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The site of the former Baker and Williams Warehouses, currently owned by 
Ralph Ferrara, Inc., located on West 20th Street in New York City 
(Manhattan), is designated for inclusion in the Formerly Utilized Sites 
Remedial Action Project (FUSRAP). This designation is based on the 
results of a radiological survey and other supplemental information 
provided in the Designbtion Summary (Attachment 1). The site consists of 
three adjacent warehouses. Historical information indicates that the site 
was used during the early 1940s by the Manhattan Engineer District for 
short-term storage of approximately 219,000 pounds of uranium 
concentrates~. One of the,three warehouses, at 521-527 West 20th Street, 
was found to contain residual radioactive contamination in excess of DOE 
guidelines on floors and lower walls in the east bay of the basement and 
on the floor of the west bay of the first floor. 

Based on our analysis of site conditions, this site would normally have a 
low priority. The survey study concluded that all contamination was fixed 
and that radiation exposure levels were within the DOE guideline values. 
Therefore, there is currently no significant risk to workers or members of 
the public from the residual radioactive contamination in the facility. 
However, the owner is planning extensive renovation of the buildings in 
the future. This will include smoothing of the floor in the areas with 
contamination. Such actions could result in individuals receiving doses 
approaching the dose limits. It could~ significantly'spread the 
contamination which is presently restricted to two limited areas of this 
rather large warehouse building. Therefore, in consideration of the 
planned renovation work, the site has been assigned a medium priority 
under the FUSRAP protocol. 

Because the limited contamination is contained entirely inside the 
warehouse building, we recommend that cleanup of the site follow the 
proposed expedited procedure for remedial action at small sites, as 
described in Attachment 2. Consistent with this procedure, Headquarters 
will take the lead on the preparation of the necessary environmental 
compliance documentation. We will work closely with the designation 
contractor (ORAU), the building owner, and'you to assure that remedial 
action is conducted in an efficient manner. Your staff will be 
responsible for managing the remedial action effort. 
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Attachment 1 
Summary Report for Designation of Baker and Wi 11 iams Warehouses Site 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Department of Energy (DOE), Office of Environmental Restoration, has 
reviewed the past activities of the Manhattan Engineer District (MED) at the 
Baker and Williams Warehouses, 513-519, 521-527, and 529-535 West 20th Street, 
New York (Manhattan), New York and has completed a preliminary survey of the 
site. DOE has determined that residual radioactive material in certain areas 
of the site exceed current DOE radiological guidelines for release of 
facilities to the general public without radiological restrictions. The 
survey concluded that there is no significant risk to workers or the general 
public from residual contamination in the facility. Based on a review of the 
available historical information and the results of the survey, the DOE has 
concluded that'this site be designated into the Formerly Utilized Sites 
Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP) under a medium priority. The remainder of 
the report summarizes the site information and the designation decision. 

BACKGROUND 

Site Function 

The Baker.and Williams warehouses were used by the MED, predecessor of DOE, in 
the early 1940s to store uranium concentrates produced in Port Hope, Canada, 
from African ores. The ~materialwas received in New York City at Pier 38 and 
shipped to the site by truck (USDOE, 1989a). 

In correspondence dated November 30, 1942, (African Metals Corp., 1942b), 
African Metals Corporation notified Major Crenshaw of HED of their delivery to 
the Baker and Williams Company warehouse of approximately 106 tons of orange 
and yellow sodium uranate under contract no. W-7405Eng-18. A receipt by 
Baker and Williams Company to MED indicated that 702~cartons were stored in 
the facility, for MED. Another document (AEC, 1978) indicates that the 
warehouse was the destination for purchases of approximately 43 tons of orange 
and yellow sodium uranate, 11 tons of sodium uranyl carbonate, and 10 tons of 
black uranium oxide in 1943 from African Hetals,under contract no. W-7405-Eng- 
47. Additional materials were available under option. 

Shipments were likely delivered to the receiving office located in Building 
529-535. However, shipments may have been received and unloaded at either of 
the adjacent warehouse buildings. Adjoining doorways between Building 521-527 * 
and 529-535 allow easy access between the two buildings, and are currently 
used for that purpose. Because the uranium concentrates were stored for a 
short period of time before distribution, it is considered probable that only 
Buildings 521-527 and 529-535 would have been used. Thus the site visit 
concentrated only on these two buildings (Cotten, 1990). 

Site Descriotion 

The warehouses are located on the west side of central New York City in the 
Borough of Manhattan. Baker and Williams Company owned three adjacent 
warehouse buildings at 513-519, 521-527, and 529-535 West 20th Street. The 
latter two buildings are of interest. The warehouses handled general 
merchandise. 
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Each of the two buildings of interest has approximately 9,200 square feet per 
floor of storage area. The main office space for each building is located on 
the first floor, as well as loading docks. Truck bays are located in Building 
529-535, off of West 20th Street. Building 521-527 consists of nine floors and 
a'basement, while Building 529-535 has eleven floors and a basement. Each 
building is constructed of fire proof materials, such as steel, concrete, 
terra-cotta and brick (Cotten, 1990). Elevators service both buildings. Fire 
protection was provided by automatic sprinklers. 

Y 
In Building 521-.527, the floors, except for the basement are coated with 
sealant and painted. The north and south walls are re-sur~faced with plaster 
and painted. In Building 529-535, the wall surfaces are covered with a 
variety of materials, including paint, stucco, plaster, and a black foam 
material. Most of the wall surfaces on the upper seven floors are not re- 
surfaced, leaving terra.-cotta and masonry brick exposed (Cotten, 1990). 

Owner History 

The warehouses were owned by Baker and Williams Company of 126 Leroy Street, 
New York City, NY, during,the time they were used by the DOE predecessor 

The current owner is Ralph Ferrara, Inc., a LCM-FSW Partnership. 
%FPFerrara Inc. owns and operates the buildings as a warehouse facility. 
The one warehouse at 513-519, which was determined not to have been used by 
HED, is leased to Globe Moving and Storage Company (Cotten, 1990). The 
ownership history between Baker and Williams Company and the current owner has 
not been obtained. 

