REMOVAL ACTION

The threats posed by radioactively contaminated materials in the waste storage pile are
of a non-time-critical nature, i.e., no immediate risk to human health or the environment
currently exists at this property that would require emergency cleanup within 6 months.
However, the conditions do meet criteria listed in Section 300.415(b)(2) of the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) for conducting certain cleanup efforts
as removal actions because there is "potential exposure to nearby populations, animals, or the
food chain from hazardous substances or pollutants or contaminants.” Also, the proposed action
meets the requirement of CERCLA Section 104 that any removal action should "... contribute
to the efficient performance of any long-term remedial action with respect to the release or
threatened release concerned.” The early removal of the waste storage pile at MISS would
facilitate any future waste processing and staging activities at the MISS property during final
remediation of the Maywood site. It would also complete the earlier removal actions which
generated the contaminated materials contained in the waste storage pile.

The results of sampling the waste storage pile indicate that the primary contaminant of
concern is thorium-232, The available data, as summarized in Section 1.4, indicate that the
contaminated materials in the waste storage pile exceed the cleanup guidelines for the site only
for thorium-232. The cleanup guidelines established for the site, however, are not directly
applicable to the proposed removal action, which would address the entire contents of the waste
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Table 1-2, Concentrations of Chemical Constituents Detected in
: 'MIS8 Btorage Pile

mples = Concentration{ug/kg)

Analyte . Analyzed Detected Min. Max. Avg.

e () anics
Anthracene 30 2 42 740 232
Benzo(a)anthracene 30 10 - 51 1,500 414
Benzo(a)pyrene 30 12 7 54 1,500 461
Benzo(b) fluoranthene . 30 11 66 1,400 427
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 30 6 99 650 315
Benzo (k) fluoranthene 30 10 €5 1,500 424
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)-

phthalate 30 2 100 1,300 327
Chrysene - 30 12 60 1,400 443
Fluoranthrene 30 18 76 3,300 802
Indeno(1l,2,3-cd)pyrene 30 6 69 1,400 353
Phenanthrene 30 11 57 2,400 528
Pyrene 30 15 0 2,600 596

Volatile Organics

Toluene 28 1 1 3,000 704

Concentration(mag/kqg)

Min. Max. Avg.
Total Petroleum
Hydrocarbons 155 . 28 63 6,100 659
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storage pile. Final remediation of the MISS property as well as the overall Maywood site will
occur following completion of the RI/FS-EIS process.

Potential radiological hazards from the contaminated soils are discussed in Section 4.1.1
of this report. To date, site investigations have not identified evidence of other contaminated

media (for example, groundwater, surface water, or building surfaces) that warrant early
removal actions.
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2. REMOVAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

The waste storage pile at MISS resulted from previous removal actions at the Maywood
site. It has been engineered to contain the contaminated soil and debris in 2 manner that will
protect human health and the environment. There is little potential for disturbance and spread
of these materials, and no imminent risk to human health or the environment has been identified.
While the contaminated materials in the waste storage pile pose no immediate risk to human
health or the environment, the proposed removal action would further reduce the potential for
human or environmental exposure by removing this contaminant source from the site. It also
would complete the earlier removal actions which generated the contaminated materials contained
in the waste storage pile, and would facilitate the efficient performance of future cleanup actions
for the overall Maywood site.

The intent of the proposed removal action is to relocate the contaminated materials to an
appropriately licensed disposal facility. Soil treatment may be proposed by DOE to reduce the
volume of waste for disposal, depending on the timing, availability, and effectiveness of the
necessary equipment. Specifically, implementation of the proposed removal -action would allow
DOE to remove, transport, and dispose of contaminated materials from the waste storage pile
to facilitate site-wide cleanup measures. The specific objectives are defined in Sections 2.1
through 2.4 in terms of statutory limits, scope and purpose of the proposed action, schedule, and
compliance with regulatory requirements.

2.1 STATUTORY LIMITS

Authority for responding to releases or threats of releases from a contaminated site is
addressed in Section 104 of CERCLA. Executive Order 12580 delegates to DOE the response
authority for DOE sites. Under CERCLA Section 104(b), DOE is authorized to undertake such
investigations, surveys, testing, or other data gathering deemed necessary to identify the
existence, extent, and nature of the contaminants present at the Maywood site, including the
extent of threats to human health and the environment. In addition, DOE is authorized to
undertake planning, engineering, and other studies and investigations appropriate to directing
response actions to prevent, limit, or mitigate potential risks associated with the site. Removal
actions which are appropriate prior to implementation of the final remedial action for the site
may be authorized by DOE, as necessary, in accordance with the FFA.

2.2 SCOPE AND PURPOSE

The scope of the proposed removal action can be broadly defined as management of
radioactively contaminated materials in the waste storage pile at the Maywood Interim Storage
Site. The primary purpose of the proposed action is to facilitate preparation of the MISS
property for later waste treatment and staging activities during the final remediation of the
Maywood site. The action also would ensure the protection of human health and the
environment, and would provide final disposal of the radioactive wastes generated during earlier
removal actions at the Maywood site. All activities would be conducted in a way to minimize__ .
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the potential risks to on-site personnel performing the removal action. The timely and complete
removal of these materials from the waste storage pile would contribute to the efficient
performance of comprehensive remedial actions being planned for the overall Maywood site.

2.3 SCHEDULE

‘The proposed removal action for the contaminated materials at the MISS waste storage
pile is scheduled to begin in October 1994. The removal action is estimated to require
approximately two to three years for completion, depending on the availability of funding. If
sufficient budgetary resources are not allocated to DOE during this period, the period for
completion of the action could be extended. Site preparation and mobilization activities in
support of the proposed removal action will begin prior to October 1994.

The schedule includes development of detailed work plans and health and safety plans,
development of appropriate decontamination facilities, removal of the contaminated materials
from the waste storage pile, on-site processing as required, transportation of the contaminated
materials for off-site disposal, and restabilizing the disturbed area until final remediation of the
MISS property. It is anticipated that activity will be suspended during the winter months due
to inclement weather conditions.

2.4 COMPLIANCE WITH REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

The proposed removal action will be carried out according to all environmental laws and
requirements that are determined to be applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
(ARARs) to the maximum extent practicable. This includes federal laws as well as more
stringent state standards. In addition to ARARs, "to-be-considered” guidelines (TBCs) may play
a role in the selection and implementation of a preferred alternative; TBCs include standards
identified in specific departmental orders, etc., which are not promulgated by law but may be
significant for the proposed action. A compilation of potential ARARs and TBCs for the
proposed removal action for the waste storage pile is presented in Appendix A. The final
compilation of ARARs for the overall Maywood site will be published in the FS for the site
(DOE 1994a). The identification of potential ARARs and TBC:s for the proposed removal action
is based on the nature of the contamination (primarily soil contaminated with thorium-232), the
nature of the proposed removal action, and the location of the site.

In accordance with CERCLA and the NCP, an alternative that does not meet an ARAR
may be selected if one of several waiver conditions is met. One of these conditions is that the
action is an interim measure and will become part of a total remedial action that will attain the
requirement. This condition applies directly to the proposed removal action because this action
is only part of the overall remedial action for the Maywood site. Moreover, compliance with
ARARs may not be required for removal actions even when none of the specific waiver
conditions is satisfied, based on consideration of factors such as the urgency of the situation and
the scope of the removal action to be conducted.
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Nevertheless, the proposed removal action will be conducted to comply with the
substantive requirements of all ARARs to the maximum extent practicable. DOE will comply
with all pertinent environmental requirements to ensure the protection of human health and the
environment during implementation of the proposed action. Appropriate standards from the
Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) and other employee protection laws and guidelines
also will be followed to protect workers during implementation.
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3. REMOVAL ACTION TECHNOLOGIES AND ALTERNATIVES

This ‘section summarizes the procedures and rationale used to identify alternatives for
conducting the proposed removal action. It will consider relevant technologies that could be
implemented to achieve the remedial action objectives specified previously. This process is
consistent with the NCP and EPA guidance regarding removal actions. Because of the nature
of the contaminated materials in the waste storage pile at MISS, the number of practical and
suitable technologies that can be applied is limited. The technologies considered in selecting
removal action alternatives include those identified in the NCP [40 CFR 300.415(d)], along with
experience and information gained as a result of planning and implementing removal actions at
similar sites.

3.1 TECHNOLOGY IDENTIFICATION AND SCREENING

Technologies potentially applicable to the proposed removal action have been screened
and evaluated on the basis of site-specific conditions of the waste storage pile. The objective
of the proposed removal action is to facilitate preparation of the MISS property for subsequent
waste treatment and staging activities during the final remediation of the Maywood site and to
ensure protection of human health and the environment. While the contaminated materials in
the MISS pile are not considered to present an immediate risk to human health or the
environment, the proposed removal action would further reduce the potential for exposure to
humans or the environment.

General response actions that may apply to the remediation and management of
radiologically contaminated sites include institutional controls, containment, removal, treatment,
interim storage, and disposal. Several of these technologies, however, are not applicable to the
proposed removal action considered in this EE/CA. Institutional controls, containment, and
interim storage technologies are already implemented at the current waste storage pile, and are
considered here only as a part of the no-action alternative.

Alternatives for the proposed removal action were identified by considering applicable
technologies within each general response action category, according to the guidelines of the
NCP [40 CFR 300.430(e)). The potential technologies were screened with regard to
effectiveness, implementability, and cost. The identification and screening of the technologies
that may apply to the proposed action are discussed below and key considerations are
summarized in Table 3-1,

Institutional Controls

Institutional controls are measures that prevent or minimize public exposure by limiting
access or use of contaminated areas. They may include physical barriers (such as fences), use
or deed restrictions, and environmental monitoring. Such controls are not effective in reducing
the toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants, but they may reduce the potential for
exposures to contaminated materials. The NCP specifies that institutional controls may not be
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Technology

TABLE 3-1. Summary of General Response Technology Screening

Evaluation Result

Institutional Controls

Use or deed restrictions

Access restrictions

Not Applicable
(Current DOE
ownership maintained
under all alternatives)

Not Applicable
(Current access
restrictions maintained
under all alternatives)

Comments

Limits on-site exposure to contaminants, but not effective in controlling the source or
migration of contaminants; may be effective when used in conjunction with other technologies.
The MISS property is currently owned by DOE, and DOE ownership and control would be
maintained under all alternatives. No new actions are associated with the proposed removal
action.

Limits on-site exposure to contaminants, but not effective in controlling the source or
migration of contaminants; may be effective when used in conjunction with other technologies.
Access restrictions are currently in place at MISS and will be maintained pending final
remediation of the property.

In-situ (capping)

(Current containment
system retained in
No-Action Alternative)

Monitoring Retained Provides data for assessing control measures; may be effective when vsed in conjuhction with
other technologies. An extensive environmental monitoring program is in place at MISS and
' will be maintained pending final remediation of the property. Comprehensive environmental
and personnel monitoring would be implemented throughout the proposed removal action.
Containment
Rejected Can reduce contaminant mobility and mitigate potential exposures; contaminant toxicity and

volume would not be reduced. The current liner/cover at the waste storage pile provides
containment of the contaminated materials. Capping is not considered practicable as an
interim measure for the waste storage pile due to potential incompatibility with future
remediation measures for the MISS property, particularly for underlying contaminated soils,

Removal

Excavation

Decontamination/
Demolition

Retained

Not Applicable

Easy to implement, using conventional earth-moving equipment. Requires storage or disposal
facility for excavated wastes and access restrictions during excavation. '

No contaminated structures are associated with the waste storage pile.
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TABLE 3-1 (Continued)

Technology Evaluation Result Comments
Treatment T
Chemical/Physical Relained Treatment (soil washing) is retained for det;iled evaluation for the pProposed removal action,
Treatment pending the results of treatability studies planned for 1994,
Interim Storage
Existing on-site facifity Retained The contaminateq materials considered in this EE/CA are currently in interim storage at

{No-Action oniy)

Off-site Rejected Relocation of the contaminated materials to a lemporary off-site storage location would
provide no significant benefit over the existing waste storage pile at a considerable expense,
No suitable off-site interim Storage facility is currently available and development of a new
facility would be prohibitively expensive and (ime-consuming.'

Disposal

On-site Rejected Permanent disposal of the Maywood site wastes will be fully evaluated in the Fs for the site.
No on-site disposal alternative js available for the proposed removal action and would be
Inappropriate due to the potential for biasing waste management evaluations in the RI/FS-EIS

Off-site Retained

P ﬁ%
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used as a substitute for active response measures as the sole remedy unless active measures are
determined not to be practicable. Costs associated with institutional controls are generally low.

