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1.0 INTRODUCTION

A critical mission of the Department of Energy (DOE or Department) is the planning, implementation, and
completion of environmental restoration (ER) programs at operating and inactive Department facilities.
The Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant (PORTS) islocated in south central Ohio. Specificaly, the plant
is situated east of US Route 23 in rural Pike County, approximately four miles southeast of the village of
Piketon.

The purpose of the PORTS Facility is the separation of uranium isotopes by gaseous diffusion. The
process produces enriched uranium used as fuel in commercial nuclear power plants. Although the
federally owned plant is now leased by the United States Enrichment Corporation (USEC), environmental
restoration and related waste management activities are conducted by the DOE. The mission of the
Department’s ER Program is to protect human health and the environment from risks posed by inactive
facilities, surplus facilities, and contaminated areas by remediating sites and facilities in the most cost-
efficient, responsible manner possible for future beneficial reuse. This mission will be accomplished by
adhering to the ER Program core values:

Ensure protection of workers, the public health and safety, and the environment;
Serve as a public steward of natural and cultural resources;

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes;

Usetaxpayers money prudently in achieving tangible results;

Focus on customer satisfaction and collaborative decision making; and
Demonstrate a commitment to excellence.

The accomplishments and the current status of the PORTS ER Program are summarized in this
Management Action Process (MAP) document (Document). This document also presents a
comprehensive strategy for management and remediation of contaminated environmental media and the
decommissioning of PORTS facilities and structures. RCRA isthe primary regulatory driver for PORTS.

11 PURPOSE OF MANAGEMENT ACTION PROCESS

The Management Action Process (Process) is designed to assist department and contractor management
and technical personnel, regulators, and stakeholdersin capturing, evaluating, and documenting information
essential for programming, decision making, and implementing ER programs at PORTS. It provides a
means for developing a common understanding of project status and strategy, understanding and eval uating
ever changing project requirements, identifying project improvement or optimization opportunities, setting
priorities and sequencing work activities, and identifying/resolving local and strategic issues. The Process,
which includes a bottom-up review of all past and ongoing ER program activities at PORTS, provides a
dynamic approach to developing effective ER strategies and resolving all environmental technical,
operational, and administrative issues so that environmental actions can be effectively and expeditiously
completed.

The Document is a result of the Process and incorporates recommendations developed therein. It
represents a concise “snapshot” of the PORTS ER Program and includes a summary of past
accomplishments, current status of the ER Program, as well as the future strategy, rational e, schedule, and
funding requirements necessary to meet program objectives. The uniqueness of the Document isthat it isa
single, consolidated document that identifies the PORTS strategic course of action for restoration of the
PORTS site. Likethe processitsalf, the document is dynamic and will be updated regularly.
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ORGANIZATION OF THE MANAGEMENT ACTION PROCESS DOCUMENT

The Document is organized into the following sections:

Chapter 1 - Describes the mission, vision, and objectives of the PORTS ER Program; describes
the purpose of the MAP and the organization of the document. This section identifies key
participants in the Process, including department and contractor management and technical
personnel, regulators, and stakeholders; describes the interrelations of the ER Program to other
environmental management and department organizations, as well as interfaces with regulators,
stakeholders, and the public. Also included is a summary of MAP accomplishments and a
strategy for continuing the Process (i.e., steps used in implementing the Process together with a
discussion of stepsto follow), including planned process adjustments to improve the Process.

Chapter 2 - Provides a description of site natural and physical characteristics, including its
environmental setting and facilities, infrastructure, and equipment. It summarizeslocal community
and regional social, economic factors influencing the site. It describes the operational history;
current and adjacent site uses; and planned, proposed, or projected future uses of the land, facilities,
and equipment.

Chapter 3 - Summarizes the current status of ER program activities for contaminated sites and
buildings, including identification of contaminant release sites, associated relative risk, status of
assessment, and remediation efforts. It also describes the environmental condition of property and
principal assessment, and remediation efforts. This section defines appropriate regulatory
programs, under which contaminated sites are being addressed, and summarizes the history and
status of other related elements of the PORTS ER Program including public participation, program
management, support programs, etc.

Chapter 4 - Presents a qualitative summary of relative risk to the public, site workers, and the
ecosystem for each contaminated site and building.

Chapter 5 - Describes the ER Strategy, including key assumptions and strategies for
characterization, remedy selection, and regulatory compliance. Presents strategies and plans for
defining, sequencing, and streamlining actions at individual contaminated sites. Summarizes
strategies related to other elements including program management (e.g., funding), public
participation, environmental justice, waste management, surveillance and monitoring, and
technology development. Presents critical performance criteria for measuring the success of the
ER program.

Chapter 6 - Presents a master schedule of planned and anticipated activities to be performed
throughout the duration of the ER Program; identifies regulatory compliance schedules and specific
milestones.



. Chapter 7 - Identifies specific technical and administrative issues directly and indirectly affecting
the PORTS ER Program to be addressed and resolved by the PORTS Project Team or higher
authority, if necessary. This chapter also identifies specia initiatives at PORTS will enhance ER
Program efficiency.

. Appendix A - Provides cost and projected budgeted cost information for restoration and
compliance projects.

. Appendix B - Presents atabulated summary of the Environmental Restoration deliverables.

. Appendix C - Summarizes the history/description of selected remedial actions, performance

standards or goals, and ingtitutional controls for closed remediation projects.

. Appendix D - Presents conceptual models depicting contaminant sources, transport mechanisms,
exposure pathways and routes, and receptors for contaminated sites exhibiting high relative risk.

. Appendix E - Summarizes project controls for the PORTS ER Program.

13 ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION OBJECTIVES

The ultimate objective of the PORTS ER Program is to remediate contaminated sites and decontaminate
and decommission facilities in a safe, cost-effective, and timely manner to maximize beneficia reuse. The
subsidiary objectives established to accomplish this overall goa are linked to the ER Strategic Plan. These
objectivesinclude:

Health and Safety Objective:

. Protect the health and safety of workers and the public by ensuring that risks posed by
contaminated sites and facilities are eliminated or reduced to prescribed safe levels.

Regulatory Objectives:

. Conduct all ER program activitiesin amanner consistent with al state and federal regulations.

. Meet al requirements specified in the 1989 Consent Decree with the state of Ohio and the

Administrative Order by Consent with U.S. EPA (amended 1994).

Technical Objectives:

. Identify sources, nature, and extent of contamination to allow more accurate determination of
relative risk, scope, cost, and schedule of remediation projects.

. Classify and track al release sites and facilities by relative risk to human health, the environment,
and worker safety. Through remediation, move higher relative risk release sites and facilitiesto a
lower relative risk classification or into the “no further action” category.

. Remediate any off-site contamination that may pose risk to the public and environment.

. Contain contamination to prevent further migration of contaminants.



Operational Objectives:

. Sequence work based on arelative risk prioritization process.

. Reduce funding needs for the “core” program (i.e., essential costs required for landlord, program
management, surveillance and maintenance, grants, and agreements-in-principle) over time to
make available additional funds for risk reduction categories.

14 PROJECT TEAM

A Project Team has been established to implement the Process for PORTS. LMES is the contractor to the
Department of Energy with overall responsibility for remediation and the conduct of site activities. The
Process also considers active and constructive participation by regulators and stakeholdersto be integral to
the success of the Process. Therefore, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) represent the regulatory agencies with oversight responsibilities
for PORTS ER on the Project Team. The PORTS stakeholder group on the Project Team include
representatives from natural resource agencies, environmentalists, educators, community leaders and labor
groups.

Table 1.4-1 lists the Project Team's core members and key participants.



Table 1.4-1 Project Team

ORO-ERD Bob Sleemen Director, DOE (423) 576-0715
Environmental
Restoration Division
Portsmouth Site John Sheppard Site Program DOE (614) 897-2331 x
Office Manager 5510
PORTS ER Bob Barnett ER Program LMES (614) 897-2331 x
Manager 2700
PORTS ER Gary Conner WM Division LMES (614) 897-2331 x
Manager 4016
PORTS ER John Sokol Manager, Action LMES (614) 897-2331 x
Process 4426
PORTS ER Tony Brothers Project Team LMES (614) 897-2331 x
L eader 3778
PORTS ER Roger Gorres Remedial Actions LMES (614) 897-2331 x
3206
PORTS ER Don Igou Long Term S&M LMES (614) 897-2331 x
and D&D 2494
PORTS ER Frank Anderson Technical/ LMES (614) 897-2331 x
Groundwater 2241
PORTS ER Brenda Ramsey Program LMES (614) 897-2331 x3435
Management
Analysis
PORTS ER Sandy Childers Public Relations LMES (614) 897-2331 x6312
PORTS ER Gary Snyder Manager, Technical Jacobs TBD
Support Contractor
Program Manager Jim Wagoner HQ DOE/EM-423 | TBD
Region V Gene Remedial Project U.S. EPA TBD
Jablonowski Manager
Ohio Maria Galanti Project Manager Ohio EPA | TBD




15 ORGANIZATIONAL INTERFACES

The accomplishment of the PORTS ER mission and objectives requires guidance, oversight, and support
of various Department of Energy and external organizations. The functions of these organizations, and
their relationship to the ER Program are described in Figure 1.5-1.

The organizational interfaces of this organization are illustrated in Figure 1.5-1 and their roles and
responsibilities are described in Table 1.5-1.