Radioloqical Hjstorv and Status 

From the historical records (AEC; African Metals Corp., 1942a,b; Baker and 
Williams, 1942). at least 170 tons of uranium ore materi,als passed through the 
Baker and Williams Warehouse. The materials were evidently stored for a short 
period of time until shipment to MED facilities. Based on an initial review 
of the limited records available, a determination was made that the potential 
for radioactive material present at the site as a result of the storage 
activities was low. However, there was not adequate information to verify the . 
site conditions at the termination of MED/AEC use. A preliminary survey was 
scheduled to determine if additional investigations were warranted under 
FUSRAP, or if the site could be eliminated from consideration (USDOE, 1989b). 

The DOE obtained consent from the property owner and a radiological survey was 
conducted on August 24-30, 1989 by the Oak Ridge Associated Universities on 
the warehouses, at 521-527 and 529-535,West 20th Street (Cotten, 1990). The 
radiological survey consisted of surface scans on the floors and lower walls 
(up to approximately 6 feet) to identify areas with elevated gamma or beta- 
gamma direct radiation. Di,rect measurements for total and removable alpha and 
beta-gamma activity were performed at 'randomly selected locations. Ten 
representative locations were selected for exposure rate measurements. 
Several samples of paint/sealant and construction materials were collected for 
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analysis. Surveys were conducted in all accessible locations. 

The results of the survey indicated that,residual contamination exists above 
DOE guideline levels (DOE, 1987) in the warehouse at 521-527 West 20th Street 
in two areas. In addition to the other areas of this warehouse, the other 
warehouse surveyed did not have areas exceeding DOE gu~idel~ines. The 
contamination‘is largely fixed on floor and lower wall areas in the east bay 
of the basement and on the floor in the west bay of the first floor. 

In the warehouse at 521-527 West 20th Street, the total activity levels ranged 
from ~27 to 400 dpm/lOO cm2 for alpha and from (350 to 100,000 dpm/lOO cma for 
beta-gamma. The residual contamination was detected in the basement on the 
floor, on the west wall about 6 feet above the floor, and on the top surface 
of several foundation s,upports. The maximum total beta-gamma level, 100,000 
dpm/lOO co?, was detect&on the floor in the basement which compares to the 
DOE uranium guideline of 5,000 dpm/lOO cm2 averaged over 1 square meter with a 
maximum of 15,000 dpm/lOO cm2 in any 100 cm2 area. Significant elevated 
activity levels were found on nearly 85 percent of the floor space in the west 
bay of the first floor. Removable activity levels of (3 to 34 dpm/lOO cma for 
alpha and <6 to 99 dpm/lOO cm2 for beta-gamma were well below DOE guidelines, 
which for uranium are (1000 dpm/lOO cm'). 

Analysis of paint and sealant samples confirmed that uranium is the primary 
contaminant in the areas with elevated gamma activity. In the two samples 
taken, the U-238 concentration was 3,000 pCi/gm, while the U-235 concentration 
was 115 and 130 pCi/gm. These values confirm the presence of natural uranium 
with activity concentration ratio of approximately 1:1:0.046 (U-238:U-234:U- 
235). 

In the warehouse at 529-535 West 20th Street, the total activity levels ranged 
from ~27 to 57'dpm/lOO cm2 for alpha and from t350 to 1,400 dpm/lOO cm2 for 
beta-gamma, which are below DOE guidelines levels. Removable activity levels 
of t3 to 12 dpm/lOO cma for alpha and t6 to 15 dpm/lOO ems for beta-gamma were 
well below DDE guidelines. 

Exposure rates were well below DOE guidelines (DOE, 1987) in both warehouse 
buildings. These exposure rates (including background) ranged from 7.6 uR/h 
to 15 uR/h, which are well below the DOE guideline of 20 uR/h above 
background. 

Authoritv Review 

The Baker and Williams warehouse was contracted by the MED, a DOE predecessor 
agency, for the short term storage of uranium feed materials. As.a result of 
an investigation of the historical information~available on the site, the 
potential for contamination was considered low, since few records existed and 
the function of the facility was storage and distribution. However, the 
historical information indicates that large quantities of materials in cartons 
passed through the facility over a short period of time in the early 1940s 
(Baker and Williams, 1942). The radiological survey was initiated due to lack 
of available information. The results indicate that contamination is present 
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exceeding DOE guidelines (USDOE, 1987) in two areas in one warehouse building. 
It is likely that initial contamination of the facility could have occurred 
from a container leak, which spread over the years, however there is no 
evidence to substantiate such a scenario. Furthermore, the analysis of paint 
and sealant samples indicates that the contaminate is natural uranium as 
expected. 

There are five questions used to evaluate authority for remedial action under 
FUSRAP. These are presented with summary answers below: 

Was the site/operation owned by a DOE predecessor or did a DOE 
predecessor have significant control over the operations or site? 

The warehouse was owned by the Baker and Williams Company at the 
time of use by the MED. There is no evidence that MED had any 
control over the operations of the site. The facility was used as a 
delivery point by African Metals Inc. to MED. African Metals Inc. 
transferred control and custody of the materials in the warehouse to 
the MED. The materials remained in storage under the risk and 
respbnsibility of MED, until the MED made distribution. (African 
Metals Corp. 1942a,b) 

Was the DOE predecessor agency responsible for maintaining or ensuring 
the health, safety, and environment of the site (i.e., were they 
responsible for cleanup)? 

There is no contractual evidence with Baker and Williams of such 
responsibility. Ther_e is no evidence of any closeout survey or 
cleanup activity. 

Is the waste, residual, or radioactive material on the site the result of 
DOE predecessor related operations? 

It is likely that the natural uranium contamination present at the 
site is the result of DOE predecessor use of the facility, 
considering the quantity of material passing through the facility 
and a potential for contamination. No information was found to 
suggest that other users could be responsible for the contamination. 

Is the site in need of further cleanup and was the site left in an 
unacceptable condition as a result of DOE predecessor related activities? 