Institutional controls are currently in place at MISS and are considered generally effective
in limiting potential exposure to the contaminated materials in the waste storage pile over the
near term. The MISS property is owned by DOE, and institutional controls (access restrictions
and environmental monitoring) will be maintained at this property at least until final remediation
of the Maywood site is completed. Institutional controls, therefore, are considered as a
component of the no-action alternative for the purposes of this analysis, although typically a
*no-action alternative" assumes no active measures to control exposures. No new long-term
institutional control measures would be associated with the proposed removal action. However,
a comprehensive environmental and personnel monitoring program and additional access

- restrictions of the immediate work area would be implemented during the construction,

processing, and restoration activities.

Containment

Containment technologies are designed to keep contaminated materials at their current
locations. The purpose of containment is to reduce contaminant mobility and the potential for
contaminants to move off-site. Containment technologies, in and of themselves, do not typically
reduce the toxicity or volume of contaminants, but they may be effective in reducing
contaminant mobility. Costs associated with containment technologies are considered moderate.

The current waste storage pile at MISS provides containment through encapsulation of
the contaminated materials within the impermeable Hypalon liner and cover material. More
permanent containment technologies, particularly capping, are considered impractical as an
interim measure for the waste storage pile considered here because of potential interferences with
ultimate remediation of the MISS property. Therefore, capping is eliminated from further
consideration, and containment is considered here only as a component of the no-action
alternative (i.e., continuation of the current containment system for the waste storage pile is
considered as a component of the no-action alternative for the purposes of this analysis, although
typically a "no-action alternative” assumes no active measures to control exposures or releases).

Removal

Removal of contaminated materials from a site can effectively reduce contaminant
mobility and potential exposure. Contaminated soil and debris may be removed from the MISS
waste pile using conventional earth-moving equipment such as backhoes, bulldozers, scrapers,
and front end loaders. These technologies are reliable, can be easily and economically
implemented with standard construction procedures and conventional equipment, and have been
used extensively to control radioactive contamination similar to that associated with the waste
storage pile. Removal technology is retained as a possible component of the action alternatives.
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Treatment

Treatment includes a wide range of technologies, only a limited number of which are
applicable to radioactively contaminated materials. Radioactive waste treatment technologies can
be categorized as (1) those that remove the radioactive material from the waste matrix, and (2)
those that change the form of the waste, thereby reducing the toxicity, mobility, or volume of
the contaminants.

Treatment technologies identified as botentially applicable for the Maywood site are being

fully evaluated in the FS for the site (DOE 1994a), including treatability studies for technologies:

that appear particularly promising. Treatability studies are scheduled to begin in 1994 to help
evaluate soil washing technology for volume reduction of Maywood soils. Soil washing
treatment technology is retained for further consideration for the proposed removal action.
Treatment costs are considered moderate to high.

Removal of the MISS waste storage pile also would facilitate implementation of selected
treatment technologies for the overall site remediation by providing an appropriate staging and
processing area. Also, treatment of materials removed from the waste storage pile would
provide additional data for optimizing the treatment process for site-specific conditions and
production-scale materials management of all process streams.

Interim Storage

Interim storage involves the temporary placement of contaminated materials in a manner
that effectively protects human health and the environment until the final treatment or disposal
of the materials can be determined. Interim storage can be achieved by placing the contaminated
material$ in an existing engineered facility or in a newly constructed facility. Costs range from
low, if existing storage capacity is available, to moderately high, if construction of a new facility
is required.

The contaminated materials considered in this EE/CA are currently in interim storage at
MISS. Since the contaminated materials would remain in the waste storage pile if no removal
action were conducted, continued interim storage at MISS is retained as a component of the no-
action alternative. Interim storage in a newly constructed facility is eliminated from further
consideration on the basis of cost, implementation time, and lack of significant benefit.

Disposal

Disposal involves the permanent placement of contaminated materials in a manner that
reduces contaminant mobility and protects human health and the environment for the long term.
This technology can effectively reduce contaminant mobility and the potential for human
exposure.
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Alternatives for ultimate disposal of wastes from the overall Maywood site are being fully
evaluated in the FS for the site (DOE 1994a). The disposal considerations for the proposed
removal action are independent of the remedial action decisions regarding disposal for the overall
Maywood site, and will not bias that process. Important differences in the two evaluations
include the smaller volume of waste considered for disposal and the much shorter time frame
desired for the proposed removal action. Thus, some potential disposal alternatives with lengthy
time requirements (such as siting and developing a new facility, either on-site or off-site) may
be appropriate for the site-wide disposal evaluation but would not be appropriate for the

~ proposed removal action. The only disposal option considered available within the desired time

frame, and which is therefore retained for further consideration in this analysis, is a licensed
commercial disposal facility. Commercial disposal is currently available for the wastes from the
waste storage pile, which are classified as 11e(2) byproduct material, at the Envirocare facility
at Clive, Utah. Disposal costs, including transportation to the disposal facility, are considered
moderate to high.

3.2 IDENTIFICATION OF PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES

The preliminary screening of potentially applicable technologies resulted in identification
of the following technologies as potential components of removal action alternatives: removal
of contaminated materials from the waste storage pile, treatment to reduce the volume of
contaminated materials, and disposal at a licensed commercial facility. The screened
technologies have been grouped into the following preliminary alternatives for the proposed
action:

o Alternative 1: No action, with continuation of current interim storage,
containment, environmental monitoring, and institutional controls. Remedial
action for the waste storage pile would be delayed until the record of decision
(ROD) for the Maywood site is issued.

. Alternative 2: Expedited removal of the contaminated materials from the waste
storage pile, followed by transport of the wastes for off-site commercial disposal.
This alternative includes access restrictions and increased environmental and
personnel monitoring during implementation of restoration activities.

] Alternative 3: Expedited removal of the contaminated materials from the waste
storage pile, and treatment using soil washing technology to reduce the volume
of waste requiring off-site disposal. The concentrated treatment residues would
be transported off-site for commercial disposal, while the decontaminated soil
(with residual concentrations of thorium-232 and radium-226 in soil below 15
pCi/g) would be stored on-site for potential future use as subsurface backfill
during implementation of the final remedial action for the Maywood site. This
alternative includes access restrictions and increased environmental and personnel
monitoring during construction and restoration activities. :
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4. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

The proposed removal action is an early action with regard to the overall remedial action
planned for the Maywood site. The-primary purpose of this removal action is to facilitate
preparation of the Maywood Interim Storage Site for waste treatment and staging activities
during the final remediation of the site. The action also will ensure protection of human health
and the environment. The alternatives identified in Section 3.2 are evaluated below with respect
to effectiveness, implementability, and cost.

4.1 EFFECTIVENESS

The effectiveness of an alternative is defined by its ability to protect human health and
the environment from risks associated with the contamination in both the short term and the long
term. Measures of effectiveness include (1) reduction of potential risks to human health and the
environment; (2) compliance with regulatory requirements; (3) timeliness; and (4) reduction of
contaminant toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatment.

4.1.1 Potential Health Impacts

Under Alternative 1, no action would be taken until a final decision is made regarding
remediation of the overall Maywood site, including management of all site-related wastes. This
alternative involves no immediate change in current exposures to radioactive materials at the site.
An analysis of the baseline radiation exposure from current conditions at the waste storage pile
(Alternative 1) is provided in the Baseline Risk Assessment (BRA) for the Maywood site (DOE
1993). The BRA analysis predicts a potential radiation dose of 114 to 142 mrem/year to
workers at the MISS property and 3 to 24 mrem/year to transients at MISS. However, these
estimates assume loss of institutional control at the MISS property and represent reasonable
worst case conditions. DOE maintains an employee monitoring program for workers at the site,
which indicates that current radiation exposures are less than 1 mrem/year above background.

Under Alternative 2, approximately 35,000 yd® of contaminated soil and debris would
be removed and transported off-site for disposal. Under Alternative 3, the contaminated
materials removed from the waste storage pile first would be treated to reduce the volume of soil
requiring off-site disposal. Under both Alternatives 2 and 3, potential risks to human health and
the environment at MISS would be reduced in the long term, because the contaminated materials
would be removed from their present interim storage location and placed in an engineered
facility designed for permanent disposal. '

Worker Radiation Dose and Health Risk. Potential worker exposures would increase
in the short term during the removal action period for Alternatives 2 and 3. The primary
exposure pathways would include inhalation of contaminated dust and external gamma radiation.
All activities associated with the implementation of Alternatives 2 and 3 would be conducted

according to the site-specific health and safety plan to protect workers and the public. The

potential radiation doses to workers conducting the removal action would be kept as low as

28



%

reasonably achievable (ALARA) by strict compliance with environmental, safety, and health
protection guidelines and appropriate engineering practices for radiation protection.

The potential radiation dose to workers implementing the proposed removal action
alternatives was estimated using the RESRAD computer code (Gilbert et al., 1989). For the
purpose of this evaluation, radionuclide concentrations in contaminated soils were assumed to
be 18.1 pCi/g for thorium-232 and progeny, 17 pCi/g for uranium-238 and progeny, 2.4 pCi/g
for radium-226 and progeny, and 0.85 pCi/g for uranium-235 and progeny (assumed to be 5%
of uranium-238 concentration based on typical isotopic distribution), based on available
characterization data (BNI 1991). Potential exposure pathways considered in this evaluation
included external gamma exposure, inhalation of contaminated dust and radon gas, and incidental
ingestion of contaminated soil. It was assumed that the hypothetical worker receiving the
maximum exposure would spend a maximum of 1500 hours per year (8 hours/day x 5 days/week
x 9 months/year) in the contaminated area. It was assumed that the remedial action worker
would have a breathing rate of 1.2 m*/hour, and would be exposed to an airborne particulate
concentration of 200 pg/m?, of which 30% would be respirable. The worker was also assumed
to ingest contaminated soil at a rate of 480 mg/day as a result of incidental hand-to-mouth
contact.

For Alternative 2, the maximum radiation dose to the hypothetical worker from exposure
to site contaminants during the removal action was estimated at 82 mrem/year (75 mrem/year
from external gamma exposure, 5 mrem/year from inhalation of contaminated dust, and 2
mrem/year from incidental soil ingestion). This estimate is well below the DOE limit of 5,000
mrem/year for occupational exposure (10 CFR 835; DOE Order 5480.11, 1988) and slightly
below the 100 mrem/year limit for the public (DOE Order 5400.5, 1990). This radiation dose
would result in an incremental lifetime cancer risk of approximately 3 x 107 (i.e., the risk of
getting cancer resulting from this radiation exposure over the remainder of the worker’s lifetime
would be approximately 3 in 100,000).

Exposure conditions for Alternative 3 were assumed to be the same as those for
Alternative 2. The estimated radiation dose to the hypothetical maximally exposed worker is
82 mrem/year, and the excess cancer risk is estimated to be approximately 3 x 10%,

It is important to note that these dose estimates to the hypothetical worker experiencing
the maximum exposure are based on very conservative exposure assumptions. They do not take
into account mitigative measures (such as dust suppression, respiratory protection, protective
clothing) which would be used during the proposed removal action. The potential radiation
doses to workers performing the removal action would be kept as low as reasonably achievable
(ALARA) by standard health physics practices and by strict compliance with DOE
environmental, safety, and health protection guidelines. Mitigative measures would be
implemented to minimize the amount of airborne contamination. Workers also would wear
respiratory protection equipment, if necessary, to reduce the likelihood of inhaling contaminated
particulates, and lapel air monitors would be worn to verify the safety of the working
environment. A comprehensive personnel dosimetry program would be implemented to monitor
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all radiation exposures and doses to workers throughout the removal action. Therefore, actual
exposures and risks would be significantly lower than the estimates presented above.

General Public Radiation Dose and Health Risk. During construction, processing, and
transportation activities associated with Alternatives 2 and 3, a resident or employee at a nearby
property could receive a radiation dose above normal background exposure. The primary
exposure pathway for the off-site public would be inhalation of contaminated dust. The dose
to the off-site receptor from external gamma radiation would be negligible because the external
gamma exposure rate decreases rapidly with distance from the source. The occurrence of any
spillage during transport is expected to be minimal, and, because of the nature of the cargo
(soil), any spillage could easily be cleaned up and refrieved for disposal. Thus, the potential for
radiation exposure of the general public resulting from spillage would be minimal. Under either
Alternative 2 or 3, wastes would be transported to the off-site disposal facility by rail, using the
on-site rail spur; no off-site transport of contaminated materials by truck and no significant
increase in local traffic is anticipated.

The radiation dose to the maximally exposed member of the public, therefore, would be
bounded by the inhalation dose to the removal action worker discussed previously. The
maximum incremental radiation dose to the general public from implementation of the proposed
removal action is estimated to be less than 5 mrem/year for Alternatives 2 and 3. This dose is
very small relative to the dose received from background sources of radiation. It is also well
below the dose limit of 100 mrem/year specified by DOE (DOE Order 5400.5, 1990) for the
public and the pathway-specific limit of 10 mrem/year for airborne releases (40 CFR 61). The
lifetime incremental cancer risk resulting from this radiation exposure is estimated to be
approximately 4 x 107 (4 in 10,000,000). Appropriate health physics practices and engineering
measures (e.g., wetting the soil) would be employed during all excavation, processing,
transportation, and disposal activities to minimize airborne releases of radioactivity and protect
the public from unnecessary exposure.