TABLE

1.5-1 Organkatlonal Roks and Responsikilities

Organkzational Unlt

RokResponsikllity

PORTSE Divisionh Progratn Team | -

Hasz tean delegated overall authority ber the Office of Environtnantal
Rastoraticn (EM 40 1o angure that (1) tha ER missicn is accotnplishad
at PORTS and fanctions ralated to remediation ars performed; (2)
current status, problams, and potential issuss ars corutnunicatsd
ragularly; and (3) intarnal and axtarhal inquirss and raquirsments
Iaceive Iesponss in a timely manner

Sarves as the laad ageney for ramadial actions at PORTS

PORTSE 3Jita Offica -

Rasponsitle for accomplishing the PORTS ER mission
ioversaas and manages the PORTS ER Progratn

Dak Ridge Oparations Offics -

Crversight respohsibility for accotnplishing PORTS ER mission
Supports PORTS Jite Offics in administration and finance and fanctions
43 a Tesourca fof problamm solving usihga taatm approach

LMES - Conduets site ratmadiation and managptnent and operafion of the gite for
tha Departmant of Energy

LISEPA - Regatory oversight of remadial actions at PORTS undar Resoumce
Congarvation and Racowvery Act (RCREA) Comprehansive Environtmental
Rasponss, Cotnpensation, and Liatility Act (CERCLA)

iDhice EP A - Oeversight responsibility for cotnpliance with the Rasounce Consarvation

atd Recosvery Act (RCRAY, Claan Water Act and Clean AT Act

DOE Wraste hanagemeant -
Program

Oversees management of wastas generated durng amediaficon prejacts,
inchnding nofification of projactsd heeds for waste freatmant, stoTage,
atid disposal

DOE Technology Devaloptnant -
Program

Enmuras use of the fastest, smfest, and most cost-affactive technclogiss

PORTE Sfakeholdars Group -

Congists of approxitnataly 4 5 individuals rapresentin g varions sagmants
of the summounding communitiss, ideantifi=d to assist in weorking with
DOE, USERPA and OEFA on cantral issuss ragarding the PORT3I ER
Program

Incindzs locall yelacted officials, aconotnic davelopiment rapresentatives,
e virornantalists, natiral reseumes officials, comtranity laadars, laber
crganizations, educators, health officials, plant neighbors and other
interastad citizans




16 STATUS OF MANAGEMENT ACTION PROCESS

The PORTS Environmental Restoration Program has progressed extensively in the past six years, in
advance of many other DOE sites in the complex. DOE signed consent agreements in 1989 with both the
State of Ohio and U.S. EPA to conduct RCRA Facility Investigations (RFI) remedial investigations and
ensure the protection of the environment and public. Sincethat time, the entire federd reservation,
spanning 3,714 acres, has been investigated and characterized with samplings from approximately 600
groundwater monitoring wells and over 400 soil borings. A second confirmatory phase of the site
investigation was completed at the plant in 1994. Other investigations have also been completed in
conjunction with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) corrective action process. An air
quality investigation, a baseline ecological risk assessment, and a study to determine background levels of
naturally occurring radionuclides and metals have been completed to better assess environmental conditions
surrounding the plant.

In addition to the investigative studies, atotal of 13 closure projects (i.e., landfill caps, sludge lagoons, tank
removals, waste storage facilities) have been completed under the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act and remedial actions are in process at three other units. Six interim remedial measures have been “fast-
tracked” and completed to prevent any migration of groundwater contamination off-site.

A total of six groundwater treatment facilities are currently in operation, treating more than 20 million
gallons of groundwater per year. One of these facilities utilizes an innovative passive groundwater
treatment method to transport groundwater through a horizontal well by natural gravity flow to the
treatment facility. The volatile organic compounds in the groundwater are then broken down by contact
with areactive media such asiron filings to eliminate the hazardous constituents.

The Project team has examined the existing data and investigation reportsto provide an overall synopsis of
the current status of the program and begin to work toward conceptual models for those site-specific units
or areas to be completed. Regular internal Project Team meetings have been held to develop the initia
drafts of the Management Action Process plan and to exchange information among the technical support
personnd at the site.

1.7 STRATEGY FOR MANAGEMENT ACTION PROCESS

The PORTS Project Team meets regularly in conjunction with status/working meetings to discuss and
resolve strategic and high-priority issues. Future meetings will typically be attended by Project Team
representatives from DOE-PORTS, LMES, regulators, and stakeholders. Few Project Team meetings will
require participation by all members. Rather the Project team will identify the appropriate participants
needed to make decisions on specific meeting issues. The Project Team meetings will serve as aforum for
assessing progress, obtaining consensus on problem issues, and eliminating confusion regarding PORTS
environmental activities. Better communication among al parties will help eliminate duplication of effort
and lead to decisions concerning how best to use limited resources. The Project Team concept and meeting
goals are described next.



Preject Team Congapt

Participation is nasd-drivah

Party with ah issuz iz responsible for izsue presantation

Prcject Tearn goals are to conduct bottorn-up review of all past and ohgoing anvirenrmantal
progratns at PORTS, cotnpila and adopt recotmmendations for straatnlining andfor otherwise
ax peditin g ohgoing ER and restoration-ralated activitizs, and assemble and write the MAP
Dozt

Maintait progratn inteprity, repmlarly updata the MAP Documant, and continne issus
regclution on an as-neadad tasziz

Proisct Team Mestine Goal

Cotiduet alaments of the bottotn -up programm resrisw

Ragclve “global” technical operations and administrative issuss

Discuss rocdifications to agrasmants tased on siratapias that ars davaloped
Rasclve techhical issuss identifisd durng the MAP for

- Specific sites or Solid "Waste Managemeant Units (3 hLTs)

- Mathodologias and techholopias

- Proposed clzatmp plans atd schedulas

Raach congatsng on procadural | crganizational, and operaficnal issus:

- Data Quality AsmrancafOuality Control (QASQC) atalises

- Data validation, data quality assesstnant, and Jdata mana spmeant
- Davaloptnant of concaptal site of Zohe tnedzls and modal sutnimarnzs
- Background contatninant concantration dafermination

- Risk assesstnent protocols

- Ralative risk ratings for sites

- Data gaps and information gaps

- Itnprowed contractin g approachas

- achadulz modification




Thefollowing issues will be considered for inclusion as action items and prioritized by the Project Team
during fiscal year (FY) 1996 and/or subsequent meetings:

Discuss the MAP and its implementation through Project Team meetings;

Prioritize and assign action items;

Evaluate and determine the relative risk associated with each SWMU and quadrant;

Review long-term costs associated with “core” program activities, including program management
and maintaining surplus facilities, and identify potential opportunities to reduce these costs;

Review key program assumptions and develop contingency plans to address changes in key
assumptions;

Evaluate emerging technologies;

Review the Consent Agreements schedules to streamling;

Review the comprehensive Master Schedul e to determine related compliance projects which should be
better defined or added;

Perform periodic updates and modifications as needed and identify opportunities for combining
remedial activities or for critical-path concerns;

Evaluate progress and status in identifying and addressing data gaps,

Review contracting strategy for planned remedial design/remedia actions; and

Review upcoming projects.



2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION AND COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING

21 OPERATIONAL HISTORY

The Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant (PORTS) effectively had its conception in June 1951, when the
Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) began design studies that would lead to the construction of a gaseous
diffusion plant that could be added to the Oak Ridge—Paducah complex and provide 235U production at
concentration rates substantially above those of the existing complex. In 1952, AEC selected the existing
PORTS site in rura south central Ohio (U.S. Energy Research and Development Administration 1977a,
Table 2.1-1 Operational History). The regional location of PORTS is shown in Figure 2.1-1.

The PORTS site currently consists of the 3714 acres remaining from an original 4000-acre purchase. The
initial property acquisition included over 50 separate parcels consisting of small farms, pastures, and
timberland. Construction of the plant began in late 1952. Production of enriched uranium began in 1954.
The plant utilizes the gaseous diffusion process to enrich uranium from a natural state of less than 1% 235U
to increase concentrations varying from 2 to 5% 235U for use as fuel for nuclear power generation. From
startup through November 1986, PORTS was operated for DOE by the Goodyear Atomic Corporation.
PORTS was then managed by Martin Marietta Energy Systems, Inc., (MMES) up to the current lease
agreement with the U.S. Enrichment Corporation (USEC).

PORTS was chosen in the late 1970s as the site for the construction of a new uranium enrichment facility
utilizing gas centrifuge technology. A siteimmediately southwest of and adjacent to existing facilities was
selected, and construction of the Gas Centrifuge Enrichment Plant (GCEP) began in 1979. Construction
was intended to provide 8 process buildings, for a total of more than 35 permanent buildings upon
completion. However, construction of this facility was halted in the summer of 1985 because of a decrease
in demand for enriched uranium and a decision that laser technology held greater promise for more
efficiently and economically supplying future demands for enriched uranium. Some of the completed
GCEP buildings are currently being utilized by PORTS operations, USEC, the Defense Logistics Agency
(DLA), and the Ohio National Guard, while others remain available for use.

On July 1, 1993, the Energy Policy Act of 1992 transferred the management of the uranium enrichment
enterprise at PORTS from DOE to USEC. To meet the needs of this reorganization, the Martin Marietta
Energy Group formed Martin Marietta Utility Services, Inc., (MMUS) to operate and maintain the USEC
operations. In March of 1995, Martin Marietta merged with Lockheed Corporation to form Lockheed
Martin. Hence, MMES is now LMES (Lockheed Martin Energy Systems) and MMUS is now LMUS
(Lockheed Martin Utility Services). LMES at PORTS now manages the Environmental Restoration (ER)
Program, which includes Waste Management (WM) activities and uranium enrichment landlord activities
for DOE.