Two general areas of the warehouse at 521-527 West 20th Street have 
contamination in excess of DOE guidelines (DOE, 1987) from natural 
uranium. No evidence exists that the owners or DOE predecessor 
agencies surveyed the site or were aware of the possibility for 
contamination. 

Did the present owner accept responsibility for the site with knowledge 
of its contaminated condition and that additional remedial measures are 
necessary before the site is acceptable for release without radiological 
restrictions to the general public? 
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It is ' l ikely th a t th e r e  w a s  n o  k n o w l e d g e  o f c o n ta m i n a tio n  o r  e v e n  
th e  p o te n tia l  fo r  c o n ta m i n a tio n  by  th e  cur rent  user .  T h e  survey  
pe r fo rmed  by  O R A U  (Cotten,  1 9 9 0 )  w a s  l ikely th e  first rad io log ica l  
su rvey  s ince  M E D  u s e . 

D E S IG N A T IO N  D E T E R M INATION 

T h e  resul ts  o f th e  p re l im inary  rad io log ica l  su rvey  (Cotten,  1 9 9 0 )  ind ica te  
th a t c o n ta m i n a tio n  in  excess  o f D O E  gu ide l i nes  exists in  two a reas  o f o n e  
w a r e h o u s e  bu i ld ing .  A ll sur face c o n ta m i n a tio n  w a s  d e te r m i n e d  to  b e  f ixed. 
R e m o v a b l e  c o n ta m i n a tio n  a n d  ex terna l  rad ia t ion  leve ls  a re  we l l  b e l o w  th e ,DDE 
gu ide l i nes  lim its. There fore ,  th e r e  is current ly  n o  s igni f icant  r isk to  
workers  o r  th e  gene ra l  pub l i c  f rom th e  res idua l  c o n ta m i n a tio n  in  th is  
facil i ty. T h e  extent  o f th e  c o n ta m i n a tio n  is l im ite d  to  floo r  a n d  wa l l  a reas  
wi th in  th e  w a r e h o u s e  a t 5 2 9 - 5 3 5  W e s t 2 0 th  S treet. 

T h e  D O E  h a s  a u thor i ty  to  c o n d u c t r emed ia l  ac t ion  a t th e  si te u n d e r  F U S R A P , 
b a s e d  o n  th e  d o c u m e n te d  u s e  o f th e  faci l i ty by  M E D  fo r  s to rage  a n d  
d is t r ibut ion o f u r a n i u m  fe e d  m a ter ia ls,  wi th a  h i g h  probabi l i ty  th a t n a tu ra l  
u r a n i u m  c o n ta m i n a tio n  fo u n d  a t th e  si te resu l ted  f rom th is  u s e . 

Cur ren t  u s e  o f" the si te wi l l  n o t c a u s e  d o s e s  in  excess  o f gu ide l ines ;  
th e r e fore,  th e  si te d o e s  n o  war ran t  c lassi f icat ion as  a  h i g h  pr ior i ty si te o n  
th e  bas is  o f,h e a l th  e ffects, us ing  th e  rank ing  p r o c e d u r e  in  th e  F U S R A P  
pro toco l  ( U S D O E , 1 9 8 6 ) . 

T h e  w a r e h o u s e ,o w n e r s  h a v e  expressed ,  du r i ng  a  recent  te l e p h o n e  conversat ion ,  
p l ans  to  pe r fo rm r e n o v a tio n  work  o n  th e  w a r e h o u s e s  in  th e  n e a r  fu ture.  Th is  
work  w o u l d  i nc lude  s m o o th i n g  o f th e  floo r  o r  re-sur fac ing.  In  p laus ib le  
wors t -case scenar ios ,  it is poss ib le  th a t such  act iv i t ies cou ld  resul t  in  
d o s e s  to  workers  a t o r  n e a r  gu ide l i nes  leve ls  f rom th e  ex is t ing c o n ta m i n a tio n . 
Fur thermore ,  such  r e n o v a tio n  cou ld  c a u s e  c o n ta m i n a n ts to  s p r e a d  f rom th e  
two a reas  current ly  i d e n tifie d  to  o the r  a reas  o f th e  w a r e h o u s e . A s  a  result ,  
th e  rank ing  p r o c e d u r e  p rov ided  in  th e  F U S R A P  pro toco l  ind ica tes  th a t th is  si te 
shou ld  b e  g i ven  a  m e d i u m  pr ior i ty ( U S D O E , 1 9 8 6 ) . A s  ind ica ted  in  th e  
protocol ,  th is  pr ior i ty is b a s e d  on ly  o n  p o te n tia l  h e a l th  r isk cons idera t ions  
a n d  th e  r isk o f s p r e a d  o f c o n ta m i n a tio n . 
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Attachment 2 
Proposed Expedited Procedure for Remedial Action at FUSRAP Sites 
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United States Government 

memorandum 
Department o f Energy 

IJATE: JUNE 25, 1990 
REPLY TO 
ATTN OF: EH-23 1 

SUBIECT: Expedited Procedures for Remedial Actions at Small Sites 

TO: J. F iore, EM-423 

Jntroduction and DIscussIon 

Current protocol and procedures for implementing the remedial actlon and 
associated environmental review process under the Formerly Utilized 
Sites Program (FUSRAP) were developed with primary consideration given 
to the larger and higher priority sites: These procedures are designed 
to ensure that all appropriate engineering and environmental options are 
evaluated. They also ensure the m itigation of environmental and health 
impacts, cleanup criteria, disposal options, and so forth, are 
optimized. ~~These protocol carefully considered and adopted the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCW) and the CERCLA National Contingency Plan (NCP). 

W h ile this approach may represent an effective process for larger and 
higher prlorlty sites, it can be quite wasteful of Federal resources at 
smaller FUSRAP sites, particularly those most recently designated and 
those sites to be designated In the future. 