While Alternative 2 would not directly reduce the volume or toxicity of contaminants,
it would reduce contaminant mobility through improved containment in a permanent disposal
facility. It would further reduce the potential for exposure of the public to contaminated
materials in the waste storage pile. Alternative 3 would reduce the volume of contaminated soil
through treatment, as well as reducing contaminant mobility through improved containment in
a permanent disposal facility.

The commercial disposal facility which would receive the contaminated materials
removed from the MISS waste storage pile operates under license to the Nuclear Regulatory

Commission and the State of Utah. License conditions provide for the protection of public and
worker health and the environment.
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4.1.2 Potential Environmental Impacts

Soils and Water Resources. Under Alternative 1, no direct impacts to soils would
occur. Alternatives 2 and 3 also would be expected to have no long-term impacts on soil or
water resources. However, some minor impacts could occur during the removal of the soils
from the waste storage pile, as disturbed areas would be more likely to experience wind and
water erosion. These temporary effects could be minimized by decreasing the area disturbed
at any time during excavation operations, and by employing good engineering practices (such

as sediment barriers to minimize the amount of sediment leaving the work area, and containment
of surface runoff during storms). :

Air Quality. Alternative 1 would result in no incremental impacts on air quality.
Environmental monitoring activities at the site indicate no significant adverse air impacts from
normal site operations (BNT 1993). Resuspension and dispersion of contaminated particulates
during construction, processing, and transportation activities under Alternatives 2 and 3 could
impact local air quality during the-short term. These impacts, however, would be eliminated
after the removal action was completed. The potential for dust generation while implementing
the removal action would be minimized by implementing good engineering practices (such as
wetting and/or covering exposed surfaces, as appropriate, during the action period). Monitoring
of ambient concentrations of airborne particulates and radon would be conducted throughout the
removal action to ensure compliance with requirements to protect workers and the public.

Ecological Resources. Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in no physical
changes to existing habitats and associated biota. Alternatives 2 and 3 also would not be
expected to harm plants or wildlife. The waste storage pile directly affected by the proposed
removal action is an engineered storage cell; it is actively maintained to discourage intrusion
by wildlife, and therefore provides no significant habitat. Animals inhabiting the MISS property
and adjacent areas within sight or range of hearing of the construction or waste transportation
operations might be temporarily disturbed or displaced. However, the MISS property does not
provide substantial wildlife habitats because of its urban nature. As a result, few animal species
inhabit the property. Vegetation near the waste storage pile would be disturbed during the
excavation activities. However, the existing plant species are neither unique nor restricted in
distribution, and disturbed habitats could be readily revegetated. Because the MISS property
supports only a few common species, the proposed removal action would have no significant
harmful effect on plants or wildlife. Removal of the contaminated materials from the waste
storage pile would reduce the potential for uncontrolled spread of contamination by plants or
wildlife.

Threatened or endangered species would be unaffected by implementing any of the
alternatives. Critical habitats for listed species are not present at the MISS property, and no
threatened or endangered species are known to inhabit the site. .

Wetlands and Floodplains. It is DOE’s policy to avoid adverse impacts on floodplains
and wetlands to the extent possible (10 CFR 1022). Any remedial actions at the Maywood site
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will be carried out in compliance with Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, and
Executive Order 1190, Protection of Wetlands, where applicable. However, the MISS waste
storage pile addressed by this EE/CA is not located within 100-year floodplain or wetlands
areas, so these requirements would not apply. No wetlands would be impacted by the proposed
removal action alternatives.

Cultural Resources. Nop archaeological sites or historic structures listed in the Nationai
Register of Historic Places would be affected by implementing any of the alternatives.

4.1.3 Compliance with Regulatory Requirements

The proposed removal action is an interim measure which would become part of the
comprehensive remedial action for the Maywood site that will attain all applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements. Under all alternatives, surface and subsurface soils at the MISS
property that exceed contaminant-specific ARARs would remain, awaiting final remediation of
the property. However, under Alternatives 2 and 3, contaminated soils and debris from the
MISS waste storage pile would be removed and relocated to a permanent disposal facility.
Alternatives 2 and 3 would be conducted in a manner that would follow pertinent environmental
requirements and protect human health and the environment during implementation of the
removal action. Appropriate OSHA standards and other employee protection laws and guidelines
also would be followed to ensure worker protection during implementation, and compliance with
all action-specific and location-specific ARARs.

4.1.4 Timeliness

Alternative 2 is expected to be potentially more favorable than Alternative 3 with respect
to timeliness, due to uncertainties at this time associated with applying soil washing technology
to the Maywood soils. This criterion may be better evaluated following treatability studies that
are scheduled to be initiated in 1994. The only practical constraint on the speed with which
Alternative 2 could be implemented is the availability of funding resources. Under Alternative
1, no action would be taken at the waste storage pile before the comprehensive remediation of
the overall Maywood site. Alternative 1, therefore, is the least timely of the alternatives
considered.

4.1.5 Reduction of Contaminant Toxicity, Mobility, and Yolume Through Treatment

Section 121 of CERCLA specifies a statutory preference for remedial actions that use
treatment technologies that permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, or
volume of the hazardous substances as a principal element. Because of the nature of the primary
contaminant of concern in the MISS waste storage pile (thorium-232 and its associated decay
products), treatment for reduction of toxicity is not feasible. Therefore, only treatment to reduce
contaminant mobility and/or volume may be considered. Among the alternatives considered

here, only Alternative 3 includes treatment as a principal element to reduce contaminant volume.

Under Alternative 3, physical separation techniques would be used to separate the radioactive
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contaminants from the uncontaminated soil fraction. The decontaminated soil would be used on-

~ site as subsurface backfill during implementation of the final remedial action, while the treatment

residuals, with the concentrated radioactive contaminants, would be transported for disposal at
an off-site commercial disposal facility, Neither Alternative 1 nor Alternative 2 include a
treatment component.

4.2 lMPLEMENTABILITY

The implementability of an altematwe is defined by its technical feasibility, availability,
and administrative feasibility. Technical feasibility refers to the ability to construct, operate,
maintain, replace, and monitor an alternative’s technical components. The demonstrated

- performance of technical components is also considered, as are potential constraints associated
‘with the site environment. Availability of services and materials refers to the resources required

to implement specific components of an alternative and the ability to obtain them.
Administrative feasibility addresses the acceptability of an alternative by other agencies, and how
well it satisfies specific project requirements (such as budget, schedule, and efficient
performance of the overall remedial action planned for the site).

4.2.1 Technical Feasibility

Technical feasibility does not apply to Alternative 1, the no-action alternative. The

.components of Alternative 2 are technically feasible and have been implemented for similar

actions. Excavation of the contaminated materials from the waste storage pile is technically
feasible using readily available equipment. Its performance has been demonstrated during past
removal actions at the Maywood site and other sites. Monitoring and maintenance activities
would be continued at MISS following excavation of the waste storage pile, awaiting final
remediation of the MISS property. A comprehensive environmental monitoring program is
currently in place for MISS and will be continued until the final remediation of the property is
completed. The current monitoring system is sufficient to meet the objective of protecting
human health and the environment.

In addition to those components discussed under Alternative 2, Alternative 3 also includes
a physical treatment process to reduce waste volume. The proposed treatment technology is
similar to that used extensively in the mineral mining industry and is considered to be technically
feasible. The performance of the treatment technology for processing contaminated soil from
the waste storage pile will be evaluated through treatability studies initiated in 1994.

Commercial disposal of the waste materials removed from the MISS pile is technically
feasible. Commercial disposal of 11e(2) wastes is currently available at the Envirocare facility
in Clive, Utah. This facility and all commercial radioactive waste disposal facilities are required
to maintain comprehensive environmental monitoring and occupational health physics programs

"as a license condition.
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4.2.2 Availability of Services and Materials

Availability does not apply to Alternative 1, the no-action alternative. The services and
materials required to implement Alternatives 2 and 3 are readily available.

4.2.3 Administrative Feasibility

Administrative feasibility considerations include the potential of a proposed action to
achieve response objectives and to satisfy state and local concerns. These concemns include
permitting and interagency cooperation, public and occupational safety, transportation factors,
impacts on land use and values, compliance with policies and requirements, and public
acceptance. The NCP specifies that a formal community relations plan be developed to provide
information to the public and to obtain public comment. A site-specific community relations
plan has been developed for the Maywood site (BNI 1992).

State and local authorities and citizens have indicated a strong preference for removal of
the MISS waste storage pile. Since Alternatives 2 and 3 achieve this objective, they are
expected to have favorable administrative feasibility. However, community officials and citizens
have also indicated their opposition to the treatment of contaminated soils and replacement of
treated soils on-site; therefore, Alternative 3 would be expected to be regarded less favorably
by the community than Alternative 2. Alternative 1 would not address community concerns in
any manner. Short-term negative impacts on the community during implementation of
Alternatives 2 or 3 would include traffic and noise associated with removal, treatment, and
transportation of the contaminated materials under Alternatives 2 and 3; these impacts would
be mitigated by conducting all activities according to pertinent regulatory requirements, by using
good engineering practices, and through an active community relations program.

No administrative feasibility issues are anticipated with respect to commercial disposal
of the waste. The waste volume associated with this proposed removal action would be a small
fraction of the total waste capacity of the commercial disposal facility.

Removal activities conducted under Alternatives 2 and 3 would be conducted only with
the approval of the affected local authorities. All response activities at the Maywood site are
coordinated with EPA Region Il and state and local government authorities. Active
communications would be maintained with the public, local media, EPA, and state and local
officials, as specified in the community relations plan for the site (BNI 1992).

4.3 COST

The costs of alternatives are considered only in a comparative manner to determine if the
cost of one alternative is much greater than that of another alternative of similar effectiveness.
General estimates of potential costs for each alternative can be compared to permit a screening
according to relative costs. Funds from DOE, not from EPA’s Superfund, would be used to
implement the proposed removal action. Because the proposed action would be completed
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within a short time, present value considerations would not appreciably affect cost estimates;
cost estimates for this analysis assume no discount or escalation.

For Alternative 1 (No Action), no direct incremental costs would be incurred. This
alternative would only defer the costs associated with remediation of the waste storage pile until
the ultimate remediation of the overall Maywood site. However, it is estimated that the total
cost for remediation of the waste storage pile might be somewhat lower if oonducted during the
comprehensive remediation of the overall Maywood site.

The total cost of implementing Alternative 2 is estimated at approximately $ 20,000,000.
This estimate includes all direct and indirect costs, including subcontracts, engineering,
environmental health and safety support, procurement, overhead, and contingencies. The cost
estimates for waste transportation ($121/yd®) and disposal ($216/yd3) are specific to the
Envirocare facility in Clive, Utah, based on current estimates. A volume of 35,000 yd® of
contaminated materials from the MISS waste storage pile is assumed to be transported for off-
site disposal. Transportation and disposal costs contribute approxxmately 60% of the total costs
for Alternative 2.

The total cost for Alternative 3 is estimated to be approximately $ 12,300,000. This
estimate includes all direct and indirect costs, including subcontracts, engineering, environmental
health and safety support, procurement, overhead, and contingencies. The cost estimate for soil
treatment assumes that 35,000 yd® of contaminated soil is processed at a unit cost of $108/yd’,
and that the treatment process reduces the volume of waste requiring off-site disposal by 80%.
Cost estimates for waste transportation ($121/yd®) and disposal ($216/yd’) are based on off-site
disposal at the Envirocare facility in Clive, Utah. Soil treatment is the primary cost element for
Alternative 3, contributing 30% of the total costs, while off-site transportation. and disposal of
the treatment residuals contributes approximately 20%

Cost elements common to Alternatives 2 and 3 include improvements to the on-site rai]
spur and other site preparation activities, mobilization and demobilization expenses, medical
monitoring, training, engineering and health and safety support, excavation of 35,000 yd® of
contaminated materials from the MISS waste storage pile, restoration of the disturbed area,
subcontract costs (such as analytical laboratory and civil survey costs), contingencies, and
program management costs.

4.4 COMPARATIVE SUMMARY

The three alternatives for managing the waste storage pile were compared on the basis
of effectiveness, implementability, and cost. This comparison is summarized in Table 4-1.

Alternative 1 would provide the least effectiveness, since it would . provide no
improvement in the control of contaminated materials; however, it also has the lowest cost.
Alternatives 2 and 3 would be more effective in providing permanent control of contaminated
materials from the waste storage pile, and facilitating preparation of the MISS property for waste
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TABLE 4-1. Comparative Analysis of Removal Action Alternatives

Alternative [:
No action

Alternative I Effectiveness

No immediate change in impacts on
human health and the environment.

Implementability

Technical Feasibility and Availability not
applicable. Administrative Feasibility is
unfavorable, since this alternative does
not achieve response objectives or satisfy
state and local concerns,

No direct cost.