The uranium enrichment process and associated support activities at PORTS result in the generation of
low-level radioactive wastes (LLW), RCRA hazardous wastes, TSCA wastes, mixed wastes (RCRA and
TSCA wastes mixed with radioactive wastes), and solid wastes. No high-level radioactive wastes are
generated or stored at the PORTS site. In days past, contaminants from material processing and related
activities were released to the environment through air emissions, wastewater discharge, storm water run-
off, and leaks and spills. In 1995, the RCRA hazardous waste storage facilities in the X-7725 and X-326
buildings received a RCRA part B permit to store waste.



Table 2.1-1 Operational History

1952 Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) Congtruction
announces expansion of uranium
enrichment program. Site of anew
gaseous diffusion plant to be
constructed in Pike County, Ohio.
Goodyear selected as operating
contractor for the plant. First
construction begins.

1954 Prime construction contractor releases Congtruction,
first buildings. First cascade units Operations
placed into operations. First product
withdrawal made.

1954 to Operation of gaseous diffusion plant is Operations
Present at Portsmouth site.
1956 Last building released from Congtruction,
congtruction. Plant in full operation. Operations
1956 to Various mgjor diffusion plant Congtruction
Present congtruction activities on siteincluding

construction of test loop building,
uranium oxide conversion facility,
Process Equipment Modification
Program (PEMP), Cascade Uprating
Program (CUP), Cascade |mprovement
Program (CIP), and process motor
refurbishment.

1975 Functions of AEC divided between
Nuclear Regulatory Commission NA
(NRC) and the Energy Research and
Development Administration (ERDA).
Responsibility for uranium enrichment
assigned to ERDA.




Table 2.1-1 Operational History

1977 Functions of the ERDA transferred to
the new U. S. Department of Energy. NA
Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Site
selected for construction of the new Gas
Centrifuge Enrichment Project (GCEP)

facilities.

1978 Construction of the GCEP facilities Construction
begins.

1983 First testing operation of GCEP Operation
machines with uranium hexafluoride
takes place.

1985 DOE announces intent to halt NA
construction of GCEP.

1983 to Limited construction/testing of GCEP Congtruction/Testing
1985 machines at Portsmouth site.
1986 Operation of the Portsmouth site NA

contract is assumed from Goodyear by
Martin Marietta Energy Systems

1988 GCEP marketing resultsin the Ohio Operations
National Guard lease GCEP Mobile
Equipment Garage. The Defense
Logistics Agency (DLA) takes over the
GCEP processfacilities.

1992 Energy Policy Act of 1992 createsthe NA
United States Enrichment Corporation
(USEC).




Table 2.1-1 Operational History

1993 USEC takes over responsibility for Operations
uranium enrichment program and
leases plant facilities dedicated to that
mission from the DOE. DOE retains
responsibility for Environmental
Restoration and Waste Management
(ERWM) for its operations at the site
prior to 1993. Martin Marietta Energy
Systems remains under contract to
DOE to perform ERWM. Martin
Marietta Utility Services, anew
subsidiary of Martin Marietta
Corporation, is assigned responsibility
for operation and maintenance of
enrichment operations under contract to
the USEC.

1995 Martin Marietta Corporation changesits NA
name to Lockheed Martin as aresult of
amerger between the Martin Marietta
and Lockheed Corporation. First
application for certification of the
enrichment operations is submitted to
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC).
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2.3 CURRENT AND ADJACENT SITE USES
2.3.1 Current SiteLand Use

Many of the 3714 acres on the Portsmouth reservation are being utilized or, with a few exceptions, have
been assigned to a land use category. The 2508 acres outside the 1200-acre core are being used for a
variety of purposes, including the water treatment plant, the lagoons for the Process wastewater treatment
plant, and the sanitary and inert landfills. The 1200-acre core comprises all facilities and land at PORTS
that are located inside the perimeter road. The majority of the 1200-acre core is leased to the U.S.
Enrichment Corporation (USEC) through 1999 (see Fig. 2.3-1) with USEC retaining the first right of
renewal or refusal.

Primary entrances are located north and west of the core site. The northwest quadrant is devoted primarily
to waste storage and disposal. Most of the improvements are located in the 1200-acre fenced core area.
Thisareaislargely devoid of trees and grass, having been paved or |eft bare. Within this area are the three
Process buildings, each about 882 ft by 1781 ft and 70 ft tall. The Process buildings also account for 8
million sg. ft. of PORTS's total 10 million sq. ft. of floor space, exclusive of the facilities originally
constructed for the GCEP mission. Figures 2.3-2 and 2.3-3 show the current land uses and layout of the
Ste.

2.3.2 Adjacent Land Uses
Woodland comprises 54% of the area surrounding the Portsmouth site, making forests the predominant

land use. Agricultural usage ranks second, at 41.3%. Overall, these two uses account for more than 95%
of land usagein the area. Land use for the four-county areais shown in Table 2.3-1.

Table 2.3-1 Land usein the four-county PORTS area

Land use
Total
County acreage Forest Agricultural Industrial Commercial Residential
Pike 285,100 60% 37% 0.15% 1.1% 0.5%
(171,060 acres) (105,000 acres) (436 acres) (3,220 acres) (1,560 acres)
Ross 443,000 32.3% 63.5% 0.79%% 0.36% 1.86%
(143,089 acres) (281,000 acres) (3,500 acres) (1,595 acres) (8,240 acres)
Scioto 385,500 72.6% 22.6% 0.6% 1.81%
(286,500 acres) (89,330 acres) (2,500 acres) (7,144 acres)
Jackson 270,500 55.5% 37% 5% 2%
(150,000 acres) (100,000 acres) (13,525 acres) (5,410 acres)
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Figure 2.3-1

To be inserted later, not scanned
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24 INFLUENCING FACTORS

The efficient and cost-effective remediation of the PORTS site and its relationship to future uses hinge on
the recognition and proper address of various influencing factors, including an understanding of
environmental, social and human, economic, and long-term management impacts. A summary of these
factorsis presented in this section.

2.4.1 Economic Factors

Acceleration of cleanup schedules or cessation of enrichment operations with subsequent D& D could, by
itsincrease in the need for workers and services, affect the development rate within the sub-regional area.
The magnitude and duration of thisimpact could not be estimated here. Local economic sustainability isa
consideration for the site by deliberate involvement of local government officials, community and business
leaders, employees from the plant, and other interested citizens.

Pike County and the three adjoining counties closest to PORTS (i.e., Ross, Scioto, and Jackson) are largely
rura (Fig. 2.4-1). Thelargest city in each county contains less than 32% of the people living in that county,
and over 90% of each county'sland is either forest or farmland. Overall, the four-county region is expected
to experience an increase in population; the rura nature of the region will persist.

Housing and public services in the four counties are adequate for the present population. Moreover, there
appears to be no constraints associated with expanding housing and services should the region's population
and economic base increase rapidly.

In 1989, per capitaincomes in the four counties were significantly below those of Ohio and the nation, and
unemployment rates were higher. Education levels (i.e., high school and college) are lower than both state
and national levels. Services employ the greatest percentage of people in the region (6.8%), followed by
manufacturing (6.3%) and retail trade (4.0%). Industry in the region is not broad-based, and efforts to
attract new industry to the area have met with limited success. Continued operation of the uranium
enrichment facility iswidely considered to be one of the community's top economic priorities.

2.4.2 Social Factors

The most predominant influencing social factor for the site is the continuation of enrichment operations at
the plant. Significant changes to population, employment composition, worker dislocations, and economic
trends are not anticipated. However, social factors relating to surrounding property values, and potential
disproportionate local burdens (environmental justice) from the remediation at the PORTS site, and the
resulting impacts should be identified and considered in the devel opment of cleanup plans.

Perceived Health Risks- The contamination of the site over its operational lifetime led some people in the

local area to develop a visceral feeling that there is major and chronic risk to their health from the
contamination on and under the site. Thisis not as significant at the Portsmouth site as at other DOE sites.
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Potential Disproportionate Local Burdens- Executive Order 12898 requires each federal agency to
identify and address disproportionally high adverse human health or environmental effects of their
programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations. Community Characteristics or
Site-Specific Demographic Assessments are heeded to determine a disproportionate impact from the site's
contamination and cleanup.

Property Value Impacts- Thereisusually a perception that the value of private property near a nuisance
or nonconforming land use like a nuclear facility is adversely affected by the direct and indirect impacts of
nuclear facilities. However, at PORTS, the perception of the value of private property seemsto be positive.
Currently, new homes are being built within two miles of the site.

Community Concerns and Response- The public's knowledge of the site and the enrichment complex
as awhole hasincreased tremendously since the mid-1980's. The increased knowledge has resulted largely
from information submitted to local interested partiesin an attempt by the DOE to better inform the public.
Residents of the community are not complacent about environmental issues; however, as awhole they are
also not apprehensive about environmental and safety-related matters at the enrichment plant. Only one
organized protest has taken place, and that was two decades ago by a group from outside the local area.
However, in 1990, aclass action suit was filed by eight individuals against plant operators, alleging adverse
health impacts within a six-mile radius of the facility. The suit is scheduled to go to trial June 3, 1996, in
Federal District Court. Overall, community officials describe the relationship between the community,
DOE, and USEC as cordial and cooperative. Plant employees support area retailers and have made
substantial contributions to charitable programsin the community. The relationship between DOE, USEC,
LMES, LMUS, and the community is generally positive as a result of the aforementioned factors, and the
facility's provision of emergency equipment and assistance, its safe operating record, and the open
communications it has engendered through plant tours and periodic open houses. The community has
demonstrated its support of DOE and USEC projects through favorable local government resolutions,
individual and organizational contributions toward the purchase of land needed by DOE, and grass-roots
community support expressed at public meetings.