Both NEPA and CERCLA offer the Department considerable flexibility in 
dealing with smaller sites. The purpose of this proposed supplement to 
the current protocol Is to describe in detail a procedure for dealing 
with such small sites in a cost effective and env,ironmentally acceptable 
manner that is in compliance with NEPA and CERCLA. Thlti version of the 
procedures has been revised to reflect coi?nnents rec$ive,$ On,the ~MIUarY 
19, 1990 version from your staff and Oak Ridge Operations (March 30, 
1990, Memo from Seay to W a llo) and received in dlscussions with EH/NEPA 
(EH-25) personnel. 

One comment in the Seay to W a lio memorandum was not adopted in these 
reconunendations. Oak Ridge felt the roles of the respective offices 
were not sufficiently different to warrant having both headquarters and 
the project office sign the certification for a site remediated under 
the expedited process. I have no prcblem with the project office taking 
this responsibility, if they are willing to do so and it is beneficial 
to streamlining the overall protocol. However, I believe that under 
most circumstances, headquarters and its designation contractors will be 
making the judgnents that result in approving the release of the largest 



portions of most of the property of concern and it does not seem 
appropriate to require the field to then accept the responsibility for 
certifying it. I. therefore, did not adopt this recormnendation in this 
Proposed procedure. However, as noted, the following only represent 
recommendations. En-40 and the FUSRAP project office should make the 
final decisions regarding how and if they are included in the DOE FUSRAP 
protocol. 

The adoption of this process is likely to require major modification to 
existing FUSRAP p?otocols (1986/1987 versions). If these documents are 
revised, there are several other sections that might warrant 
consideration for revision as well. The discussion on the use of the 
FUSRAP guidelines should be expanded. It should note that criteria 
should be se,lected such that current use and likely future use of the . 
property will result in doses to users of the site that are a small 
fraction of the 100 mrem/year limitt(on.the order of a few mrem/year). 
The worst plausible scenario (plausible but not likely) may be permitted 
to allow doses that are somewhat closer to the limit. Guidance provided 
since the issuance of the protocol should be considered for inclusion in 
the revised protocol. An example is the guidance provided regarding the 
level of survey that is required for release of property when there is 
varied degrees of historical information available concerning the past 
use of the property or equipment. The protocol should also be reviewed 
to determine if it contains an acceptable discussion of the CERCLA and 
NEPA reviews and documents prepared for non-expedited sites. The FUSRAP 
prioritization procedure should also be reviewed to ensure that It Is 
still acceptable in light of the new Order DOE 5400.5 and the 
reconanendations of such reports as BEIR V and UNSCEAR 88. Similarly. the 
GA and sample chain of custody requirements should be reviewed to 
determine if they are adequate. 

The remainder of this memorandum contains the reconnnendations for the 
establishment of an expedited remedial action process. These 
recoeunendations complete the cotmaitment I made earlier this year to 
revise the previous version. Any further action regarding 
implementation (and modification, if needed) of the suggested approach 
is up to EM-40 and the FUSRAP project office. However, if I can be of 
assis:ance in the review of revised protocols or plans for 
implementation of the process please call me at FTS 896-4996. 

1 .O purocse: 

Define a supplemental procedure for the FUSRAP protocol that will allow 
more expeditious and effective remediation of small sltes In a manner 
that Is in compliance with current regulations. 



2.0 Sumnarv and Apolicabilltv: 

A detailed description of the “Expedited Remediation Process’ and its 
associated elements is provided in the sections to follow: however, 
conceptually, the process can be divided into four major activities. 
They are 1)’ identification and characterization, 2) evaluation and 
planning, 3) remediation, and 4) certification. The process is shown 
schematically in Figure 1. The conditions for using and differences 
between this procedure and the normal FUSRAP protocol include: 

,,~,, 
o.The designation survey may bemore extensive. 

o The environmental and engineering evaluation process and 
associated documentation are much less extensive. 

o In most cases, the environmental evaluaticn is completed or at 
least initiated at headquarters level with more involvement by the 
designation contractcr. 

o Any remedial action conducted unde r this procedure should only 
require a few weeks of field operation and it must be clear that the 
quantity of waste generated is sufficiently rmail that it may be 
sent to an existing DOE disposal site. 

o This procerhxe is limited to sites having relatively rraall levels 
of contamination, particularly those with only indoor contamination 
or where outdoor contamination is so limited that ALARA actions in 
the field are likely to result in cleanups that represent background 
levels of radionuclides in the soil. 

o There is virtually no potential for any measurable ground water 
contamination. 

0 The &vey data must have been reasonably current or verified and 
the survey contractor (who will also serve as the verification 
contractor during remedial action) must have personnel assigned to 
the proje~ct that are familiar with the site. Preferably those 
involved in the original designation survey or more recent surveys 
conducted to verify past data. 

o The data collection and analyses must be consistent with CERCLA 
requirements. 

3.0 Identification and Characterization: 

The first activity is the identification of the contaminated site. This 
process Is generally consistent with the current protocol and basically 
Involves the radlological survey of the facility to identify the extent 
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of contamination. The only difference is the level of detail required 
for the survey. 

Under the current protocol this effcrt is typically terminated as soon Y 
as there are sufficient data to demonstrate the site contains residual 
radioactivity in excess of guidelines. The complete characterization of 
the site is then completed aftei’designation of the.site for remedial 
action. When it Is anticipated that a site may be remediated under the 
expedited procedures it is necessary that the designation survey be 
ccnducted in a manner that ensures that there is reasonable certainty 
that the extent of the contamination has been defined. 

If the’results indicate the extent of the contamination is very llmited 
(i.e.. contained within the work place (the building), and/or outdoor 
contamination Is very minor) then thls process may be used to conduct 
the remedial action. 
historical data. 

In sane cases, survey results may be supported by 

It Is the responsibility of the DOE designation manager and the 
designation contractor to identify sites that have potential for 
utlllzing this expeaited process and ensuring adequate data are 
collected to complete the evaluation. If this is determlned In the 
field or before the survey, the survey may be extended by the survey 
team leaders or the onslte DOE representative to collect the required 
data. If it is determined after the completion of the survey during the 
review process, the designation manager may send the survey contractor 
back.to the site to collect any necessary data. If the latter occurs, 
the remedial action contractor should be directed to send an engineering 
representative onsite during the supplemental survey. 