Expedited removal of
contaminated material from
MISS waste pile, treatment by
soil washing for volume
reduction, on-site storage of
decontaminated soils, and off-
site commercial disposal of

treatment residuals

health and the environment from
contaminants in the waste storage pile;
minor short-term impacts during the
removal action can be effectively
mitigated. Facilitates preparation of the
MISS site for waste treatment and/or
staging activities associated with final
remediation.

the Maywood site is still being
evaluated. Services and materials are
readily available. Administrative
Feasibility is expected to be satisfactory,
as this alternative achieves response
objectives and satisfies state and local
conacerns.

Alternative 2: Eliminates long-term impacts to human Technical Feasibility would be $ 20,000,000
Expedited removal of health and the environment from straightforward, using readily available
contaminated material from contaminants in the waste storage pile; equipment and standard engineering
MISS waste pile and off-site minor short-term impacts during the practices. Administrative Feasibility is
commercial disposal removal action can be effectively expected to be satisfactory, as this
mitigated, Facilitates preparation of the alternative achieves response objectives
MISS site for waste treatment and/or and satisfies state and local concerns.
staging activities associated with final
remediation.
Alternative J: Eliminates long-term impacts to human Technical Feasibility of soil washing for $ 12,300,000
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treatment and staging operations during the final site-wide remediation. Alternatives 2 and 3 use
technically feasible methods for the removal of contaminated materials from the MISS waste
storage pile. The technical feasibility of the soil treatment process proposed under Alternative
3 is still being evaluated. Commercial disposal of the waste generated from this removal action
is technically feasible and currently available. The action alternatives would have near-term
costs for excavation, treatment {Alternative 3 only), and transportation of the contaminated
materials to the off-site disposal facility. Altemnative’ 3 potentially has lower costs than
Alternative 2. Alternative 3 also satisfies the statutory preference for reduction of waste volume
by treatment. v :

Because the excavation, treatment, and disposal activities would be implemented
according to all regulatory requirements and good engineering practices, these activities are not
expected to meet serious institutional obstacles. The potential short-term environmental
consequences associated with Alternatives 2 and 3 from the temporary disturbance of the pile
can be minimized by using good engineering practices during the action period. The long-term
environmental consequences associated with these alternatives would be beneficial, because the
relocation of the radioactive materials from the waste storage pile to a permanent disposal
facility would reduce the risk of exposure.

4.5 IDENTIFICATION OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE

Based on an evaluation of the three alternatives for the proposed removal action,
Alternative 3 (i.e., excavation of contaminated materials, and treatment by soil washing, with
on-site storage of decontaminated soil and transport of the contaminated residuals to an off-site
commercial disposal facility) has the potential to best satisfy the evaluation criteria. However,
evaluation of the technical feasibility of the treatment technology for the MISS waste has not
been completed. Due to these uncertainties in the performance of the treatment technology,
Alternative 2 will be selected pending the completion of additional treatability testing. Under
Alternative 2, the contaminated materials in the waste storage pile would be excavated and
transported to an off-site commercial disposal facility. This alternative would present no
unacceptable risk to public health and the environment, and can be implemented in a timely,
straightforward, and cost-effective manner.

Alternative 2 has been tentatively selected over Alternative 3 due to its more favorable
technical feasibility, pending further evaluation of the proposed soil washing technology for
Maywood soils. A treatability study will be conducted during 1994 to evaluate whether the soil
washing technology can reliably achieve significant reduction in the volume of waste requiring
off-site disposal at a favorable cost. If the results of this study are favorable, DOE will propose
modifying the remedy to include treatment by soil washing and transportation of the concentrated
treatment residuals to an off-site commercial disposal facility.

The proposed removal action is consistent with CERCLA, which requires that interim

actions contribute to the extent practicable to the efficient performance of any anticipated final
remedy. The removal action would also satisfy the conditions for interim actions under NEPA
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while an EIS is in progress. The analysis presented in this EE/CA demonstrates that the
proposed action can be implemented in a manner that protects human health and the
environment. The proposed removal action is consistent with the overall cleanup strategy for
the Maywood site, and will not limit the choice of reasonable alternatives or prejudice the
ultimate decision for which the RI/FS-EIS is being prepared. Furthermore, it will facilitate
preparation of the MISS property for any future waste staging and treatment activities during the
comprehensive remediation of the site.
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5. PROPOSED ACTION

Under the proposed removal action, contaminated soil and debris in the waste storage pile
will be removed and transported to an off-site commercial disposal facility. The environment
at MISS will be monitored throughout the removal action to ensure that all pertinent
requirements are met. Appropriate measures will be employed to reduce potential adverse
‘impacts on the environment and minimize health risks (see Table 5-1).

Conventional earth-moving equipment will be used to remove contaminated soil and
debris from the waste storage pile. Wastes will be packaged and shipped according to the waste
acceptance criteria of the disposal facility as well as DOE and U.S. Department of
Transportation (DOT) requirements. Wastes will be transported from the MISS property to the

disposal facility by rail in bulk form. Excavated materials will be placed in dump trucks for

transport to the on-site rail spur. Plastic sheeting will be used to prevent the spread of
contamination and to facilitate collection of any spilled soil. The exteriors of all vehicles will
be surveyed for radioactive contamination before leaving the MISS property, and any vehicles
exceeding applicable contamination guidelines will be decontaminated before being released from
the site. Transportation routes will be established, and an emergency response plan will be
developed and coordinated with appropriate local fire and police departments. The excavated
materials are not considered to be radioactive under transportation guidelines because the activity
concentrations are expected to be well below 2,000 pCi/g, the lower limit established by the
DOT for defining radioactive materials.

Samples will be collected from the excavated wastes for analysis to assure compliance
with the waste acceptance criteria of the disposal facility. Following removal of the waste
storage pile, the excavated area will be stabilized with an appropriate vegetation cover, until
final remediation of the site.

In summary, the proposed removal action will include the following activities:

(1)  Preparation of a detailed work plan and health and safety plan.

(2)  Preparation of appropriate decontamination facilities to clean equipment and tools
used in excavation and transport activities.

3) Excavation of contaminated materials from the waste storage pile.

(4)  Analysis of samples of the excavated materials to confirm compliance with
regulatory requirements and waste acceptance criteria of the disposal facility.

(5) Loading of excavated materials into railcars for transport to the off-site
commercial disposal facility.

(6)  Rail transport to the off-site commercial disposal facility for permanent disposal. —
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Table 5-1. Major Mitigative Measures for the Proposed Action

Mitigative Measure
Dust Control

Features l
Dust suppressants (e.g., water sprays, foam application) |
will be used during all activities having the potential for

generating significant quantities of airborne particulates.

Worker Protection

|

An operational environmental safety and health plan will j
be developed for the proposed removal action. Respiratory
protection equipment and other appropriate personnel
protective equipment will be used, as necessary. All
workers will wear protective clothing and will pass through
an access control point for radiological scanning prior to
leaving the site. A comprehensive radiation monitoring
and personnel dosimetry program will be implemented.

j

“ Environmental Monitoring

Gamma radiation levels and airborne contaminant
concentrations (particulates and radon) will be monitored
in the general work area and at the site perimeter to
protect both workers and the general public. Surface
water runoff from exposed areas will also be monitored.
Appropriate responses, such as increasing engineering
controls, will be taken if measured contaminant levels
approached project administrative control limits.
Contaminant releases to air and surface water off-site will
be minimized by implementing appropriate engineering
controls.

Equipment Inspection

Equipment used for excavation, processing, and
transportation of contaminated materials will be routinely
inspected during operations. Equipment will be
decontaminated, as necessary, to prevent inadvertent
spreading of contamination into uncontrolled areas.

Run-on/run-off Controls

Surface water run-on will be controlied by temporary
berms or other diversion structures. Migration of
contaminants through run-off will be mitigated by sediment
filters or siltation fences.

Access Restrictions

Access 10 work areas will be restricted, and current access
controls at MISS will be maintained. All workers will
pass through an access control point for radiation scans to

prevent radioactive materials from leaving the site.
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Site restoration activities as necessary to restabilize the excavated area pending
final remediation of the MISS property.

Environmental monitoring will be implemented throughout the removal action to
ensure compliance with all pertinent requirements. Appropriate mitigative
measures will be used to reduce potential adverse environmental impacts and
health risks (Table 5-1).

Following the completion of the treatability study of the proposed soil washing
technology for Maywood soils, to be conducted during 1994, DOE will reevaluate this proposed.

alternative.

If the results indicate that the soil washing technology can reliably achieve

significant reduction in the volume of waste requiring off-site disposal at a favorable cost, DOE
may propose modifying the remedy to include treatment. In this event, the following activities
will be added to those listed above:

(3a)

Treatment of contaminated soils using physical separation (soil washing)
technology to reduce the volume of contaminated soil requiring off-site disposal.
Decontaminated soil (soils with residual concentrations of thorium-232 and
radium-226 below 15 pCi/g) will be stored on-site for potential future use as
subsurface backfill during implementation of the final remedial action for the
Maywood site.  Treatment residuals with the concentrated radioactive
contaminants (soils with residual concentrations of thorium-232 and radium-226
above 15 pCi/g) will be loaded onto railcars (activity 5 listed above) for transport
to the off-site commercial disposal facility for permanent disposal (activity 6 listed
above).

Other activities will remain the same as listed above.
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TABLE A-1. Contaminant-Specific Requirements

e  — =%

Source

Description of Requirement

Determination

Comments

Clean Air Act, as
amended; National
Primary and Sccondary
Ambient Air Quality
Standards

(42 USC 7401-7671,
40 CFR 50)

Establishes National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air
Quality Standards for certain pollutants, including total
particulate matier.

Applicable

Excavation equipment exhaust and fugitive dust
could potentially contribute to air quality
deterioration.

Ambient Air Quality
Surveillance

(40 CFR 58, 58 FR
8452)

Requires enhanced monitoring of ozone and its precursors.

States must include photo-chemical asscssment monitoring
in their Siate Implementation Plans for serious to extreme
0ZOne non-attainment areas.

" Applicable

New Jersey is classified as a severe 0zone non-
atiainment area.

National Emission
Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants

(42 USC 7401.7671,

40 CFR 61)

Emissions of radionuclides from any DOE facility to the
ambient air shall not excced levels that would result in an
effective dose equivalent of 10 mrem/year.

Applicable

These requirements are considered pertinent for the
protection of the public during implementation of
the proposed action.

Federal Water Pollution
Control Act, Clean Water
Act (33 USC 1251.1387):
Water Quality Standards
(40 CFR 131), National
Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (40
CFR 122-12%)

Establishes water quality standards for surface waters and
pretreatment standards for waste waters released 1o
publicly-owned treatment works (POTW3).

Applicable

Any wastewater resulting from the proposed action
will be managed in accordance with the NPDES
process,

Radiation Protection for
Occupational Workers
(10 CFR Pan 835)

Specifies occupational radiation protection standards and
program requirements for DOE and DOE contractor
operalions; includes basic dose limits of 5000 mrem/year
for radiation workers and 100 mrem/year for the public,
and derived air concentration limits for radionuclides in

air, requires all radiation exposure to be reduced ALARA.

Applicable

These requirements are also specified in DOE
Order 5480.11.
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Tabte A-1. Contaminant-Specific Requirements (Continued)

Comments II

Source Description of Requirement Determination
Radiation Protection of Specifics that ¢concentrations of Ra-226, Ra-228, Th-230, To be considered Although not promuligated standards, the DOE

the Public and the
Environment (DOE Order
£400.5)

or Th-232 in soil aversged over any 100 nt® area may not
exceed background by more than 5 pCi/g in the top 15 cm
of soil ot 15 pCi/g in any 15<m layer below the surface
layer; within any habitable structure, gamma radiation
exposure may nol exceed 20 uR/hr above background, and
radon decay product concentrations may not exceed 0.03
WL and should not exceed 0.02 WL where reasonably
achicvable. Radiation exposure 1o any member of the
public from DOE operstions may not exceed 100
mrem/year effective dose equivalent above background for
continuous exposure and may not ¢xceed 500 mrem/year in
sny single year; further, all radiation exposures must be
reduced 10 levels as low as reasonably achievable
(ALARA). Concentrations of radionuclides in air in
uncontrolled sreas may not exceed specified Derived
Concentration Guides,

Order requirements are derived from such
standards and they constitete requirements for
protection of the public with which the proposed
action will comply.. This DOE Order is now a
proposed rule 1o be codified st 10 CFR 834 (S8 FR
16268), which would be potentially applicable upon
final promulgstion.

Occupational Safety and
Health Act, General
Industry Standards (29
USC 651-678,

29 CFR 1910)

Specifies health and safety standards for hazardous waste
operations, including limits for exposure 1o noise, ionizing
radiation and certain hazardous materials, including
radionuclides.