2.4.3 Cultural Factors

This section discusses the condition and implications of the cultural factor on the land use management and
planning needs of the Portsmouth site. Though an operating enrichment site, significant impact to historical
properties as aresult of Environmental Restoration is not expected to occur. In any event, field surveyson
any areas to be disturbed by construction activities will occur through the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) process.

The past absence of strong development pressures in the plant vicinity has been identified recently as one
possible reason for the area's retention of its present character as reflected through its architecture and land
use. A number of significant archaeological and historic resources remain in the area, both registered and
asyet unrecorded (new archaeologica sites).
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Only one site of historical importance, Mt. Gilead Cemetery, has been identified within the boundary of the
reservation. However, several sites exist within athree-mile radius of the Portsmouth site. A list of these
sitesisasfollows. Mound Cemetery, Indian Mound, Van Meter Farm, Daley Cemetery, Hold Cemetery,
Daniels Cemetery, Hawk Cemetery, Haskind Cemetery, Bailey Chapel, and Bailey Chapel Cemetery.
Under directions from the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, information about potential archaeol ogical
sitesis being withheld to protect them from exploitation.

2.4.4 Environmental Factors

The site's environmental sustainability goals are the long-term endpoints for this portion of the area's
ecosystem. They will also further guide and support the stakeholder-based long-term land use decisions
for the site. Current environmental sustainability goals are overshadowed by the presence of the operating
enrichment facility. Current environmental remediation activities are intended to study, characterize,
correct, and return legacy environmental contamination to a stable state. Goals for the site's environmental
sustainability following cessation of enrichment operations, should it occur, have not been fully examined.

Changes to the conditions of the local and regional environment are usually difficult to discover unless they
are significant. They are often observed in changes to an individual species population but are often the
result of changes in habitat composition or a response to local and regional development trends, or the
suppression of wild fires, or changes in agricultural practices, and incremental weather/climatic change.
When changes occur in an ecosystem, what is observed is the response(s) of a complex, self-regulating
system that will always be responding to the change and does not lend itself to being isolated and studied
on alaboratory bench.

245 Other Factors
Other factors, in addition to those factors already described, include:

. Long-term safety: Effectiveness of available technologies over time and long-term monitoring
and ownership of the Portsmouth property are seen as crucial to the long-term acceptability of any
remediation scenario.

. Short-term risks: Risks to workers and residents resulting from the remediation activities
themselves are of paramount concern.

. On-site disposal requirements. The volume of waste generated by Environmental Restoration
and the ultimate disposal of the waste will greatly determine the overall impact of the remediation
on local communities during and after construction.

. Impact on natural resources. Excavation of contaminated soil present at Portsmouth could have
a significant impact on the flora, fauna, sensitive habitats, farmlands, and wetlands that comprise
the Portsmouth site and surrounding properties.

. Transportation and off-site disposal requirements. The Department must be sensitive to the
impacts on and potential risks to communities along transportation routes and at the ultimate
disposal facility.

. Community impacts and benefits: Disruption of adjacent communities and the long-term

economic, social, and aesthetic impacts on those communities as well asthe PORTS workforce are
of significant importance.

. Cost: Asataxpayer-funded project, the total cost of remediation isimportant. Department budget
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projections indicate real limitations on available resources in the future.
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25 FACILITIES, INFRASTRUCTURE AND EQUIPMENT
251 Magjor Facilities

Most major PORTS production, maintenance, administrative and technical support, and warehousing
facilities are leased to USEC for the gaseous diffusion operations. These facilities are tabulated in Table 2.5-
1 and highlighted in Figs. 2.5-1 through 2.5-4. Significant facilities retained by DOE are listed below.

. The special nuclear material storage building (X-345) is areinforced concrete vault structure that
provides maximum security protection for these materials prior to shipment off-site.

. Covering about 7 acres, the X-3001 and X-3002 buildings are one-story structures except for
equipment and utility mezzanines at the north and south ends. Both buildings contain four bays 100
ft wide by 630 ft long, with room for a rigid-mast bridge crane. A covered transfer corridor
connects these buildings to the X-7725 building.

Maintenance Facilitiess Three large facilities—the X-700 cleaning building (128,800 sg. ft), the X-705
decontamination building (100,800 sg. ft), and the X-720 maintenance and stores building (312,000 sq.
ft)—provide most of the equipment maintenance support for the diffusion cascade. Equipment
(compressors, motors, etc.) removed from the cascade is disassembled and decontaminated in X-705,
which also houses equipment for the recovery of uranium from decontamination solutions. The major
mai ntenance shops are located in X-720 (compressor shop, motor shop, etc.), which also contains alarge
stores area and offices.

DOE's building X-7725 is a multi-story structure currently serving as a waste storage facility and office
complex. Thislarge building is 540 ft by 820 ft and almost 17 storiestall.

Administrative and Technical Support Facilitiess Administrative and Technical Support Facilities are
shown in Figure 2.5-3.

Receiving and War ehousing Facilities- Various warehouses are used on the site for storage of parts and
materials needed for plant operations, waste storage, and surplus materials. These facilities are shown in
Figure 2.5-4.

DOE has declared surplus to its needs approximately 62 million pounds of processed lithium hydroxide
monohydrate. A sales subcontract was entered into between Lockheed Martin Energy Systems and a
private corporation to purchase the lithium currently stored in warehouses at PORTS. The preliminary
schedule indicates that all lithium hydroxide monohydrate should be shipped off-site by July 2001. Asa
result of this sale, the seven current storage warehouses would become available for future missions.

21
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Table 2.5-1 Major Facilities

X-330, X-333, X-326 Gaseous diffusion process buildings Leased to USEC
X-345 Specia nuclear material storage building DOE
X-3001 Offices and storage DOE
X-3002 Occupied by Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) DOE
X-700 Cleaning building and welding shop Leased to USEC
X-705 Decontamination building Leased to USEC
X-720 Maintenance and stores building Leased to USEC
X-7725 Office complex and waste storage building DOE
X-7721 Maintenance, stores and training (MST) building Leased to USEC
X-100 Administrative and technical support building Leased to USEC
X-1000 Administrative and technical support building Leased to USEC
X-3346 Occupied by the Ohio Army National Guard DOE
X-744K N, P, Q, S, T,& U | Lithium hydroxide warehouses DOE
X-744G Storage of Uranium Bearing Material DOE
X-745C & X-745E DUF cylinder storage yards DOE
X-747TH Contaminated scrap storage yard DOE
X-747G Contaminated materials storage yard DOE
X-530, X-533 & X-5000 Electrical switchyards Leased to USEC
X-611 Water treatment plant Leased to USEC
X-6619 Sewage treatment plant Leased to USEC
X-600 Steam plant Leased to USEC
X-7745R Low-level waste storage yard DOE
X-2230M & N Holding ponds DOE
X-230K, L, 5 & J7 Holding ponds Leased to USEC
X-735 Sanitary Landfill DOE
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Open Storage Yards- Open storage yards (Fig. 2.5-5) are currently used to meet three primary storage
requirements: (1) UFg cylinder storage, (2) storage of contaminated and/or classified scrap material, and
(3) coal storage. All principal UFg cylinder storage yards are paved with concrete.

Four major open storage areas contain scrap materials that are separated for potential reclamation and reuse
or stored because their sale or disposal is complicated by security classification or low-level uranium
contamination. The south contaminated materials storage yard (X-749) has alarge quantity of buried scrap
materials, primarily ferrous (piping, converter shells, etc.), from the completed Cascade Improvement
Program/Cascade Uprating Program (CIP/CUP). X-749 has undergone RCRA closure. This material
cannot be reclaimed sinceit is buried. Northwest of the plant site and outside the secured area, the fenced-
in northwest surplus and scrap yard (X-747H) contains unclassified, but dightly contaminated scrap. In an
area directly southwest of the X-744G warehouse, classified scrap material (converter tube sheets sealed in
scrap converter shells) is stored. This area contains approximately 7600 tons of ferrous scrap slightly
contaminated with uranium. North of X-744G, semiprecious metal scrap (primarily copper) is stored
within the fenced northeast contaminated materials storage yard (X-747G) area. This dlightly contaminated
material was generated primarily during CIP/CUP.

The X-747F miscellaneous material storage yard, alarge arealocated in the core of PORTS, is now largely
empty. Most of the scrap previously stored here was relocated to X-747H. Because of its central location
and its size, thisland could be used for permanent development in the future.

The X-7745R and X-600A open storage areas have dedicated uses and encompass large tracts of land.
Covering approximately 6 acres, X-7745R is used to store drums and boxes of low-level and non-
hazardous waste. The X-600A coal yard, adjacent to the X-600 steam plant, covers approximately 5 acres
and has atotal storage capacity of approximately 40,000 tons.

25.2 Transportation Systems

Transportation at PORTS centers on the intrasite road and rail networks. These are highlighted in
Figure 2.5-6.

25.3 On-SiteUtilities

PORTS has an intricate utility system to supply electric power, water needs, steam, compressed air,
nitrogen, and communications to the various plant operations.