The DOE designation manager should notify and involve the project office 
and remedial action contractor in this effort as soon as it is suspected 
that the site may be appropriate for the expedited procedure. Under 
certain conditions, where resources are available, this will allow the 
remedial action contractor or the project office the optlon to have 
personnel on slte for at least the final part of the deslgnatlon survey. 
This should only be done, however, when use of the expedited process is 
reasonab!y certain. 

3.1 Soecial Consideration for Desionated Sites 

Under certain circumstances, the DOE remedial actlon managers at the 
project office may identify sites that warrant consideration for use of 
the expedited process. These might include sites that were deslgnated 



prior to the inclusions of this proceaure in the FUSRAP protocol. In 
some cases, sites that were believed to contain extensive contamination 
as a result of limited designation survey data may be-determined to.be 
eligible for the expedited process,on the basis of characterization 
survey data if it clearly demonstrates that the conditions at the site 
comply with the requirements set forth for use of the expedited process. 

In both these instances, the project office should submit a request to 
DOE headquarters to include the site in the expedited process. The 
designation manager and knowledgeable designation survey contractor 
representatives should,review the request and justification and meet 
with the project office remedial action manager and the characterization 
survey contractor to ensure that the subject site meets the conditions 
required under NEPA or CERCLA for the expedited process to be used. In 
these cases, the evaluation and planning process will proceed as noted 
in section 4.0: however, the project office and characterization/ 
remedial action contractor will have the lead for preparing the 
necessary documentation. 

4.0 Evaluation and Plannino: 

If after review of all the data, it is determined that the contamination 
is limited to the indoor portions of the site only, the expedited 
process may, be used. The DOE headquarters technical support contractor 
should be tasked to Prepare the environmental documentation. 

It. 

Normal NEPA procedures would only require a memorandum to file for 
projects of such limited scope, however, DOE policy (SEN 15) no longer 
permits the use of this option for complying with NEPA. The DOE N&PA 
office (EH-25) has prepared a request for a categorical exclusion tha 
should cover these limited scope remedial actions. EM-40 should 
coordinate directly with EH-25 to determine the status and applicabil 
of the specific categorical exclusion. If the categorical exclusion 
approved, the protocol should be revised to reflect the level of 
environmental documentation that is required to demonstrate the site 
specific action is subject to the exclusion. 

ity 
is 

If the categorical exclusion approach is not acceptable, EM-40 should 
immediately begin the preparatlon of a generic Environmental Assessment 
(EA) and if appropriate, Issue a PIndIng of No Significant @act 
(FONSI) to cover the NEPA requirements for these projects. It may be 
found that this approach will produce the most timely results. As with 
the categorical exclusion, scme minimal -environmental documentation 
should sti,l’l be prepared to~demonstrate that the conditions of the 
generic EA and associated FONSI are met by the proposed remedial action. 
Because the primary goal of the proposed process discuss belcu is to 
expedite remedial actions at sites where such actlons clearly cause 



insignificant environmental impact (emall sites), if the environmental 
analysis indicates that a FONSI cannot be issued, then the scope of the 
sites and actlons covered under the expedited process must be reduced, 
otherwise the primary goal of inslgnificant impact is not met. 

For those sites where the contamination is limited to the work place, 
CERCLA documentation should not be necessary; however, It may be 
desirable to use the format and the data requirements in the CERCLA 
PWSI for the datp requirements under this process. In addition to the 
normal FUSRAP priority ranking done on each site, it is also suggested 
that a CERCLA type Hazard Ranking System <l-El) report be done, even 
though it is not directly applicabl.~e. This will result In consistent 
documentation with similar actions (discuss below) where outdoor 
contamination is involved. The field office responsible for remedial 
action and their contractor should be involved in this process as much 
as possible to ensure an adequate evaluation and to aid in the r,emedial 
action process. 

If outdoor contam!natlon exists or’there is significant potential for 
contaminating the environment, the site cannot be directly included in 
the expedlted process. In such cases, an evaluation must be conducted 
to verify that the contamination poses no significant threat to the 
environment. Technically, the site must be considered under CERCLA. 
However, if the Department can ensure that there is no significant 
environmental impact, the expedited process can still be used. At a 
minimum a PWSI and HRS scoring must be done. The prodess must verlfy 
that the site will not qualify for the natlonal prioritlcs list and that 
the action is not a significant environmental action under NEPA. If the 
contamination is so llmlted that cleanup of the outside contamination 
under the guidelines plus ALARA is likely to result in the soil 
concentrations after remedial action being equal to background and the 
volume of waste is such that it can clearly be shipped to an existing 
DOE disposal site, the expedited process may be utilized. However, if 
these criteria cannot be met and/or it Is determined that the remedial 
action may be extensive (months rather than weeks) the process should be 
avoided and the normal protocol used. 

!t 1s impcrtant that this process be applied over a relatively short 
period in time (a few years between designation survey and remediation). 
Otherwise, the Department may be at risk. The process depends 
significantly on the availability of survey personnel who conducted the 
initial designation surveys to assist the remedial action contractor In 
Identifying and characterizing the contamination. Use of older survey 
data may result in poor conanunication of this data if the principals 
Involved In the survey are not available at the time of the remedial 
actlon. This could result in contamlnatlon being found during the 
remedial actlon or determined to be unclearly defined and, hence, halt 
the process and force the use of the normal procedures. Such actions 
would waste rather than conserve resources. 

. 



Once it is determined that the expedited process will be used. the 
remedial action contractor and the designation contractor should visit 
the site together to clarify the planned remediation. Once the remedial 
action plans are final, the remedial action can proceed. 

The designation contractor is responsible for identifying the 
contaminated areas for the remedial action contractor so that he can 
make appropriate plans. The designation contractor should supply 
drawings that clearly identify the extent and location of the 
contamination to be remediated and/or where possible, should clearly 
mark the contaminaQed areas for the remedial action contractor. It is 
critical to the success of these projects that the two contractors are 
in close and frequent communication. It should be the DOE designation 
manager’s and the project office site manager’s responsibilities to 
verify that there is an adequate exchange of information. 