To be considered

Since these requirements are part of an employee
protection law rether than an environmentsl
protection Jaw, with which CERCLA response
actions should comply, they are not subject to the
ARAR process. However, they constitute
requirements for worker protection with which the
proposed sction will comply. ’
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TABLE A-2, Action-Specific Requirements

Source

Description of Requirement

Determination

%
Comuments ‘

CERCLA Off-Site Rule
(CERCLA Section
121{d)(3), as amended;
58 FR 49299)

Wastes generated as & result of CERCLA
remediation activities and transferred off-site
must be managed at s facility which meets
acceptability criteria established by EPA.

Applicable

The proposed removal action will be conducted in
compliance with the OfF-Site Rule requirements. Any
oft-site disposal facility will be determined to meey
EPA accepuability criteria prior to any waste
shipment,

Radiation Protection for
Occupational Workers
(10 CFR Pant 835)

Specifies occupational radiation prolection
standards and program requirements for DOE
and DOE contractar operations; requires all
radiation exposure 10 be reduced ALARA.

Applicable

All on-site activities will be conducted in sccordance
with these requirements. These Tequirements are also
specified in DOE Order 548011,

Hazardous Materials
Transportation Act, as
smended by the Hazardous
Materials Transportation
Uniform Safety Act

{49 USC 1801-1819,

49 CFR 171-174, 177)

Establishes the requirements for transportation
of hazardous (including radioactive) materials,
including classification, packaging, labeling,
marking, shipping and placarding requirements.

Applicable

Applicable to transportation of radioactive matecials
ofl-site. 1 is anticipated that all wastes generated
during the proposed removal action will conlain
radioactivity concentrations below 2000 pCi/g, the
threshold subject to classification as radicactive
material under these transportation regulations,

New Jersey State
Hazardous Materials
Transponation Regulations
(Title 7, New Jersey
Admin. Code)

Establishes the requirements for transportation
of hazardous (including radioactive) materials,
Matcrials regulsted by the Atomic Energy Act
and hazardous chemicals may not be iransported
through the state of New Jersey without prior
written approval by all authorities having
Jurisdiction in such matters and by the New
Jersey Department of Environmental Protection,

Applicable

Applicable 10 transportation of radioactive materials
off-site. The Stute of New Jersey has not officially
sdopted the Federal Hazardous Materials
Transpoctation Regulstions, although for the most part
the Federal regulations have been incorporated into
the New Jersey regulations.

Uranium Mill Tailings
Radiation Control Act (42
USC 2022, 40 CFR 192)

Establishes requirements for control of residua)
radioactive material at uranium snd thorium
processing or depository sites, and during site
restoration, including performance criteria for
control measures for contaminated soils,
buildings, and groundwaler, and waste
management.

Relevant and appropriate

Since the Maywood site is not = designated mill
tailings site, thess requirements are not strictly
applicable; however, they are considered relevant
and appropriste because of the similar natre of the
contaminants and site conditions.

-
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Table A-2. Action-Specific Requirements (Continued)

Source

Description of Requirement

Determination

Comments

Occupational Salety and
Health Act (29 USC 651-
678): General Industry
Standards (29 CFR [910);
and Safety and Health
Standards (29 CFR 1926)

Establishes health and safety standards for
workers at hazardous waste operations,
including requirements for worker training,
development of emergency response and safety
and health plans, and the type of safety
equipment and proceduresto be followed for
hazardous waste site operations.

To be considered

Since these requirements are pant of an employee
protection law rather than an environmental protection
law, with which CERCLA response actions should
comply, they are not subject 1o the ARAR process.
However, they constitute requirements for worker
protection with which the proposed action will -
comply. Al workers involved with the proposed
removal action will have completed 2il required
training, appropriste safety equipment will be
available on-site for use as needed, snd all safety
procedures will be strictly followed.

Radiation Protection of the
Public and the
Eavironment (DOE Order
5400.5)

Radiation exposure 10 any member of the public
from DOE operations may not exceed 100
mrem/year effective dose equivalent above
background for continuous exposure and may
not exceed 500 mrem/year in any single year;
funther, alt radistion exposures must be reduced
to levels as low as reasonably achievable
(ALARA).

To be considered

Although not promulgated standards, these
requirements are derived from such standards snd
they constitute requirements for protection of the
public with which the proposed action will comply.
These requirements have been issued as a proposed
rule to be codified st 10 CFR Part 834 (58 FR
16268), and would be applicsble upon final
promulgstion.

Radioactive Waste Specifies requirements for managing DOE To be considered Although not promulgated standards, these

Management (DOE Order redioactive waste. Radistion exposure to any requirements are derived from such standards and

5820.2A) member of the public resulting from they constitute requirements for protection of the
management of DOE radioactive waste may not public with which the proposed sction will comply.
exceed 25 mrem/year effective dose equivalent.

Safety Requirements for Establishes requirements for the packaging and To be considered Although not promulgated standards, these

the Packaging snd
Transportation of
Hazardous Materials,
Hazardous Substances and
Hazardous Wastes

(DOE Order 5480.3)

transportation of hazardous materials, hazardous
substances, and hazardous wastes. Includes
package standards, opersting procedures, quality
assurance and testing requirements.,

requirements are derived from such standards end
they constitute requiremems for protection of the
public with which the proposed sction will comply.

Environmental Protection,
Salety, and Health
Protection Standards
(DOE Order 5480.4)

Establishes requirements for the application of
mandstory environmental protections, safety,
and health (ES&H) standards applicable to all
DOE and DOE contractor operations.

To be considered

Although not promulgsted standards, these
requirements are derived from such standards and
they constitute requirements for protection of the
public with which the proposed action will comply.
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TABLE A-}, Location-Specific Requirements

— — .
‘Source Description of Requirement Determination Comments
Nationat Historic The eflect of any [ederally assisted undertaking must No No such properties are known to exist in the area
Preservation Acl, as be taken into account for and district, site, building, affected by the proposed action, 30 no adverse
amended (16 USC 470, structure, or object that is included or eligible for impacts to such progeniies is expected; however, il
40 CFR 6.301(b). 36 inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. these resources were affected, the requirement
CFR 800) would be applicable,
Archeological and Prehistorical, historical, and archeological data that No No adverse impacts to such data is expected to
Historical Preservation might be destroyed as a result of a federal, federally result from the proposed action; however, if these
Act (16 USC 469, 40 assisted, or (ederally licensed activity or program data were affected, the requirements would be
CFR 6.301(c)) must be preserved, applicable,
Historic Sites, Buildings, Requires federal agencies to consider the existence No No such resources are known (o exist in the area
Objects, and Antiquities and location of landmarks on the National Registey of affected by the proposed action, 0 no adverse
Act (16 USC 461-469, 40 | Natural Landmarks to avoid undesirable impacts on impacts to such resources are expected; however,
CFR 6.301{s)) each landmark. if these resources were affected, the requirement
would be applicable.

Fish and Wildlife Requires consultation when federal department or No Proposed action does not impact any siream or
Coordination Act (16 agency proposes or suthorizes any modification of other water body. Site is not in the National
USC 661-668, 40 CFR any stream or other water body, and adequate Wildlife Refuge System,
6.302{g), SOCFR 27 provision for protection of fish and wildlife

resources. Lists actions prohibited in arcas belonging

to Nationa] Wildlife Refuge System.
Endangered Species Act Federal agencies must ¢nsure that any action No No critical habitat exists in the affected area, and
(16 USC 1531-1544, 50 suthorized, funded, or ¢arricd out by the agency is no adverse impacts on threatened or endangered
CFR 17.402, 40 CFR not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any species are expected to result from the proposed
6.302(h)). threatencd or endangered species or destroy or action.

adversely modify any critical habitat.
Clean Water Act, Dredge | Requires permits for discharge of dredged or fill No No jutisdictional wetlands are present in the ares
or Fill Requirements (33 malenial into waters of the United States, including affected by the proposed action.
USC 1251-1387,40 CFR wetlands.
230-231, 33 CFR 320-
130)
Floodplain Management Federal agencics must avoid. to the maximum extent No The arca affected by the proposed action is not in a

(Executive Order 11988,
40 CFR 6.302(b))

possible. any adverse impacts associated with direct
and indirect development of a floodplaia.

100-yeat {loodplain.
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Table A-3. Location-Specific Requirements (Continued)
Source Description of Requirement Determination Comments
Protection of Wetlands Federal agencies must avoid, to the maximum extent No No jurisdictional wetlands are present in the area
(Executive Order 11990, possible, any adverse impacts associated with the affected by the proposed sction.
40 CFR 6.302(a)) destruction or loss of wetlands and the support of -
new construction in wetlands il a practicable
alteenative exists.
New Jersey Wetlands Estahlishes requirements for protection of the state’s No No jurivdictional wetfands sre present in the area
Act, and New Jersey wetlands and for protection of the state's freshwater affected by the proposed action.
Freshwater Wetlands wetlands, respectively,
Profection Act (N.J. - "
™ Admin Code Title 7)
[ 3
Wilderness Act (16 USC Administers federally owned wilderness areas to No No wilderness area exists on-site.or adjacent 1o the
1131; SOCFR 35.1) avoid impacts, arca affected by the proposed sction.
National Wildlifc Refuge | Restricts activities within a National Witdlife Refuge No No National Wildlife Refuge area exists on-site or
System (16 USC 668, 50 sdjscent to the arca affected by the proposed
CFR 2D action, '
Scenic Rivers Act (16 Prohibits adverse impacts on a scenic river. No No scenic river exists on-site or adjacent to the
USC 1271, 40 CFR arca affecied by the proposed action.
6.302(e))
Coastal Zone Requires that activities within coastal zone be No Affected ares is not located in the coastal zone.
Management Act {16 conducted in accordance with state-approved
USC 1451) management program.
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY TO PUBLIC COMMENT
- ON THE ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS
FOR THE MAYWOOD SITE STORAGE PILE

1. INTRODUCTION

On May 12, 1994, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) published an Engineering
Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for the proposed removal of contaminated materials from the

. Maywood interim storage pile. -A number of comments were submitted to DOE over the 30-day

comment period on the EE/CA. This responsiveness summary addrcsscs the comments received
from the public during the comment period.

After careful review of the comments received, DOE has decided to implement actions
as described in the EE/CA; removal of the material in the Maywood site storage pile is
scheduled to begin in October of 1994. At this time, a decision has not been made as to whether
treatment will be used on any portion of the material in the storage pile; this Responsiveness
Summary contains an explanation of the process DOE will use to determine if treatment will be
utilized.

All comments received on the EE/CA have been placed in the Administrative Record file
for the Maywood site. The EE/CA, which includes this responsiveness summary to public
comment, has also been placed in the Administrative Record.

2. SCOPE AND ORGANIZATION OF THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

‘One hundred and fourteen letters of comment were received during the comment period.
In some cases, multiple signatures were received on a single letter; a total of 141 individuals
signed letters of comment. Many of the commentors expressed similar concerns. To prevent
repetition and yet provide responses to all cormments and questions, the comments were grouped
under seven key subject areas. The seven key subjects are listed below in relative order, from
most to least number of comments received:

cleanup criteria

treatment

frustration and lack of trust
health effects

schedule delays

costs

remedial action strategy

® & a 5 % & »

Figure 1-1 shows the relative number of comments received in each of the seven key
subject areas.
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A number of comments were received that did not relate to removal of the storage pile.
For example, a number of comments were made relative to another DOE site in Wayne, New
Jersey. Because they were unconnected to the scope of the EE/CA, these comments are not
specifically addressed in this responsiveness summary. Several requests for information were
also received. Specific requests for information that were outside the scope of the EE/CA are
being addressed on a case-by-case basis, and are not included in the responsiveness summary.
Many comments addressed the entire Maywood site; these comments are addressed to the extent
they are applicable to the proposed removal action for the Maywood pile. Also, attachments
supporting the commentor’s position were submitted with several of the letters, in some cases
without explanation. The information in these attachments was considered during the preparation
of the responsiveness summary, but specific responses were not developed for these cases.

3. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The format used to address each key subject area consists of a summation in italicized
text of the main concerns raised by the commentors, followed by DOE’s response. Table 1
provides an alphabetical listing of the individuals who submitted comments. The key subject

areas are presented and addressed in order, with the subject area receiving the most comments
addressed first.