Electricity Supply Systems- Electric power is supplied by the Ohio Valley Electric Cooperative (OVEC)
through ten 345-kV transmission lines which are owned and maintained by the utility. All power is
received at two 345-kV switchyards, X-530 and X-533 located at the site. Figure 2.5-7 showsthe location
of the switchyards and the incoming high-voltage power lines. Two of the above lines are derived from
one 765-kV transmission line at OVEC's local Don Marquis Substation, which also has two additional
345-kV incoming transmission lines. PORTS does not have on-site generating capability.

Raw Water Supply and Treatment- Raw water is transmitted from four well fields (X-608A, X-608B,

X-605G, and X-6609) to the X-611 water trestment plant. If the well fields cannot produce enough water
for plant needs, water is pumped from the Scioto River at X-608.
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Sanitary and Low-Pressure Fire Water System- The sanitary and low-pressure fire water system
supplies potable water to most on-site buildings for drinking and water for use in restroom and shower
facilities; for once-through cooling of air conditioning equipment, dryers, and heat exchange equipment at
the air plants; and for water jacketed pumps. This system also supplies the fire sprinkler systemsin the
support buildings and switchyards, and all but four of PORTS fire hydrants. Figure 2.5-8 shows the
sanitary and low-pressure fire water system.

Recirculating Cooling Water (RCW) System- The RCW system is used to remove excess heat from
the diffusion process. The system consists of seven cooling towers, three pump houses (X-633, X-630,
and X-626), and supply and return headers paralleling the process buildings. Figure 2.5-9 shows the
location of the cooling towers and pump houses.

Recirculating Heating Water (RHW) System- The RHW system (see Figure 2.5-10) converts waste
heat from the RCW system into heating for several major Process buildings throughout the plant. Most of
the electric power consumed by the gaseous diffusion cascade is converted into heat by the compression
necessary to the process.

High-Pressure Fire Water System- A separate high-pressure fire water system is used for the five
sprinkler systems within the three Process buildings and their respective cooling towers. Figure 2.5-11
|shows the location of the high-pressure fire water system.

Sanitary Sewer System- The site's sanitary sewer system collects sewage waste by gravity feed from all
main plant facilities. Because of the system's elevations, eight sewage lift stations are required to maintain
wastewater flow to treatment facilities. Figure 2.5-12 shows the location of the sanitary sewage system.

Stormwater Management System- The mean annual rainfall for the PORTS area was 41.33 inches for
the period from 1951 to 1980. Prior to original plant construction, this meant that the site served as the
watershed for several wet-weather streams. The only stream which flows across the site is Little Beaver
Creek. Flooding is not a problem for the complex. Standing water would present a problem on-site only in
the event of a short-term, very heavy rain, and even then, would present no major problems. The X-608
well fields and pumphouse, located off-site, may occasionally expect flooding from the Scioto River, but
these installations have been designed to avoid flood damage.

The site's storm drainage system is protected in some measure by seven holding basins (see Fig. 2.5-13).
The south and north holding ponds (X-230K and X-230L) permit emergency impoundment of drainage
waters in the event of a potentially damaging spill within PORTS. Two new holding ponds, X-2230M and
X-2330N, which were constructed to control sediment run-off from previous construction, also provide
emergency spill containment capability for operations in this area of the PORTS site. The primary purpose
of three other basins (X-230-J5, X-230-J6, and X-230-J7) is oil removal. These basins do not have adirect
flow impoundment capability, since they are kept full to permit proper functioning of oil removal
equipment. They do, however, provide some buffer protection for dilution and treatment of a potentially
hazardous spill.

Various plant wastewater from some facilities is discharged into the storm drain system and |leaves the site
as surface water. During dry periods, the flow into Little Beaver Creek and Big Run Creek may be entirely
from plant discharges. In some cases, elaborate treatment systems have been installed to ensure that the
discharges meet or exceed environmental guidelines for water quality. Such systems exist at the X-621 coal
pile run-off treatment facility and the X-700 biodenitrification facility.
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Steam Supply System- Steam is used throughout the year to vaporize UFg, obtain UFg samples from
cylinders, maintain process temperatures, clean equipment, heat sanitary water, and provide heat for
miscellaneous process and support operations. During the fall and winter months, steam is also used to
heat mgjor facilities. The steam system isin fair overall condition and should provide reliable and adequate
service through the end of the century, with the ongoing upgrade project for X-600 (steam plant). Figure
2.5-14 shows the location of the steam supply system.

Steam is generated at the coal-fired X-600 steam plant by three boilers of the bent-tube design, each rated
for continuous operation at 125,000 |b of steam per hour at 125 pounds per square inch. The plant contains
the normal support equipment for boiler operations such as coal and ash handling equipment and boiler
feed water treatment equipment. Boiler water is obtained from the sanitary water system. Adequate
electrostatic precipitators have been installed on each boiler to meet EPA emissions criteria. These
precipitators are to be replaced over the next few years as part of an upgrade project currently underway at
the steam plant. Steam is distributed to most facilities by above-ground insulated pipes, with parallel piping
providing return condensate.

Coal is stored in the adjacent X-600A coal pile yard. Run-off from the coal yard and wastewater effluents
from the steam plant are treated for pH adjustment and heavy metal removal at X-621. Treated effluent then
flowsinto the south holding pond. Sludge generated at X-621 is buried in the X-735 sanitary landfill, while
ash isdisposed of off-site.

Compressed Air System- The plant dry air system supplies a reliable source of dry, clean, oil-free
compressed air for compressor seal operation, process equipment evacuation, vent gas ejection, pneumatic
control operation, and miscellaneous laboratory and maintenance functions such as pneumatic tool
operations. Figure 2.5-15 shows the location of the plant compressed air distribution system.
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2.6 FUTURE USES FOR LAND, FACILITIES, AND EQUIPMENT

The future land use patterns at PORTS will remain basically the same as those now in existence. Table 2.6-1
demonstrates the future land use status through FY 2003 (expressed in acres). In addition, land users will
continue to be sensitive to the identified requirements of PORTS. The following issues will have the most
significant influence on future land use considerations:

Additiona office and training space for PORTS ER Program administrative and technical support;
L ocate waste storage facilities in appropriate areas;

Provide laboratory capacity for DOE ES& H tasks;

Make productive use of all PORTS facilities and land; and

Community relations and stakeholder input for long-term future land use.

The last issue will affect the future use of PORTS land and facilities 25, 50, and 100 years into the future.
Land use outside the perimeter road will not change except for several areas to the north that may be
rededicated to waste management and production support. Within the perimeter road the greatest changes
will be in increased storage capacities and treatment/processing facilities for waste management.

Figure 2.6-1 illustrates the locations of future facilities at proposed and conceptual levels. Projects such as
waste management and environmental restoration facilities are funded, budgeted or proposed. Those projects
identified as redeveloped parking areas, redesigned entry roads, and railroad improvements represent
conceptual plans for future development. These facilities are not budgeted as projects; rather, they are shown
as dtrategic vision indicators that meet future site mission needs. This conceptual view reved sthe flexibility
of PORTS to accommodate planned devel opmental changes.



Tahlk 2.6-1 Future Ukes for Land

Frivale Lands DOE Lands
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30 STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION ACTIVITIES

This section summarizes the status efforts to remediate release sites and contaminated buildings, including
accomplishments, environmental condition of property, regulatory agreements and other legal drivers, waste
management, and the history and status of other interrelated activities (public participation, program
management, support programs, €etc.).

31 CURRENT ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION ACTIVITIES

PORTS has been divided into quadrants as a management approach to facilitate the expedient cleanup of
contaminated sites (see Figure 3.1-1). Each quadrant (see Figure 3.1-2) roughly corresponds to a distinct
groundwater flow cell within the primary water-bearing unit beneath the site. Because the flow cells are the
major pathways for contaminant migration, each has been investigated separately. The quadrants have been
numbered in priority order with the greater potential risk to human health and the environment thought to
emanate from Quadrant 1. Within the quadrants are approximately 80 SWMUs which are undergoing
remediation in accordance with both RCRA Closures and RCRA Corrective Actions.

Theinitial investigations for each potential release site, directed at identifying the contaminants, the extent of
their migration, and their sources have been completed and initial corrective measures are underway.

Soon after environmental restoration started, five of the potential release sites were identified as requiring no
further action. Since then, eight more sites (chromium sludge lagoons, a landfill for the disposal of
contaminated materials, a landfill for the disposal of classified materials, an incinerator, chromium sludge
monocells, a restricted waste storage facility, a waste ail tank, and a storage facility) have been certified for
closure. Remedial actions have been completed at five other sites (an unrestricted waste storage facility, a
chromic acid tank, a solid waste landfill, and an engineered cap over a landfill). Interim measures were
implemented to contain contaminants, including construction of an in-ground slurry wall and a seep collection
system.

There were 10 underground and aboveground storage tanks within the scope of the environmental restoration
activity at Portsmouth. Three of these tanks were never placed into service and were removed. One other
underground storage tank did not pass tightness tests and has been removed. Six abandoned aboveground
storage tanks were also demolished. Surrounding soils were characterized and, where necessary, excavated and
treated according to regulatory limits on petroleum contamination in soil.

Remedial actions are underway or being planned for seven other potential release sites, including two holding
ponds, aradiological storage yard, a neutralization pit, a waste neutralization pit, awaste oil tank and facility,
and an ail biodegradation plot.