5.0 Remedial Action: 

The remedial acticn team under the expedited process is different in 
that it is made ups of the remedial action contractor and his health 
physics personnel (for certifying the remedial actlon) and the 
verification contractor (the designation contractor personnel who 
conducted the survey). Unlike the normal protocol, the remedial action 
contractor is only responsible for remedlatlng those areas identified by 
the designation survey as requiring remedial action and he is 
responsible for certifying the conditions of these areas. The 
designation contractor is responsible for supplying sufficient 
information to allow certification of the rest of the site. He also 
provides verification services for the remediated areas. 

Because the scope of these projects is limited, it is anticipated that 
disputes between the remedial action certification team and the 
designation/verification contractor will be rare. In most cases, 
considering ALARA requirements and the small size of the actions 
involved, the most conservative results should be used. However. if 
disputes do~arise, they must be resolved by DOB personnel. This ‘should 
be done by either the DOE headquarters designation manager or the DOE 
project office site remedial action manager. Because the tlme frame of 
the remedial action is relatively short, one or the other should be on 
call at all times either by phone or if necessary on-site. The protocol 
should be re~vised to allow either of the DOB managers to take this 
responsibility; however, before the remedial action team goes into the 
field, the DOE staff responsible for dispute resolution must be 
identified. The name and procedure for contacting the specific DOE 
manager responsible for dispute resolution for a specific action should 
be listed in the remedial action plan. 

Depending on the site specific conditions. and the magnitude of the 
former operatlons, the DOE designation manager or the DOE remedial 



action manager may direct the remedial action contractor or the 
designationcontractor to make additional measurements or take 
additional samples to further verify the condition of the unremediated 
areas. In most cases, the need for such measurements should be 
anticipated from the preremedial action survey data. In general. these 
measurements should be small scale and confirmatory in nature. There 
shculd not be any significant characterization survey effort necessary 
during the remedial action. Such a requirement is indicative of 
insufficient preremedial action characterization and would indicate that 
there was not sufficient information available to determine if the site 
should be remediated under the expedited process. 

If,during the survey significant new contamination IS identified or the 
contamination is significantly more extensive than anticipated, DOE must 
be notifled to determine if 1) the action should continue and the new 
material removed. 2) the action should continue as planned and the new 
areas willbe evaluated later, or 3) the action halted and the site 
reevaluated. Sufficient data should be collected to support these 
determinations. These decisions should also be the responsibility of 
the DOE manager on call for the project and identified in the remedial 
action plan. 

6.0 Certification: 

Preparation of Certification Documentation as in the normal protocol is 
the primary respdnsiblllty of the field office. However, the survey 
contractor and headquarters technical support contractor must provide 
the field office and the remedial action contractor with sufficient 
information’to certify the radiological condition of the site as the 
remedial action contractor was only responsible for the remediated 

headquarters and the field office 
statement because of the combined 

portions of the site. Similarly, 60E 
should jointly sign the certification 
responsibility. The remainder of the 
normal protocol. 

process is handled as It is in the 

). 11 .: y.:, ; 



Attachment 3 
Reference Information on the Baker and Williams Warehouse Site 
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AUG 2 9 1945 A33zac~~ METALS COELFQP&TiQI?T -'* 

- G( 1; F ilf 3 -&I BROAD STREET 
u 

(In duplicate) 

w 

Noverber 6, 1342 

The District Engineer, 
u. s. Engineer Office, 
Xazahattsrr District, 
P. 0. 30x 4.2, 
Station P., 
IJex York, 3 .Y. 

Classification Cancc!!s:! 
~&=m-- 

$$Jjg.z ;G~$.&get: 
Attention: !::a.ior Thomas T. Crenshac-. 

Gentlemen: 

Follo:AnS our conversation of yesterday, ore herej7 
confirm giving you option, VSlid up to tine ecd of Xcve=ber I?&?, 
for the purchase of: - 
X.kT~31.3.L: About 42 short tons of Sodi? Uranate 

holding about 83-l/25 of U>O ; packer 

About 64 short tons of Sodium Uranate 
holding about 82-l/2$ ~308; packed in 

Crcyn -- 4-, 
in boxes. . 
Y;‘lo- -- ..) 
-co>:es. 

D~~I~>:y - _. . .In Eakei XlliamS c‘arehouse, Nev; York, promptly 
upon receipt of purchase order. 

PF!ICE: $1.55 per lb. of product, less an allo:xnce of $1.24 
per lOO-lbs. for freight. 

PJ%'!!.~?~T : Promptly upon release of the Sodium Uranate. - 
Ke also confirm that r;e xould be tilling to sell to you 

promptly for treatment at Port Iiope, a further parcel of about 
100 short tons of L:-31, out of the tonnage now being shirsnec to 
a U. S. Government Pieseivation, on t'ne same terms and coh?itions 
as per Contract l'i-740%eng-4, except: 

1) that the percentage of ~308 to be paid for be based on 
tne actual recovery as per scorn production statement to be Suppli 
in accordance with Article V, sub-section 1) of the above Contract 
but r:ith a minimum guaranty recovery of 80%. 
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21 that in respect of the R-l to be recovered, t$is 
corporztion be autiiorize6, at its discretion, to Us>cse cf 
the vihole or mpart of the R-l, in Great Britain ado: LX 
Dodnions, or-to retxrn the rihole or part of E-1 to tk 
United Stetes of Azerica. 

Yaws f2ithfully, 

P,FRICAlI l ZXCAIS C9?~ORATIOiI 
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W-7405-ENG-18 ,3-l-43 

The U. S. Government contracted to buy 42 short tons of orange sodium 

uranate, 83% U308 and 64 short tons of sodium uranate at about 82.5% 

U308, both at $l.SS/lb. The material was to be shipped to the Bake? & 

Williams Warehouse, New York, one day after receipt of noti.ce. 