Concerns about the cleanup criteria to be used for the Maywood site and the potential use
of soil treatment accounted for the majority of comments. A wide range of issues were
expressed on these two key subject areas. To keep the responses from becoming too lengthy,
these key areas have been further subdivided. '
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Schedule
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Effects
Frustration
and Lack
of Trust
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Figure 1-1. Relative Number of Comments Received in Seven Key Subject Areas
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Dawn M. Andrews
Mr. & Mrs. Pat Andrews

Jean Ayerlee
Don Ayerlee

Joseph Banica
Robert J. Belby
Frank T. Bieniek, Jr.
H. Broad

Sheena Buchanan
John C. Calat
Angelo Caso

Barbara Cassidy
Bob Cassidy

Josephine Cinnante

Robert Cloughley
Elizabeth Cloughley

Robert Cloughley
Ilene Cloughley

Chuck Parodi, President

Concerned Citizens of Maywood

Steve Cooper
William J. Cunan, Jr.
Viola D’Elia

Albert D’Huyvetter
Lynn D’Huyvetter

Table 1: List of Commentors’

Madeline DeBonis

Jean Desmond
Tim Desmond

Martha DeYoung
Margarita Dillon

Patricia DiLorenzo
Frank E. Dilorenzo

Michael Doliton
Kathleen Donnelly
Mary Ann Donnelly

Joseph V. Ermilio
Dorothy Ermilio

JoAnn Fabyio
Andrew T. Fede
Rocco Ferrante
Debra Finch

Robert Fiscina

-Lisa Fiscina

Arlene Formisano
D. Foy

Deborah Freesinger
George Freesinger

Dean Frenkian

Rebecca Fritz
Rick Fritz

*NOTE: Many of the commentoss provided handwritten comments, Signatures were not always legible. DGE has compiled
this list making the best attempt to accurately spell the names of the commentors, and apologizes for any"
misspellings which have occurred.
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Table 1 List of Commentors’ (continued)

Hannelore E. Furczyk
Anna F, Garriton

Doris Gehl
Richard Gehi

Elizabeth Georgetti
Josephine Gioia

Clare A. Green
Howell Green

Joseph C. Gring and family -
Thomas Henenady |

Thomas W. Henkal

Mr. & Mrs. Robert W. Holczer

David Holmes
Michele Holmes

Patrice Hubaugh
Irina I-vanova
Elaine Jakubcak
Barbara Johnson
Christine Kadonaga .
Josephine Keating
Philip Keating

Jo Leigh Keleshian
Barton C. Knight

Norma Koeser
Vicki Koeser

Keith Kozaryn
Sara Kozaryn

John Kypu

Lynne Lepore
Don Lepore

Helen A. Lowry

Evelyn Lozier

K. M. Lu

John Maluski

A. Mancini

Steven Y. Mark

Serena McDonald

Noah McDowell and family
Margaret McKeane

Joan McKegny
Terry McKegny

Joseph P. McKenna
Elizabeth McKenna

Robert Meyer

Barbara Morris
Michael Morris

Edward Myers
Matilda Myers

*NOTE: Many of the commentors provided handwritien comments. Signatures were not always legible. DOE has compiled
this list making the best attempt to accurately spell the names of the commentors, and apelogizes for any-- -
misspellings which have occurred.
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Michael M. Nappi
Mary O. Neill
Rosemary K. Nevins
Michael J. Nolan
Angel Ojeda

John M. Otto

A. M. Pacciani

P. Pacciani
Margaret Parks
Bernadette E. Parodi

Cesare J. Parodi
Ethel J. Parodi

Jean Pelligen

Ken Petretti
Coral Petretti

Deborah Porta
Degnna K. Power
Charles L. Prex
Al Reuenberger
A. Reyes-Tate
William Rikew
Ruthann Robinson

Rose Samulha

Table 1: List of Commentors’ (continued)

Annette Schmidt
Pat Schmitt
William P. Schuber

Evelyn Louis Sieglen
Carol Sieglen

Lenore Titus
Mrs. A. Tomaseli

Peter Torell
Louise Torell

Loretta Weinberg
Assemblywoman, 37th District

Gary Wells

David West

Wayne H. Westworth
Dorothy Zaorski

Jeanette Zembower

“NOTE: Many of the commentors provided handwritten comments. Signatures were not always legible. DOE has compiled
this list making the best attempt to accurately spell the names of the commentors, and apologizes for any
misspellings which have occurred.
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3.1 Comments on Cleanup Criteria

Several commentors expressed concerns regarding the proposed cleanup criteria for the
Maywood site. Some commentors objected to the proposed cleanup criterion of 15 pCi/g for
radium and thorium in subsurface commercial soils, calling for a "health-based" standard of
5 pCilg. Others objected to the standard as being inconsistent with New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection (NJDEP) guidelines. A standard of 5 pCi/g was cited by commentors
as consistent with NIDEP guidelines and with recent cleanup decisions at other sites with similar
contaminants and characteristics (e.g., Montclair, Glen Ridge, and West Orange, New Jersey).

Commentors noted that the land use at the Maywood site is primarily residential, and they
suggested that all properties at the Maywood site should be remediated to the residential criteria
selected for the site (5 pCilg).

DOE RESPONSE: The issue of cleanup criteria is important for the remediation of the
properties that comprise the Maywood site. However, for the storage pile, which this EE/CA
addresses, they would only be important if treatment were to be implemented. If treatment is
not implemented, then all of the soils in the storage pile would be taken offsite for disposal,
regardless of the concentration of the contaminants. If treatment is implemented, then cleanup
criteria become important for the cleaned soils that would be reused on the DOE-owned
Maywood Interim Storage Site (MISS) (and possibly some adjacent commercial properties) as
backfill. Section 3.1.1 provides information regarding the key issues requiring resolution before
treatment could be selected as the preferred alternative for the Maywood pile soils.

Because of the limited extent to which cleanup standards are involved in the EE/CA,
many of the issues raised by the community are outside of the scope of this responsiveness
summary. However, due to the number of comments received and the importance of this issue
to the community, DOE has provided the following response. Because of the wide range of
issues expressed by the commentors on this topic, DOE’s response to this key subject area has
been broken into the following subheadings:

- Protectiveness of Cleanup Criteria and Restrictions on Future Land Use
- Consistency with NJIDEP Guidelines
- Consistency with Other Cleanup Decisions

3.1.1 Protectiveness of Cleanup Criteria and Restrictions on Future Land Use

Many commentors questioned the cleanup criteria to be used on the Maywood site in general,
and did not limit their comments to the storage pile. Commentors stated that the land use at the
Maywood site is primarily residential, and they suggested that all properties should be
remediated to residential criteria. Commentors expressed concern regarding the protectiveness
of the cleanup criteria for the remediation of the entire Maywood site. Commentors called for
a "health-based” standard of 5 pCi/g at all depths regardless of land use.
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DOE RESPONSE: All of the cleanup criteria for the Maywood site are risk- (or "health-")
based; they were established based on actual and predicted future site conditions, and they fall
within EPA’s range of acceptability for risk. DOE and EPA took the type and distribution of
contamination at the various properties into account, as well as plausible current and future uses
of the different contaminated properties. Safe levels of contaminants were then determined by

modeling reasonable exposures under these conditions. The cleanup criteria were then
established at the levels determined safe by EPA. '

The primary contaminant of concern at the Maywood site is thorium-232, with lesser
amounts of radium-226 also of concern. Using the process described above, DOE and EPA
have established the following cleanup criteria for those substances at the Maywood site:

(1)  For all residential properties and the unremediated portion of the Ballod property,
concentrations of thorium and radium may not exceed 5 pCi/g above background,
averaged over any 100 m? area.

(2)  For nonresidential properties, concentrations of thorium and radium may not
exceed 5 pCi/g above background for surface soils. Surface soils are defined as
the top 6-inch layer, and concentrations are averaged over a 100 m? area.

For subsurface soils on these properties, concentrations may not exceed 15 pCi/g
above background. Concentrations are averaged over any 6-inch layer below the
surface layer, and are averaged over a 100 m’ area. Additionally, for these
subsurface soils, DOE will strive for a goal of 5 pCi/g. DOE will implement an
aggressive ALARA program (ALARA stands for "As Low As Reasonably
Achievable") to further reduce the actual concentrations after cleanup to levels as
far below 15 pCi/g as is reasonably achievable. DOE’s excavation plans and
post-cleanup verification plans will be designed to meet the goal of 5 pCi/g. EPA
approval of these plans is required before DOE can initiate the final cleanup of
the site. (On previous cleanups conducted to a 15 pCifg standard in the
Maywood area, measurements taken after completion of the cleanup showed that
the cleanup resulted in actual residual levels of less than 5 pCi/g on more than
90% of the properties).

3) If soil treatment is selected for application at the site, treated soils with residual
thorium and radium concentration below 15 pCi/g would be used as subsurface
backfill at MISS and, if necessary, nearby commercial properties. Any treated
backfill material would be covered by at least one foot of clean soil to further
reduce potential exposures. An aggressive ALARA program is also a
requirement of soil treatment. Any equipment utilized would be designed to clean
the soil to ALARA levels.

Because the criteria for commercial properties are based on continued commercial use,
additional actions would be taken to assure that changing land use on these properties in the

FUSG85P/091594 60



R

- s psn

'Y

future will not create a problem. Similar to the prev1ous cleanups conducted at the Maywood
site, it is expected that many of the commercial properties will be cleaned to 5 pCi/g or less,
based on post-remedial action sampling and analysis. No additional actions will be required on
these properties. For those limited properties where average residual concentrations of
radioactivity in soil range between 5 and 15 pCi/g above background, the following requirements
would be imposed:

° Municipal authorities would be asked to notifj DOE and EPA of any future
‘changes in land use or zoning. This would include any construcnon excavation,
or demolition activities which would disturb the residual soils.

. DOE and EPA would evaluate these changes in site conditions on a case-by-case
basis. If determined necessary, DOE would implement additional actions to
ensure that protection of public health and the environment is maintained.

. A review of site conditions to ensure that the cleanup is protective will be
performed at least every five years.

3.1.2 Consistency with NJDEP Guidelines

Comments were expressed questioning the consistency of the cleanup guidelines with those of the
State of New Jersey; the Industrial Sites Recovery Act (ISRA) was mentioned specifically.
Comparisons were also made to other cleanup decisions made in the State of New Jersey and
elsewhere.

DOE RESPONSE: The cleanup criteria for the Maywood site are consistent with all
promulgated standards and DOE requirements. DOE’s criteria for thorium and radium
contamination in soil are specified in DOE Order 5400.5. These requirements are based on EPA
regulation 40 CFR 192. 40 CFR Part 192 was promulgated under the Uranium Mill Tailings
Radiation Control Act (UMTRCA; PL 95-604); the criteria established for the Maywood site
are consistent with these requirements and with DOE requirements under DOE Order 5400.5.
While the 40 CFR 192 regulations are directly applicable only to the inactive uranium processing
sites designated under UMTRCA, both DOE and EPA have identified these standards as relevant
and appropriate for remediation of numerous other properties with similar characteristics. The
40 CFR 192 soil cleanup criteria were developed through the formal rulemaking process with
extensive public comment; the protectiveness of these criteria was documented in the preamble
to the final rule and the supporting Final Environmental Impact Statement, and upheld in a 1985
ruling from the U.S. Court of Appeals.

The criteria being implemented at the Maywood site are even more stringent than those
promulgated in 40 CFR 192 or specified in DOE Order 5400.5. Rather than using these
promulgated standards, EPA requested that specific risk-based criteria be developed that take
into account actual site conditions at the Maywood site. In order to develop these criteria for

the Maywood site, risk analyses were prepared by both EPA and DOE. These site-specific risk™
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analyses indicated that under some conservative residential scenarios, the standards promulgated
in 40 CFR 192 might not be sufficiently protective. Therefore, for the Maywood site,
residential cleanup criteria are more stringent than the 40 CFR 192 criteria.

DOE does not consider the New Jersey Industrial Sites Recovery (ISRA) (New Jersey
P.L. 1993, Chapter 139, S-1070) as applicable or relevant and appropriate in the determination
of cleanup standards for radionuclides at the Maywood site. This law as written applies only
to certain types of businesses that are identified by specific standard industrial code (SIC)
numbers. Neither the current nor past activities at the Maywood site fall within the classification
of businesses to which this law applies. Additionally, specific cleanup standards have not yet
been adopted by the State as required by the ISRA legislation. Therefore, the state does not
have any promulgated standards to apply to the site,

It should also be noted that the requirements for cleanup in ISRA and its predecessor,
the Environmental Cleanup Responsibility Act (ECRA), were not considered by EPA or the
State as applicable or relevant and appropriate to the U.S. Radium Corporation site in West
Orange, New Jersey, or the Montclair/Glen Ridge radium sites in Glen Ridge and Montclair,
New Jersey. All of these sites are primarily contaminated with radioactive constituents.

EPA and DOE are involved in ongoing discussions with the State of New Jersey
regarding cleanup criteria. DOE is hopeful that all three agencies can soon come to an
agreement on the criteria to be utilized for the site.

3.1.3 Consistency with Other Cleanup Decisions

Some commentors questioned the consistency of the Maywood cleanup criteria with criteria used
at other sites in New Jersey and elsewhere. A few commentors stated that use of treatment
would be inconsistent with congressional directives, stating that excavation and disposal was
mandated by Congress for the Maywood site soils.