Characterization activities at PORTS have been in progress for several years and RCRA Facility Investigations
for each of the quadrants have been submitted to the regulatory agencies and are awaiting their approval.
PORTS is contaminated with a variety of hazardous chemicals. The principal contaminate is trichloroethylene
with lesser concentration of uranium, technetium, other VOCS'SVOCs, heavy metals, PCBs and PAHSs.

Draft CAS/CM S Reports have been submitted for unitsin each of the four quadrants. Reports for three of the
units, X-705A1B, X-611A, and Peter Kiewit Landfill have been approved.
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Table 3.1-1 summarizes the status of the PORTS Environmental Restoration Program and the principal
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with each SWMU. Itemsin the table which are completed or are
in progress are shaded. The remediation activities are organized into five categories: (A) no further action
required, (B) action taken to remediate and close, (C) action taken in conjunction with other SWMUs, (D)
action deferred until shutdown and disposition, and (E) action initiated or planned. Table 3.1-2 identifies the
DOE documents referenced in Table 3.1-1.

Figure 3.1-3 and 3.1-4 provide an environmental condition of property map for the site which is coded to
indicate the concentration and location of volatile organic compounds. Figure 3.1-5 provides alocation map of
the significant trichloroethylene (TCE) groundwater plumes which have been identified during the course of the
siteinvestigations. Figures 3.1-6 through 3.1-11 provide the concentration of uranium and Technetium in soil,
groundwater, and at various depths over the site.

32 REGULATORY AGREEMENTS, CONSENT DECREES, COMPLIANCE, AND
OTHER LEGAL DRIVERS

On August 29, 1989, the State of Ohio and DOE finalized a Consent Decree under RCRA section 3008(h) filed
with the U.S. District Court of Ohio, Eastern Division. On September 27, 1989, DOE executed an
Administrative Order by Consent under authority of CERCLA section 106(a) and RCRA section 3008(h) with
USEPA Region V. In 1994, the USEPA, Ohio EPA and DOE mutually amended the Administrative Order
by Consent to be effective on August 11, 1994. The Consent Decree and Consent Order were negotiated to be
consistent so that all work will satisfy RCRA and CERCLA requirements with both USEPA and Ohio EPA.

On February 20, 1996, the Uranium Enrichment Toxic Substances Control Act Federal Facilities Compliance
Agreement (UE TSCA FFCA) was executed by DOE and the U.S. EPA. The UE TSCA FFCA identifies the
requirements for achieving and maintaining TSCA polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) compliance at the PORTS,
PGDP, and Oak Ridge K-25 sites. Written clarifications by the U.S. EPA have been made on the
implementation of the US TSCA FFCA on March 23, 1993, January 19, 1995, and October 12, 1995.

On May 17, 1993 afinal Land Disposal Restricted (LDR) Ohio EPA Director’s Findings and Orders (DF& O)
was issued to the DOE exempting third/third hazardous and mixed wastes from being stored for a maximum
one year until negotiations for long-term resolution could be concluded.

Section 105 of the Federa Facility Compliance Act of 1992 (FFCA), enacted October 6, 1992, required the Site
Treatment Plan (STP) for all waste streams located at PORTS. On October 4, 1995, an Ohio EPA DF& O was
issued to DOE for compliance with the FFCA. RCRA isthe primary driver for ER activities at PORTS.

33 CURRENT WASTE MANAGEMENT AND MATERIAL DISPOSITION ACTIVITIES

The uranium enrichment process and associated support activities at PORTS result in the generation of low-
level radioactive wastes (LLW), RCRA hazardous wastes, TSCA wastes, hazardous waste mixed with
radionuclides, and industrial/sanitary wastes. No high-level radioactive wastes are generated or stored at
thePORTS site.

All wastes generated must be managed in a manner which is protective of human health and the environment
and in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations. Every organization at PORTS has responsibility for
properly managing the waste it generates.



Table 3.1-1 PORTS Principal Contam nants of Concern

Rel ative Category

Description Location ADS # Dates of Operation COCs Acres/ Vol . Regul atory Phase Ri sk ) Cl eanup Actions Conpleted

X-300 Plant Control Facility Quadrant | 6301 ~1954-Present (2Rpne (5) Not Applicable (5) DOCC, no further action required N&)

X-749 North Contaninated Mat: Quadrant | 6301 1955-1989 (22) Not
Di sposal Facility Eval uat ed
X-749 South Contaninated Mat: Quadrant | 6301 1986-1988 (22) Not

X-750 Fuel Station Quadrant | 6301 1953-Present (17None (5) Not Applicable DOCC (5), no further action requiMad Four underground storage t
Eval uat ed renmoved and surrounding

X-1007 Fire Station Quadrant | 6301 1981-Present (17None (5) Not Applicable (5) DOCC, no further action (5) Not
Eval uat ed
X-1020 Engineering OperationQu&naer | 6301 ~1981- Present (1Rpne (5) Not Applicable (5) DOCC, no further action (5) Not
Eval uat ed
X-1107AV Interplant Portal Quadrant | 6301 183-Present (17)None (5) Not Applicable (5) DOCC, no further action (5) Not
X-3000 Central Control Buil diQugdrant | 6301 ~1980-Present (1Rpne (5) Not Applicable (5) DOCC, no further action required Nd&)
Eval uat ed
X-3001 Process Building (GCtQuadrant | 6301 Process Tests-19iNone (5) Not Applicable (5) DOCC, no further action required Nd&)
I nactive (17) Eval uat ed
X-3002 Process Building (GCtQuadrant | 6301 1991-Present (17None (5) Not Applicable (5) DOCC, no further action required Nd&)
I nactive Eval uat ed
X-3346 Feed and Wthdrawal FQuadrant | 6301 1991-Present (17None (5) Not Applicable (5) DOCC, no further action required Nd&)
I nactive Eval uat ed
5-Unit Area Groundwater Plun€uadrant | 6301 See Individual Unsundwater: Antinony, Arsenic, Goundwater = 22.3 nillion ¢gaddfansCM®) awai ting deci si on docuriirgh None (9)
Chromium Thal I ium Vanadium Ch (9)
Hydrocar bons, Benzene (1)
Big Run Creek Quadrant | 6301 Not Applicable Surface Water: Arsenic; Sedi nent SuAf aeai a(@) = Not Availabl(Draft Final RFl (1) Medi um I VP relocated portion of the
= Not Avail able (28)
GCEP Underground Storage Tamuadrant | 6301 1984-Present (17None (1) Not Applicable Draft Final RFl (1) Not None (1)

Quadrant | Sanitary Sewer Sy Quadrant | 6301 ~1954-Present (5J00Cs at SASWsanpling | ocations Not Applicable Draft Final RFl (1) Not None (1)
614D Sewage Lift Station included with the nearest SWW. Eval uat ed
Quadrant | Storm Sewer Syste@uadrant | 6301 1951-Present (22 oundwater: Arsenic in well S Groundwat er = Not Avail abDeaft Final RFl (1) Low None (1)

(1); COCs at other STSWsanpling
were included with the nearest S

X-100L Environnental Control Qliedirlaet 116302 1980-Present (6)None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Not None (6)
X-101A Credit Union Trailer Quadrant 116302 1977-Present (6)None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Evillotlat . None (6)
X-105 El ectroni ¢ Mintenance Quatidang 116302 1957-Present (17None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Evillotlat . None (6)
X-109B Personnel Monitoring Quaddamg 116302 1955- Present (17None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Evillotlat . None (6)
X-116 Storage Trailer Quadrant 116302 Not Avail able None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Evillotlat . None (6)
X- ?3091 East Environnental ¢ Quadrant 116302 1968-Present (17None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Evillotlat . None (6)

X-345 Special Nuclear MaterizQuadrant 116302 1980-Present (6)None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Not None (6)

X-640-2 Elevated Water Tank Quadrant 116302 1960-Present (17None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Not None (6)

X-700 Tank No. 6 Quadrant 116302 None Not Applicable Closure Certification Pending Not RCRA Closure (20). Certific
Eval uat ed pending ( ).

X-700 Tank No. 7 Quadrant 116302 None Not Applicable Cosure Certification Not RCRA Closure (10).
Eval uat ed

X-700 Tank No. 8 Quadrant 116302 None Not Applicable Closure Certification Pending Not RCRA Closure (21). Certific
Eval uat ed pending ( ).