W-7405-ENG-24 12-8-42 

sunder this contr’act, the U.X. Government arranged 

content of approximately 1100 short tons of 65% uranium ore, 750 tons 

of 65% ore, 250 tons of 65% ore and 1,000 tons of 20% ore. The Government 

agreed to pay for 85% of the uianium contained in the above lots. The 

Government also acquired title to the lead content of the 250 ton lot of 

65% ore. African Metals air&d to have the radium refined in the first 

two lots of 65% ore mentioned and of the second two lots of ore to a point 

vhere the radium could be refined. AfriMet agreed to return 50% of the 

radium in the ore to the U. S..Ore deliveries under the contract were to 

be completed-prl’or to October 1, 1943. 

Under Supplement No. 2 to ;he contract, the Government agreed to have the 

radium in the 1,000 tons of 207. ore iefined for the account of the 

contractor and agreed to return to the c&tractor 90% of the radium in the 

i.4. . ,/ ore processed as radium bromide and as much of the precious metals as 
+ 

ui:..;y, _ .&...3 
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possible. The Government agreed to start deliveries of radium not later 

than November 1, 1944 and to,coritinue at the rate of 3% grams per month 

until completed. 

Under Supplement No. 4 to this contract, the radium cohtent of the 65% 

ores was returned to the contractor in,the form of a wet sludge containing 

50% moisture f.o.b. Mt. Kisco, N.Y., (International Rare Metals Refinery 

In&> AfsiMet agreed to recover for the Government a minimum of 70% of 

the lead (which contained radioactive lead) that was included in the, 

actual amount of radium bearing sludge generated through processing the 

250 ton lot 'of 65% ore. 

Note: Two ships'transpoiting material under this contract, the "Besholt" 

and "Tamesis" were lost to enemy action. 

i:: .:.1 ..__ j 
W-7405-ENG-30 5-4-43 

Under this contract the Government acquired the U308 content of 150 long 

tons of 70% uranium ore at a cost of $1.045 per pound for 85% of the 

contained uranium and the total contents of approximately 100 long tons 

of 70% uranium ore at a cost of $1.045 per pound for 85% of the uranium 

and $12,000/g for the contained radium. Delivery of the ore was to be 

made f.o.b. Pier 38 New York. Title -to the radium content of the 150 ton 

R 
_- 

lot remai with African Me&s. 

African Metals negotiated a separate contract with Eldorado for recovery 

of the radium contained in the 150 ton lot. They were required under the 

contract to return at least 50% of this radium to the U. S. This ore 

was to be processed at Port Hope by Eldorado. 



The 100 ton lot of ore 

processed at Cannonsburg, PA.by Vitro Manufacturing Co. The Government 

retained the option to recover the radium contained in this lot as 

radium bromide and resell it to African Metals at a price of $15.70/mg. 

The Government had to exersiee this sale option within 10 months after 

delivery of the ore. This option was exercised by the Government and 

the radium resold to AfriNet. 

I?-?405-ENG-47 3-29-43 

) The Government contracted to buy the following-amounts of material uhlch. 

were to be delivered immediately f.o.b. Baker-Williams Warehouse, N.Y.,NY. 

in containers furnished by AfriMet. 

Material Approx. Amount Assay (%UqO,) Price/lb. 

(1) Orange Sodium Uranate 22.67 short tons 
(2) Yellow Sodium Uranate 20.72 short tons 
(3) Sodium Uranyl Carbonate 10.86 short tons 
(4) Black Uranium Oxide 9.81 short tons 
(5) Yellow Sodium Uranate 147.96 lbs. 

82 $1.55 
81 $1.55 
48 $0.75 

$2.05 
$1.37 

In addition to these materials the Government retained the option to buy 

any additional amounts of the above materials received by AfriMet over the 

following l-year period. It was expected that AfriMet would receive 
_- 

another 40 short tons of Black Uranium Oxide during the following year 

and the price to be paif for this material (should the Government exercise 

their option) was predetermined under the contract as $2.05/lb. No price 

was set under the contract for any other materials (items l-3 and 5) 

which might become 
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W-7405-ENG-94 5-26 $oncerns L30 & L50 Residues 

The Government contracted to buy the U308 content of the following lots 

of ore from African Metals under this contract. In addition, they also 

had an option on the lead content of the ores. As was often the case, 

title to the contained radium remained with African Metals. 

Material Amount *(Short-Tons) Price /lb. 

(1) 65% uranium or6 530 $1.25 (for 93% of contained U) 
(2) 20% uranium ore 1,075 $1.25 (for 90% of contained U) 
(3) 10% uranium ore 10,250 $1.25 (for 90% of contained LI) 
(4) 6% uranium ore 2,000 $1.25 (for 90% of containedT) 

*Final revised tonnages of material as per Supplemental Agreement.F. 

The Government guaranteed the recovery of (in the form of a radium-bearing 

sludge) 98% of the radium in the 65% ore and 95% of the radium in the other 

three lots of ore. The Government agreed to pay AfriMet $12.00 for each 

milligram they were dificient in radium. This penalty was later reduced 

to 89.7Ofmg by Supplemental Agreement F. 

Under the contract the Government also received prior rights to purchase 

the U308 content of all similar materials stored in the Belgian Congo and 

mined prior to May 27, 1943. L 

Shipment-of the ores under this contract was to begin as soon as practical 

and it was estimated that delivery would be completed by fifteen months 

from the effective date of the contract. 

The Government originally agreed to store all of the residues at its own 

risk until shipping facilities to Antwerp were free and unoccupied. 

Information as to the ultimate disposition of the residues from the first 

NO lots of ore has not been located. However, under Supplemental 

Agreement G to this non-returnable, 
. , ., So 5 
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Government furnished all radium bearing residues from the 

processing of the 10% (230) and 6% (250) ores and return them (f.o.b. 