DOE RESPONSE: The radionuclide of primary concern at the Maywood site is thorium-232,
whereas the primary contaminant of concern at the Montclair, Glen Ridge, and West Orange
(also referred to as the U.S. Radium site} New Jersey sites is radium-226. An important
difference between these two contaminants is that they produce different forms of radon gas, a
radioactive decay product. Radium-226 produces radon-222, which has a much longer life than
the radon-220 produced by thorium-232 (the half-life of radon-220 is only 55 seconds). Thus,
overall risks are higher with radium-226. Because the risks are different, it is reasonable that
different cleanup criteria would exist for the different contaminants. In other words, there are
different risks associated with the same levels of these two different contaminants. The criteria
established for Maywood were based on a site-specific risk analysis which took into account the
type of contamination and its distribution on the properties that comprise the Maywood site.
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Potential remedies are evaluated in the feasibility study, including excavation and offsite
disposal. It is important to understand that DOE is proposing to ultimately excavate and dispose
of all contaminated soil above cleanup criteria on the Maywood site. Whether this material is
taken directly for disposal or whether it will first be treated to reduce the volume for disposal
is still under consideration.

3.2 Comments Expressing Opposition to Soil Treatment

Many of the commentors were opposed to the potential use of treatment for contaminated soils

' at the Maywood site. Commentors also expressed strong opposition to the potential for use.of

the cleaned stream from treatment as backfill, fearing that the site would be perceived as being
a permanent disposal facility. Others were concerned about the impact to property values. A

- strong preference for immediate removal of the contaminated materials to an out-of-state location

was voiced; this comment was applied to the Maywood site in general, and was not limited to
the storage pile soils. Some commentors questioned the effectiveness of treatment;some viewed
the technique as experimental. Comparisons were made to the Montclair cleanup, where
treatment by soil washing was considered ineffective. Other commentors questioned the safety
of treatment operations, including the impact on groundwater from any areas where treated soils
would be used as backfill. ‘

DOE’S RESPONSE: Because of the wide range of issues expressed by the commentors on this
topic, DOE’s response to this key subject area has been broken into the following subheadings:

- Potential for Use of Treatment on the Maywood Pile Soils

- Safety and Environmental Impact of Soil Washing Operations
- Safety of Treated Soils and Impacts on Property Values

- Treatment Effectiveness

- Groundwater

3.2.1 Potential for Use of Treatment on the Maywood Pile Soils

Several commentors voiced their objection to any use of treatment, broadening their comments
to encompass the entire site. Some commentors attached information which documents the local
community’s desire for complete and immediate excavation and offsite disposal of all
contaminated material on the Maywood site.

DOE RESPONSE: The following explanation is provided to clarify DOE’s decision-making
process regarding the potential use of treatment. This decision-making process is separate, but
related, for both the storage pile and remaining site soils.

Treatment of contaminated soils by soil washing has been proposed by DOE as a

potential alternative for use on the pile soils. Implementation of this alternative is contingent
on a number of factors, the most significant of which are technical feasibility, cost-effectiveness,
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resolution of key stakeholder concerns, and the ability to support the pile removal schedule.
Each of these key factors is discussed below.

Technical Feasibility

DOE is currently conducting treatment studies to determine the technical feasibility of
soil washing. Preliminary studies conducted in a laboratory have shown the potential for volume
reduction of the Maywood soils by soil washing. By physically separating the fine particles of
soil from the coarser particles, the contamination (which tends to be associated with fine
particles) can be reduced to acceptable levels in the coarser portion of the soils. Additional tests
with field-scale equipment are now necessary to test the results of the laboratory studies. DOE
is currently conducting field tests at a DOE facility in Oak Ridge, Tennessee; other studies are
also planned. Key information will be collected from these studies to enable DOE to determine
the technical feasibility of soil washing, including such factors as equipment capabilities, support
requirements, requirements for noise and dust control.

Cost Effectiveness

The results of the laboratory tests, along with vendor quotes on equipment and processing
costs, indicate that soil washing could result in significant cost savings to DOE, and ultimately
the taxpayer. Additional cost data will be collected during the treatment studies discussed above.
This information on actual costs for the field tests will enable DOE’s current cost estimates to
be refined, so that more accurate estimates can be used to compare the cost of alternatives. It
is important to note that costs are only -considered after an alternative is determined to both
provide protection of human health and the environment, and comply with all pertinent laws.

Resolution of Key Stakeholder Concerns

DOE is also working with the community to understand and respond to the wide variety
of concerns that have been expressed. Many of the concerns about soil washing are related to
reservations about the safety of the cleanup criteria that EPA and DOE have proposed for the
site; commentors stated that the proposed criteria were unacceptable to the State of New Jersey.
DOE, EPA, and the State of New Jersey have been working together and hope to have this issue
resolved soon. Before making the decision to implement treatment, DOE will also work with
federal and local officials.

Ability to Support the Pile Removal Schedule

DOE has committed to EPA and the community that treatment will not be implemented
on any portion of the Maywood pile unless it can be done without delaying pile removal
activities. The information collected from the processes described above will be used by DOE
to make a decision on whether treatment will be utilized on the soils in the Maywood pile.
Because the pile removal will be performed over a period of two to three years, depending on
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funding, it is possible that treatment could be utilized on some portion of the Maywood pile
soils, but not others.

It is important to remember that the soils at the site outside of the storage pile are not
in the scope of this EE/CA; those soils will be addressed in the Feasibility Study (FS) and
Proposed Plan for the Maywood site. Information gathered to support a decision on treatment
will be evaluated in the FS. DOE’s preferred alternative will be presented to the public in the
Proposed Plan. After a public comment period, DOE and EPA will reach a final decision for
the cleanup of the Maywood site. This decision will be documented in a Record of Decision
(ROD). The ROD will include a responsiveness summary to public comment made during the
public comment period. At this point, the Maywood FS and Proposed Plan have not been
- released for public comment.

3.2.2 Safety and Environmental Impact of Soil Washing Operations

Several commentors expressed concern about the environmental impact of a soil washing
machine, especially with regard to dust, wastewater, and noise.

DOE RESPONSE: It is important to note that, if implemented, DOE would conduct treatment
operations in accordance with all standards for safety. The treatment process uses water to
separate the fine and coarse fractions of soil, s« dust is not a concern during operations. Soil
would be wetted as necessary to prevent the production of dust during excavation and loading
activities.

Soil washing machines are typically closed systems that do not produce a continuing
wastewater stream. The water is reused over and over in the system. In fact, it is possible that
the only wastewater generated would be at the end of operations when the equipment is
disassembled. Because the radioactive contaminants present in the soil are not very soluble, it
is also likely that simple filtering would be sufficient to clean the water to levels below
regulatory criteria. This treated water would then be disposed of in accordance with applicable
environmental regulations.

Noise would be produced by the soil washing equipment similar to the noise which will
be produced by the standard construction equipment which will be used on the site for
excavation, loading, and hauling. Similar soil washing equipment was measured for noise
levels, and produced approximately 90 decibels of noise when measured at the equipment. This
level of noise is similar to that caused by heavy city traffic or a home lawn mower. This noise
level would require that the operators of the equipment wear hearing protection. Noise levels
are reduced significantly as an individual’s distance from the machine increases, so the machine
would be expected to comply with all local noise ordinances which generally specify allowable
noise levels at property lines or the nearest residence. DOE would also perform noise
measurements during operations to ensure the safety of the workers and the public and

compliance with all noise ordinances. If noise levels are measured above those specified in
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ordinances, then additional measures can be taken to reduce noise, such as construction of noise
attenuation barriers.

3.2.3 Safety of Treated Soils and Impacts to Property Values

Many of the commentors who objected to soil washing focused their objection on the use of
treated soils as backfill. Most of these comments centered on a perceived potential for loss of
property values; commentors felt that real estate in the general vicinity of the site would be
impacted by the continued presence of radioactive materials. Other comments focused on the
safety of replacing a treated stream back onsite.

DOE RESPONSE: It is important to note that the final disposition of the cleaned treated soils
is not covered under this EE/CA. If treatment is implemented, the EE/CA calls for these soils
to be stockpiled for disposition during the final remediation of the site, at which time it is
expected that these soils would be utilized for subsurface backfill of the excavations on MISS.
However, a final decision has not been made regarding the remedy for the Maywood site.
Therefore, the ultimate disposition of any cleaned stream from treatment of the Maywood pile
will not be determined until a ROD is final. Use of treated soil as backfill, while outside the
scope of this EE/CA, is addressed here because of the number of concerns expressed by the
community, and its relevance to a final decision for the Maywood site.

Protection of human health and the environment is the first priority. Soils from treatment
would not be. classified as clean and used as backfill unless they were below the applicable
cleanup criteria established by DOE and EPA for the site. DOE and EPA performed extensive
modeling before selecting cleanup criteria for the Maywood site. Use of the treated cleaned
soils as backfill was one of the many scenarios which DOE and EPA considered before selecting
the criteria. Al regulatory stakeholders agree that protection of human health and the

‘environment can and will be accomplished if treatment is implemented.

Also, it is important to note that very few properties have the potential to be impacted
by this issue. All residential properties, the parks, and most commercial properties will be
backfilled with clean fill purchased from a local supplier of backfill, whether treatment is utilized
or not. The number of properties to be backfilled with treated soil would depend on the fraction
of cleaned soils obtained from treatment ("treatment efficiency"). MISS would be utilized first,
then adjacent commercial properties would be utilized, if necessary, based on the volume of
cleaned soils obtained from treatment. The maximum treatment efficiency expected based on
current studies is 80%. This means that at best 80% of the soils would be cleaned to be below
the cleanup criteria, and would potentially be used as backfill on the site. If you consider that
the volume of contaminated soils to be excavated on the MISS and Stepan properties alone
comprise almost 80% of the site soils, it's easy to see that the cIeaned stream from treatment
will likely fit on these two properties.

On those few properties where treated backfill is used, additional measures would be
taken. Clean fill from a commercial supplier would be used to provide a minimum of one foot
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of cover over any treated soils. As a final measure to further assure long-term protectiveness
even with changing land use conditions, the local municipalities would be requested to notify
EPA and DOE of any land use changes on these properties. Taken together, these measures
assure the safety of using the cleaned stream from treatment as backfill.

Property values would not be expected to decrease as a result of cleaned soils from
treatment being used as backfill on limited portions of the site. Soils would not be classified as
clean and used as backfiil until they were below all applicable limits acceptable to EPA.
Cleanup activities, with or without treatment, will take properties that currently contain
contaminants above applicable limits and clean them to acceptable levels. Because no
radioactive materials above the cleanup criteria would remain at the site, the site should not be
perceived as a permanent waste disposal site.

3.2.4 ‘Treatment Effectiveness

The effectiveness of treatment was questioned by some commentors; the Montclair, New Jersey,
project was called out as a project where treatment was eliminated from final consideration
based on effectiveness. Qthers saw treatment as experimental.

DOE RESPONSE: Laboratory tests conducted by EPA have indicated that treatment by soil
washing will be effective in reducing the volume of contaminated soils at the Maywood site.
The effectiveness of this particular type of treatment is very dependent on the characteristics of
the soil at a particular site. Since it relies on separzating the fine soil particles (which contain
most of the contamination) from the coarse soil particles, it is most effective if the soil contains
a large fraction of coarse soil compared to the fine soil. This is the case for the Maywood soils
tested to date.

It is true that the Montclair project considered, then eliminated, treatment as the final
solution for that site. It is also true that, based on preliminary studies, the Maywood soils
achieved significantly better treatment results than the Montclair soils. In fact, according to
EPA, equipment designed by EPA specifically for use on the Montclair soils is likely to achieve
better results on the Maywood soils. EPA has provided this equipment to DOE to perform
additional testing. DOE has modified this equipment to further suit it for use on the Maywood
soils, and plans to conduct additional tests with the equipment to gain more experience and more
accurately determine the potential for treatment to be effective on the Maywood soils.

Soil washing is not a new technology. It has been a standard operation for the mining
and minerals processing industries for decades; only the application to treatment of contaminated
soils is relatively new, and even this is rapidly changing. Soil washing has been used
successfully on many sites that have radioactive contamination, including the Uranium Mining
site in Bruni, Texas; Johnston Atoll on Johnston Island in the South Pacific; China Lake Naval

Weapons Test Center in California; and Twin Cities Army Ammunitions Plant in Brighton,
Minnesota. In addition, soil washing has been successfully used at many more chemically

contaminated sites, including the most recent application at the King of Prussia site in Winslow,
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New Jersey. Soil washing has also recently been effectively demonstrated in field tests at DOE’s

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory in Idaho Falls, Idaho, and at DOE’s Hanford Reservation
in Richland, Washington.

DOE is required by the legislation which accompanies the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) to "select a remedial action that is
protective of human health and the environment, that is cost-effective, and that utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to
the maximum extent practicable” (42 U.S.C. 9621). As stewards of public funding, and because
initial test results on treatment are promising, DOE is exploring treatment technologies that
could promise significant cost savings. DOE anticipates a large cost savings if treatment is
successful for these soils, as compared to the high-cost approach of excavation and disposal out-
of-state without treatment. Further testing and field demonstrations will be necessary for DOE
to determine the efficacy of treatment and gain sufficient cost information to make fair
comparisons between treatment and other alternatives.