X-700 CT Chenical and Petrol Quadrant 116302 1979-Present (6) Soil: PCBs, PAHs Uranium (2); Not Avail abl e (10) Draft Final RFI (2) Low None (10)

Storage Containnent Tanks Groundwater: See 7-Unit Area

X-700A Air Conditioning Equ Quadrant 116302 1975-Present (17None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Not None (6)

Bui | di ng Eval uat ed

X-700T TCE/ TCA CQutside Storag@uadrant 116302 1955-Present (17goil: PCBs, PAHs Uranium (2); Not Avail abl e (10) Draft Final RFI (2) Low None (10)

Tank Groundwater: See 7-Unit Area

Note: Shading Denotes Itens that are Either Conpleted or In-Progress
(and match those included on the Facilities Data Call). (*) See Categories in Sec

3-5 (**) See References in Ta



Table 3.1-1 PORTS Principal Contam nants of Concern

Description Location ADS # Dates of Operation COCs Acres/ Vol . Regul atory Phase ReFL astk' ve Cat(eg)ory Cl eanup Actions Conpleted
X-701 BP Northeast Q| BiodeQuadrant 116302 1973-1974 (22) None (2) Not Applicable RFlI (2) Low None (10)
Pl ot
X-701A Line House Quadrant 116302 1955-Present (17None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Not None (6)

X-701D Water De-ionization FaQuadtgnt 116302 1955-Present (17None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Not None (6)
Eval uat ed

X-701E Neutralization Buildirgadrant 116302 1973-Present (17None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Not None (6)
Eval uat ed

X-701F Effluent Mnitoring BQuadiagt 116302 1981-1989 (6) None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Not None (6)

X- 7050 Heating Booster Punp Quadrant 116302 1983-Present (17None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Not None (6)

X-720 Neutralization Pit Quadrant 116302 1954-1991 (17) Sedinents: Nbrcury, Arsenl c, ua\ Sedi ment = Not Avail abl eRenoval Action (10) Not None (10)

X-720B Radi o Base Station BuiQdadgant 116302 1978-Present (17None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Not None (6)
Eval uat ed
X-720C Paint and Q| Storage @udrdintg 116302 1980- Present (22None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Not None (6)
Eval uat ed
0

X-744H Bul k Storage BuildingQuadrant 116302 1953-Present (22None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Not None (6)
Eval uat ed

X-744) Bulk Storage BuildingQuadrant 116302 1953-Present (22None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) Not None (6)
Eval uat ed

X-744L Store and Maintenance Quadrant 116302 1983-Present (22None Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6)

X-747A, B, C, D, and E Materi Q.Jadrant 116302 1976- Present (6) None (6) Not Applicable (6) DOCC ( 6) None (6)

7-Unit Investigative Area Q.Jadrant 116302 See Individual Unsundwater: Antinony, Arsenic, Goundwater = 12 mllion galDafs @@ (10), awaiting decis Hi gh X-700 Chromic Acid Tank #7
Chromium N ckel, Vanadi um TCE, docunent (10)
di chl oroet hene, Acrylonitrile,
Beryl lium Technetium (10)
0 M A en

Process Waste Lines (X-700, @Gua®5ant 116302 1955-1988 (22) Goundwater: See 7-Unit Investi Not Applicable Draft Final RFl (2) Low None (10)
(2)
Sanitary Sewer System and X- Quadrant 116302 SSS: 1950s- Prese Soil: None (2) Not Applicable Draft Final RFI (2) Not None (10)
Nort heast Sewage Lift Statior (17); X-614P: 1 Eval uat ed
Present (17)
Storm Sewer System (D & E) Quadrant 116302 1951-Present (22None (2) Not Applicabl e Draft CMS, awaiting decision d Not None (10)
(10) Eval uat ed
X-108E C-Portal Quadrant 116303 1975-Present (17None (7) Not Applicabl e DOCC, no further action required Ndt) None (7)
Eval uat ed
X-109A Personnel Monitoring Quadrant 116303 X-109A: 1995- None (7) Not Applicabl e DOCC, no further action required Ndt) None (7)
Bui | di ng/ Waste G| Recl anati ot Present (17); X- Eval uat ed
1982-1991 (17)
X-111A Monitoring Portal an Quadrant 116303 1981-Present (17None t Applicable no further action required Ndt)

X-612 El evated Water Tank Quadrant 116303 1954- Present (17None (7) Not Applicabl e DocC (7) None (7)

Note: Shading Denotes Itens that are Either Conpleted or In-Progress
(and match those included on the Facilities Data Call). (*) See Categories in Sec
3-6 (**) See References in Ta



Table 3.1-1 PORTS Principal Contam nants of Concern

Rel ative Category

Description Location ADS # Dates of Operation COCs Acres/ Vol . Regul atory Phase Ris . Cl eanup Actions Conpleted

I

X-745C West Cylinder StorageQfaddant | 6303 1956- Present (17phallow Soil: Aroclor-1254, Arc 30 cu. yd. (11) Draft CVs (11) Medi um None reported (11)

SWWJ Arsenic, Beryllium Benzo(a)anth

Group 2 Benzo(a) pyrene, Benzo(b)fluoran

Chrysene, Benzo(a, h)anthracene
X-748 Truck Scal es Quadrant 1161303 Unknown (17) None (7) Not Applicabl e DocC (7) Not None (7)
Eval uat ed
X-1107 DP, DV, EP, EV Northe Quadrant 116303 1985-Present (17None (7) Not Applicabl e DocC (7) Not None (7)
Nor t hwest Pedestrian and Veh Eval uat ed
X-2207D Parking Lot/Cylinder Quadrant 116303 PL: 1982-Present None (7) Not Applicabl e DocC (7) Not None (7)
s

X-7725 Recycle Assenbly Buil Quadrant 116303 7725, 7725R. 19 Soil: Arsenic, Beryllium(11) Soil: 86 cu. yd. (1l1)braft CVB (11) Medi um None (11)
7745R, Recycle Assenbly Stor Present (22); BF¢

and Initial Construction Bull 1950s (22)

Storage Area (BFS)

X-7725A Waste Accountability Quadrant 116303 1983-Present (17None (7) Not Applicabl e DocC (7) Not None (7)
(GCEP) and X-7727H Transfer Eval uat ed

Corridor (GCEP)

X-7726 Centrifuge Training aQuadrant 116303 1983-Present (17None (7) Not Applicabl e DocC (7) Not None (7)

OVEC Storage Area and M crow Quadrant 116303 SA: 1966- Present None (7) Not Applicabl e DocC (7) Not None (7)
Tower (17); MT: 1976- Eval uat ed
RCW Syst em and Bl owdown Li ne Quadrant 116303 See |ndividual UnNose (3) Not Applicable Draft Final RFl (3) Not None (3)
Eval uat ed
Sanitary Sewer System Quadrant 116303 1950- Present (17None (3) Not Applicable Draft Final RFl (3) Not None (3)
Eval uat ed
Storm Sewers A B, and J Quadrant 116303 1951-Present (22panple results included with nea Not Applicable Draft CVB (11) Not None Reported (11) (17)

X-108H Pi ke Avenue Portal Quadrant 1304 1976-Present (17None (8) Not Applicable (8) DOCC, no further action required N&) None (8)
Eval uat ed

X-114A Firing Range Quadrant 18304 1979-1990 (22) Surface Water: Beryllium (4) Not Applicable Draft Final RFl (4) Hi gh None (4)

X-206H Parking Lot Quadrant 1¥304 1973-Present (8) None (8) Not Applicable (8) DOCC, no further action required N&) None (8)

X-230J9 North Environnmental Quadrant |1¥304 1981-Present (17None (8) Not Applicable (8) DOCC, no further action required N&) None (8)

Sanpling Building Eval uat ed

X-230L North Holding Pond Quadrant | 6304 1981-Present (17None (12) Not Applicable (12) Draft CVB, awaiting decision d Not None (12)
SWWJ (12) Eval uat ed

X-344A/ B/ C Urani um Hexafluor Quadrant | 6304 C: 1958-1986 (22@ oundwater: Arsenic, Beryllium (4) Not Avail abl e Draft CMS, awaiting decision d Medium None (12)
Sanpling Facility SWWJ (12)

X-344E Gas Ventilation Stack Quadrant |1¥304 1958-Present (8)None (8) Not Applicable (8) DOCC, no further action required N&) None (8)
Eval uat ed

X-344F Safety Building Quadrant 1304 1958- Present (8) None (8) Not Applicable (8) DOCC, no further action required N&) None (8)
Eval uat ed

X-533A-J Switchyard and AssiQuadrant | 6304 A-F: 1954, 55-Pre Soil: Arsenic, Aroclor-1260 (1215 cu. yd. Arsenic, 450 cu. Draft CM5, awaiting decision d Medium None (12)

Bui | di ngs SWWJ (17); H 1955-P 1260 (12) (12)

Groupl (17); G J: Unkr

X-605H Booster Punp House a Quadrant |1¥304 H, J: 1954-Presel None (8) Not Applicable (8) DOCC, no further action required N&) None (8)

Appurtenances, X-6051 Chlori (17); I: 1954-1 Eval uat ed

Bui | di ng, X-605J Diesel Gene (17)

Bui | di ng

X-611 Water Treatnent Plant Quadrant |1¥304 1954-Present (17None (8) Not Applicable (8) DOCC, no further action required N&) None (8)

X-611B Sl udge Lagoon Quadrant 1¥304 1960-Present (22None (8) Not Applicable (8) DOCC, no further action required N&) None (8)
Eval uat ed
X-618 North Holding Pond St Quadrant |1¥304 1981-Present (17None (8) Not Applicable (8) DOCC, no further action required N&) None (8)

X-630-3 Acid Handling StatioQuadrant | 6304 1953-Present (8)Soil: Benzo(a) Pyrene, Aroclor-1254 (22250 cu. yd. (12) Draft CMS, awaiting decision d Low None (12)
SWWJ (12)
Group 2

Note: Shading Denotes Itens that are Either Conpleted or In-Progress
(and match those included on the Facilities Data Call). (*) See Categories in Sec

8-7 (**) See References in Ta



Table 3.1-1 PORTS Principal Contam nants of Concern

Description Location ADS # Dates of Operation COCs Acres/ Vol . Regul atory Phase ReF; astk' ve Cat(e*g)ory Cl eanup Actions Conpleted
X-640-1 Punp House and Asso Quadrant |¥304 1960-Present (17None (8) Not Applicable (8) DOCC, no further action required N&) None (8)
) Die St o a

X-735 Sanitary Landfill (SouQhydrant |¥304 1981-Present (27poil: None; Goundwater: Arseni Not Available (4) Draft Final RFI (4) Low Sout hern Portion solid wast
4

(4) plan submitted (27)
X-744B Salt Storage BuildingQuadrant 1¥304 1979-Present (8)None (8) Not Applicable (8) DOCC (8) Not

X-745E Process Gas Yard Quadrant | 6304 1979-Present (22None (4) Not Applicabl e Draft CMS, awaiting decision d Low None (4)
SW (12)

X-752 Hazardous Waste StorageQRabidnttyl 6304 1980- Present (22§ roundwater: Arsenic, Beryllium (4) Not Avai | abl e Draft Final RFI (4) Medi um RCRA cl osure conpleted (31)
Chemi cal and Petrol eum Contai Quadrant | 6304 1975-1985 (8) None (12) Not Applicable (8) Draft CMS, awaiting decision d Low None (12)
Basi ns SWWJ (12)
Group 1
Munt G lead Cenetery Quadrant 1304 Not Applicable None (8) Not Applicable (8) DOCC, no further action required N&) None (8)

ad Northwest Firing Range Quadrant 1¥304 1953-1979 (22) None (4) Not Applicable (4) Draft Final RFI (4) Low None (4)
Rai lroad Spur Yard Storage AQeadrant | 6304 1953-1975 (22) Soil: Beryllium Arsenic (12); Soil = 335 cu. yd.; GoundiDraft CVM5, awaiting decision d Medium None (12)
SWWJ Arsenic (4) Avai | abl e (12) (12)
Group 3
Recircul ating Cool i ng Water Sylfaeinant |1%304 1954-Present (8) Sanple results included with X-1 See X-630-1 Recirculating WaDraft CVS, awaiting decision d Not None (12)
Recircul ating Water Punp House | House (12) Eval uat ed
Sanitary Sewer System X-614 Quadrant |1¥304 1953-Present (8) Sanple results included with nea Not Applicable (4) Draft Final RFI (4) Low None (4)
Lift Station for sanitary sewers (4)
Storm Sewer System Quadrant 1304 1951-Present (22None (4) Not Applicable (4) Draft Final RFI (4) Not None (4)
Eval uat ed
Transforner C eaning/ Storage Qadirant | 6304 1970-Present (22poil: Arsenic, Aroclor-1260, U 296 cu. yd. of solid waste, Draft CMS, awaiting decision d Low None (12)
SWWJ Antinony (12) of LLW 148 cu. yd. of mix (12)
Group 1 (12)

Note: Shading Denotes Itens that are Either Conpleted or In-Progress

(and match those included on the Facilities Data Call). 3-8 (*) See Categories in Sec

(**) See References in Ta



Table 3.1-2 References

1 DOE 1994a Quadrant | RFI Draft Report, DOE/OR11-1231/D2, June 20, 1994.

2 DOE 1994b Quadrant |1 RFI Draft Report, DOE/OR11-1232/D2, June 20, 1994.

3 DOE 199%4c Quadrant |11 RFI Draft Report, September 16, 1994.

4 DOE 199%4d Quadrant 1V RFI Draft Report, DOE/OR11-1308/V1 & D2, September 16,
1994.

5 DOE 1990a Quadrant | Description of Current Conditions, September 7, 1990.

6 DOE 1990b Quadrant Il Description of Current Conditions, September 7, 1990.

7 DOE 1992a Quadrant I11 Description of Current Conditions, February 1992.

8 DOE 1990c Quadrant IV Description of Current Conditions, September 7, 1990.

9 DOE 1994e Quadrant | Draft CAS'CMS Report, June 2, 1994.

10 | DOE 1994f Quadrant Il Draft CASCMS Report, DOE/OR/12-1223/D1, March 2, 1994.

11 | DOE 1995a %J%drant [l Draft CASCMS Report, DOE/OR/12-1360/V2 & D1, April 21,

12 | DOE 1995b Quadrant 1V Draft CASCMS Report, DOE/OR/12-1332/D1, April 14, 1995.

13 | DOE 1995c X-705 A/IB CASCMS Report, DOE/OR/12-1239 & D2, July 29, 1995.

14 | DOE 1994g Peter Kiewit Landfill Draft CASCMS Report, DOE/OR/12-1295 & D2, July
29, 1994.

15 | DOE 1994h X-611A Draft CASCMS Report, DOE/OR/1087 & V2, July 13, 1994.

16 | DOE 1995d X-749/X-120 Groundwater Preliminary Draft Final CASYCMS Report,
DOE/OR/12-1247 & D2, September 29, 1995.

17 | DOE 1993a Report for Environmental Audit Supporting Transition, DOE/OR/1087 & V2,
June 1993.

18 | DOE 1995e X-344A Risk-based Closure Plan, DOE/OR/11-1280 & D, August 1995.

19 | DOE 1995f X-231B Technology Demonstration and Closure, March 1995.

20 | DOE 1992b Closure Plan for the X-700 Tank No. 6, July 1992.

21 | DOE 1992c Closure Plan for the X-700 Tank No. 8, July 1992.

22 | DOE 1994i Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment, DOE/OR11-1316/D1, December 18,
1994.

23 | DOE 1994 Closure Plan for X-749 (Northern).

24 | DOE 1994k Closure Plan for X-749 (Southern).

25 | DOE 1995¢g Closure Plan for X-744Y, April 1995.
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26 | DOE 1992d Closure Plan for the X-735 Landfill (Northern Portion), December 1992.

27 | DOE 1995h Final Closure/Post-Closure Plan for the X-735 Industrial Solid Waste Landfill
Facility (Southern Portion), DOE/OR/12-1359 & D1, March 1995.

28 | DOE 199%i Interim Measures Plan for the Peter Kiewit Landfill at the Portsmouth Gaseous
Diffusion Plant, Piketon, Ohio, DOE/OR/11-1262 & D4, August 23, 1994.

29 | DOE 1994l Consolidated Closure Plan for the X-701B Holding Pond and Sudge
Containment Ponds, DOE/OR/12-1321 & D2, October 1994.

30 | DOE 1989 Groundwater Quality Assessment of Four RCRA Units, May 1989.

31 | DOE 1992 Closure Plan for the X-752 Hazardous Waste Storage Unit, ES/ER-28 & D2,

May 1992.
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Total Uranium Concaniratinns in Deep Soils
{Greater Than 2 Feel Below Land Surface)
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Technetium Activities in Groundwrater
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Technetium Activities in Shallow Soils

(0 to 2 Feet Below Land Surface)
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4.0 SITE RELATIVE RISKS

This chapter presents a qualitative evaluation of relative risk for each contaminated or potentially
contaminated Solid Waste Management Unit (SWMU) identified at PORTS in calendar years 1990
and 1995.

41 BACKGROUND

The relative risk site evaluation frame work utilized herein and developed for the U.S. Department of
Defense Environmental Cleanup Program, Relative Risk Site Evaluation Concept, generates a High,
Medium, or Low rating for each contaminated or potentially contaminated site at PORTS. Thisrating is
based on a qualitative evaluation of contaminants, pathways and human or ecological receptors in three
mediamost likely to result in significant exposure: groundwater, surface water/sediment, and surface soils.
Each medium of concern at PORTS is evaluated by the framework using three key factors that provide an
estimate of the relative risk that a site poses to human health and/or the environment. These factors are: the
contaminant hazard factor (CHF), the migration pathway factor (MPF), and the receptor factor (RF). A
conceptual representation of this eval uation approach is presented in Figure 4.1-1.

The CHF for a medium is rated as significant, moderate, or minimal, based on the comparison of the
concentration of site contaminants in the medium with standards based on the toxic potency of the
contaminant. The MPF is rated as evident, potential or confined, based on the likelihood of contaminants
being present at or moving towards a point of exposure. The RF is rated as identified, potential or limited
based on the likelihood of existence of receptors at exposure points associated with the site. These factors
are then combined by means of a decision matrix to place the site into a category of High, Medium, or Low
for the contaminated medium. The highest rating resulting from the evaluation of the three media becomes
the relative risk category of the site. A flow chart summarizing these decision pointsin the relative risk site
evaluation processis depicted in Figure 4.1-2.

The relative risk assessments for each SWMU present in this chapter are shown in Table 4.1-1 which
summarizes current relative risk (as of December 1995). Itemsin the table which are completed or arein
progress are shaded. Table 4.1-2 lists DOE reference documents used in Table 4.1-1.  Ecological risk
was not evaluated because no critical habitat or other environments are present at or in the vicinity of
PORTS. Therefore, the relative risk scores presented in Table 4.1-1 are based solely on risks to human
health. Assumptions and uncertainties associated with the rating applied to the CHF, MPF, and RF factors
are discussed below in Section 4.2. In addition, information concerning contaminated groundwater at
PORTS s presented in Section 4.2.4.

42 ASSUMPTIONS AND UNCERTAINTIES FOR RELATIVE RISK SITE
EVALUATION

421 Contaminant Hazard Factor Scores

Contaminant hazard factor (CHF) scores were based on all potential contaminants for which sampling

information was available. For past relative risk (1990), the contaminant data came from the PORTS

Groundwater Quality Assessment (GWQA) report and the Description of Current Conditions (DOCC)

reports. All chemicals detected and their associated maximum concentrations were used to determine the
CHFsat



Figure 4.1-1

Fl ow Di agram of the Relative Ri sk Site Eval uati on Franework
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Figure 4.1-2

Fl ow Di agram of the Releative Ri sk Site Eval uation Framework :
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