3.2.5 Groundwater

Some commentors questioned the Maywood site’s impact on groundwater, including potential
impacts related to the use of treated material as backfill.

DOE RESPONSE: The proposed removal action for the waste storage pile does not directly
address groundwater at the site. However, the remediation of the site planned by DOE will
address potential groundwater contamination through removal of the primary contaminant
sources (the waste pits and retention ponds on MISS and Stepan). At the request of EPA,
groundwater is not directly addressed in the feasibility study being prepared by DOE because
of the continuing investigation being performed by Stepan Company. EPA will assure that
actions taken by DOE and Stepan will comprehensively address the groundwater contamination
at the site.

Extensive modeling has been conducted by EPA, DOE, and NJDEP to assure that use
of any treated material as backfill on the site will not have an adverse effect on groundwater.
Modeling was performed to predict potential exposures which could result from drinking the site
groundwater after remediation and replacement of treated soils at the maximum acceptable
residual concentration (15 pCi/g for commercial properties). This analysis is highly conservative
because local residents receive their drinking water from the municipality and not individual
wells placed directly within the area of replacement soils, and the average radionuclide
concentration in the treated soils is likely to be lower than 15 pCi/g. The modeling predicted
no unacceptable risks from this conservative scenario.

33 Frustration and Lack of 'Trust in DOE

Comments were received that expressed frustration with DOE’s ability or willingness to clean
up the Maywood site. Requests were made for DOE to turn over responsibility for the cleanup
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to EPA, the State of New Jersey, or some other government agency. Comments were also made
challenging DOE's use of funds on community relations as needless.

DOE RESPONSE: DOE has no desire to postpone work at the Maywood site. In fact, in
order to enable work at the site to proceed, DOE developed the EE/CA for the Maywood pile
during the period that EPA and DOE were negotiating cleanup standards. Although work has
been limited to the pile, this action has allowed DOE to begin cleanup on approximately the
same schedule as if there had been no delay. DOE has informed the public about all activities
pertaining to the remedy selection process for the site.

A public participation program is mandated by the environmental regulations that govern
the cleanup of the Maywood site. DOE has followed EPA guidance, and has expanded its
program to ensure that the public has the opportunity to be informed and involved in decisions
impacting the site. The cost of implementing the community relations program for the Maywood
site is approximately 5 percent of the annual site budget at this time. This includes the cost of
operating the DOE Public: Information Center, holding community information meetings,
working with the Tri-Borough and County Thorium Coalition, provxdmg a technical assistance
grant so the community can hire a technical expert to help them review DOE'’s reports, and

“other ongoing efforts to involve the community in DOE activities associated with the Maywood

site. In addition to providing the public with information about the site, the public relations
program also helps the project team better understand the issues and concerns of the public.
This two-way communication is valuable to, and worth the funds expended by, DOE.

Congress assigned DOE the responsibility for the Maywood site, and only Congress can
re-assign the project. If directed by Congress, DOE would transfer responsibility for the site

~ to another agency. DOE personnel understand the need to rebuild trust with the community.

For those stakeholders who do not and will not trust DOE, the involvement of EPA and the
NJDEP should provide assurance that the interests of the community and the environment are
protected by the process. EPA has formal oversight responsibility for cleanup of the Maywood
site, as specified in a Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) between EPA and DOE. The State of
New Jersey chose not to become a part of the formal FFA, but has been involved in the review
and comment process for all work performed to date for the Maywood site.

3.4  Health Effects

Commentors expressed concern regarding potential health effects from exposure to radioactive
contaminants and suggested an additional study of the incidence of cancer and other disease in
the communities surrounding the site. Several commentors attached a copy of a report in
Rachel’s Hazardous Waste News, which summarized a cancer study which reported a higher
incidence of health problems associated with a site similar to the Maywood site. Others
questioned possible health effects from future cleanup operations at the site, expressing concerns
about the safety of the actions to be taken during cleanup.
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DOE RESPONSE: DOE has evaluated the potential risks and heaith effects from current and
possible future conditions at the site, but has not evaluated the potential for current health effects
from past radioactive releases. The baseline risk assessment performed for the site evaluates
current and future risks in the absence of remedial action. This study is performed to determine
if action at the site is necessary, and serves as the baseline against which remediation alternatives
are compared. Based on data from the remedial investigation and the ongoing environmental
monitoring program, there are no unacceptable risks under the current uses of the properties on
the Maywood site.

The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), a part of the U.S.
Public Health Service, is the federal agency responsible for performing health studies. CERCLA
requires that ATSDR perform health assessments at all sites listed on the National Pricrities List.
ATSDR performed a health assessment for the Maywood site, and the results were inconclusive.
At the request of the community, which petitioned ATSDR to perform another study, ATSDR
has scheduled an additional health study to be performed sometime in the coming year. In
addition, ATSDR has contracted with the state of New Jersey to perform a cancer cluster study
in Maywood. The results are expected to be available in fiscal year 1995.

The report referenced in Rachel’s Hazardous Waste News was published by the American
Journal of Public Health in the April, 1990 issue. The authors of Rachel’s Hazardous Waste
News drew conclusions from the report (entitled "Health Effects of a Thorium Waste Disposal
Site") which were not supported by the authors of the actual study. According to the abstract
which accompanied the original publication of the study, the study was inconclusive because the
relative numbers of health incidences were small and the confidence intervals were wide.

Measures will be taken to ensure the safety and health of the workers and the community
during remedial activities at the site. The primary routes of exposure to the contaminants during
remedial action are direct gamma exposure, ingesticn, and inhalation of contaminants. Members
of the public will be kept out of work areas, which will provide protection from direct gamma
radiation. Soils will be wetted to prevent widespread dust generation to reduce the potential for
inhalation exposure. Erosion control measures will be implemented to assure that contaminants
do not leave the site by surface water runoff. Sensitive instrumentation will be used to measure
direct gamma exposure rates and airborne contaminant concentrations at the perimeter of the
work zones; additional actions would be taken if determined necessary based on these
measurements.

As a part of the evaluation of alternatives for the removal action, DOE performed
modeling to determine potential exposures from the actions to be taken at the site. This
modeling assumes that protective measures are not taken, so it provides a "worst-case" estimate
of potential exposures from the removal action. Under these conservative modeling conditions,
the dose to any member of the public as a result of the proposed removal action is conservatively
estimated at less than 5 mrem/year, with a resultant incremental lifetime cancer risk of
approximately 4 x 107 (4 in 10 million) for each year that the removal action is underway. This
dose is very small relative to the dose received from background sources of radiation, and is
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well within current radiation protection guidelines. Throughout the removal action, appropriate

health physics practices and engineering measures would be implemented tqQ minimize radiation
exposures, so that the actual dose to the public is expected to be even lower.

3.5 Delays in Cleanup

Several comments were received that expressed frustration at delays in cleaning up the Maywood
site, Comments were received which referred to DOE's rejection of the State’s "Utah Plan" as
a prime factor in delay in cleanup. Other comments forecast continued delays associated with
soil washing and the state’s position on cleanup standards. Commentors requested DOE work
with the regulators and the community to resolve these issues and prevent additional delays in
the future. : :

DOE RESPONSE: The process aimed at cleanup of the Maywood site has been a lengthy one.
A variety of factors have contributed to delays in the past, for example:

. early cleanups were halted by the community of Maywood due to concerns
regarding storage of the waste from neighboring communities at the DOE-owned
MISS;

. inability to identify an adequate location for in-state disposal;

. lack of adequate out-of-state disposal capacity (the first commercially licensed

disposal cell for this material is currently under construction at the Envirocare
facility in Clive, Utah);

o changing environmental laws have occasionally caused schedule delays, additional
work, or changes in approach to the work at the site;

o the Maywood site is on the National Priorities List; thus, the lengthy RI/FS
process mandated by CERCLA must be followed. (Note: The feasibility study
for the Maywood site evaluates various options which could be used to remedy
the site. The State's "Utah Plan", which basically calls for all material to be
excavated and taken to Utah for disposal, is evaluated in the feasibility study as
a potential remedy, as are other potential remedies, including treatment);

. the Federal Facilities Agrcemeht between EPA and DOE mandated mixltiple
review cycles before releasing documents for public comment; and

. the RI/FS process for the Maywood site was delayed for approximately 10
months while EPA and DOE negotiated cleanup standards; however, during this
time, DOE developed the EE/CA for the Maywood waste storage pile to enable
work to proceed at the Maywood site.
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DOE is working with the regulators and community leaders to resolve issues associated

with the cleanup standards and concerns about soil washing so that these issues do not continue
to delay decisions on the properties comprising the Maywood site.

Once cleanup decisions are final, then the cost of implementing the remedy will impact
the schedule. Treatment, if selected as the remedy for the site, is not likely to delay cleanup.
In fact, the reverse is more likely to be true. The amount of time needed for cleanup is driven

by the availability of funding; the physical constraints of construction and operation activities . .

won’t impact the cleanup schedules nearly as much as annual Congressional funding constraints.
At this time, DOE expects the funds to be available for the Maywood site to be limited to $10
to $20 million per year. With current cost estimates ranging from $211 million for treatment -
to $373 million a year for direct disposal out-of-state, it is easy to see that the cleanup schedule .
for the Maywood site will be driven by the overall costs. Since DOE’s funding is obtained on

an annual basis, money saved by soil washing will enable additional cleanup to occur in any ...

given year than could be accomplished with direct disposal out-of-state.

3.6 Cost

Several commentors objected to the consideration of cost in determining the cleanup criteria or
solution for the site. These commentors suggested that the cost constraints identified by DOE
are artificial, and that additional cost recovery from potentially responsible parties should be
pursued. Commentors expressed frustration that the local community, the state, and taxpayers
are paying for the Maywood cleanup instead of the responsible parties.

DOE RESPONSE: There are currently 46 sites in DOE’s Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial
Action Program (FUSRAP), and there are multiple other cleanup programs within DOE alone.
Other agencies (e.g., the Department of Defense) have many more sites requiring public dollars
to address. Currently, over 24,000 sites have been identified as the responsibility of the federal
government; it has been reported that these cleanups may ultimately cost the taxpayer as much
as $400 billion dollars, with work on these sites extending well into the next century. It is clear

from the magnitude of the problem that prudent stewardship of limited financial resources is
necessary.

Consideration of cost effectiveness is also mandated by federal regulations. However,
it is important to understand that DOE only looks at cost effectiveness after it has been
determined that a remedy is protective and complies with pertinent environmental regulations.

Pursuing cost recovery would be difficult since the responsible party, the Maywood
Chemical Works, is no longer in existence. The property which comprised the Maywood
Chemical Works was sold to the- Stepan Company in 1959. Stepan is conducting a separate
evaluation under the coordination and oversight of EPA for the chemicals that are present on the

site (unless they are commingled with radioactive contaminants, in which case they are DOE's
responsibility).
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3.7 Remedial Action Strafegy

Comments were received regarding the schedule for the cleanup of the entire Maywood site;
Jrustration was expressed regarding the focus on removal of the storage pile instead of the site
as a whole. Another commentor objected to the possibility of soil washing operations being
conducted in Maywood, versus conducting these operations in each of the communities which
are a part of the Maywood site. Others objected to cleaned soil from Lodi and Rochelle Park
being placed back in Maywood. Another requested that the residential areas be cleaned up first,

before the pile and any other properties.

DOE RESPONSE: The EE/CA was developed during a period when DOE and EPA were
deciding on appropriate cleanup criteria for the site. This removal action was proposed to
continue progress at the site, and was possible because it was not affected by the question of
cleanup criteria. This is because the material is already stockpiled, and there was no question
as to how much material should be excavated. Current plans call for the removal of the storage
pile to begin in the fall of 1994. Completion of the pile removal is expected to take two to three
years, depending on funding. Cleanup of the residential properties is expected to begin in 1996.
The exact order in which the residential cleanups will be performed has not been determined;
DOE will be seeking input from the Tri-Borough and County Thorium Coalition and other
members of the community on the sequence of cleanup.

It is important to understand the role that MISS will play as a central staging area for any
remedy selected for the site. MISS is the only DOE-owned property at the Maywood site; it has
rail access and the space nmecessary to conduct operations in a safe and efficient manner. If
treatment is utilized, cleaned soils will be backfilled in the excavations on MISS. left from the
removal of contaminated material; adjoining properties will be utilized only if required by the
volume of cleaned material obtained from treatment. Following treatment, the material which
is above criteria would be disposed offsite; only material which is below cleanup criteria would
be used as backfill in Maywood.

FUSO85P/091594 73



	Memorandum
	COMMENTS RECEIVED ON EE/CA
	Cover Page
	EECA Contents (2pgs.)
	1. Site Characterization
	2. Removal Action Objectives
	3. Removal Action Technologies & Alternatives
	4. Evaluation of Alternatives
	5. Proposed Action
	6. References
	7. List of Contributors
	Appendix A
	Appendix B