New York) at the Government’s risk on or before June 30, 1957 upon 6 

month’s written notice to the Government to do so. If AfriMet failed 

~to give such notice prior to that date, title to the residues passed 
Y 

to the Government, 

W-7405-ENG-94 expired on June 30, 1958 and was superseded by the current 

lease agreement with AfriMet for,storage of the .residues. African Metals 

gave up the right ~to abandon title to the residues under the current 

agreement. 
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W-7405-ENG-259 10-15-43 

The Government purchased for immediate delivery approximately 40,000 

pounds of 10% African ore in its entirety which included title to the 

radium content as well as the U308. The price paid for the material 

was based on$1,125/lb contained uranium and $11.4O/mg contained radium. 

The uranium content of this ore was originally contracted for under 

W-7405-ENG-94 and this lot was purchased for experimental purposes. 

W-7405-ENGk279 12-5-43 R-10 Residues 

The Government arranged to buy 2.6% uranium ore in its entirety from 

African Metals under this contract. The initial amount contracted for 

was 5’,500 short tons which was increased under several Supplemental 
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Agreements up to 12,000 short tons. The ore was paid for on the 

basis of $l.l25/lb of contained uranium and $9.OO/mg for the contained 

radium. 

Shipments of ore under the contract from the Belgian Congo were to begin 

in the first half of 1944 and deliveries f.o.b. New York were to be 

completed prior to March 15, 1946. 
_. 

In the event the Government decided to resell any or all of the radium in 

R-10 material at any time during the five year period following payment 

of the final invoice, African Metals had the prior ‘right to purchase the 

material at the following prices: $9.OO/mg contained radium if the 

material is offered by the Government in the form of a radium bearing 

sludge containing approx. 50% moisture or $lS.OO/mg contained radium if 

the material had been further refined by the Government and offered for 

‘aale in the form of radium bromi&. 
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ORK copy ‘- 
The R-10 radium bearing residues generated through the processing of 

these ores is still owned by the Government and is currently stored in 

the open at LOOW. 

*NOTE: ,The amount of radium contained in the R-10 was to be determined 

as follows under the contract. 

2.9mg Ra122.046 lbs.,contained U308 

12,000 short tons X 2,000 lbs X 0.027(%U308) = 648,000 lbs U308 

648,000 lbs contained U308 X 1 rn~ Ra = 85.239.6mg Ra 
7.602flbs contained U308 

or 85.24g Ra 

This amount is assumed to still be present in the residues stored at 

the site. 

__ . - 
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W -7405-ENG-280 12-S-43 F32 residues  

The Government agreed to purchase the uranium concentrated from all of 

the uranium ore to be mined from the open cut at the bhinkolobtie Mine. 

It was originally  estimated that this  would amount to between 200 to 25Ohh'rij 
LL’JS /g/b-d .I 

short tons of 50 to 60% uranium ore. This  contract was later modified 

under Supplemental Agreement No. 2 to reflec t the purchase of an 

additional 275 tons of 20% ore. The price paid for the ore was determined 

as follows : $1.40/lb for 100% of the U3Og content of# ton lot of $J% 

ore and $1.35)‘lb for the U308 content of the 20% ore. 

African Metals  retained title to the radium, lead and precious  metals  

although the GovermenL had an option for purchase of the lead content. 

The Government agreed to recover 9S% of the radium in the 50% lot of ore 

and 95% of the radium in the 20% lot as a radium bearing s ludge. The 

Government agreed to pay AfriMet $9.70 for each mg they mere defic ient in 

radium. 

Shipments under the contract were to begin in 
&Ly $7, !?G  

were to be completed prior to J  

The Government originally  agreed to s tore the 

the latter half of 1944 and 

radium bearing residues  at 

its  ovn ris ,k .until such time as sh ipping fac ilities  to Antwerp, Belguim. 

were free and unoccupied by the enemy or until~they  became available to 

the contractor. The following passage from Supplemental Agreement No. 7 

to the contract gave AfriMet the right to abandon title to the residues  

on June 30, 1957. This  right was eliminated when the current I G O W  lease 

agreement was negotiated. 
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“Notwithstanding the provisions of Article III, Recovery and 
Disposition of F-30 or of any other article of this contract, it 
is agreed by and between the parties that 

n. 

b. 

C. 

All F-32 in the possession of the Government at the 
Middlesex Warehouse, New Jersey, and subject to this 
contract will be loaded on freight cars and shipped 
to the Lake Ontario Ordnance Works in New York by the 
Government where it will be unloaded from the freight 
cars, unpacked for bulk storage and dumped into a 
fenced area by the Government. All such shipping, 
unloading, unpacking, and dumping will be at the Con- 
tractor’s sole risk and expense. The Government, 
however, will assume the expense- of loading of said 
F-32 on freight cars at the Middlesex Warehouse as 
aforementioned but shall not be responsible for any 
damage or loss of such material which occurs during 
the loading operations. 

l’he Government agrees to retain said ~-32 in bulk 
storage within such fenced area and under guard until, 
June 30, 19.57 or until it has been’removed by the Con- 
tractor as hereinafter set forth, provided, however, 
that such storage of F-32 will be at the Contractor’s 
sole risk without liability being imposed upon the 
Government for loss, shrinkage, destruction, damage or 
other cause during such storage period. 

he Contractor at its option may repossess said F-32 
at any time up to June 30, 1957 by ,written request to 
the Government, received by the latter not later than 
December 30, 1956. 
of such request, 

Within six months after receipt 
the Government will repack, load and 

ship said F-32 to the Contractor at the sole risk and 
expense of the Contractor. In the event that said 
F-32 is not removed from the storage area by June 30, 
1957, pursuant to an exercise of the above mentioned 
option by the Contractor, the parties agree that title 
therto will, upon said date, automatically pass to the 
Government without further action by either party 
unless they, in the meanwhile, shall have’ reached a 
contrary agreement.” 
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Department of Energy 
Washington, DC 20545 

Dr. L. R. Solon, Director 
Bureau of Radiation Control 
New York City Department 

of Health 
111 Livingston Street 
New York, New York 11201 

Dear Dr. Solon: 

As you are aware from our previous correspondence and from your recent 
(October 1, 1987) telephone conversations with Mr. Wallo of my staff, the 
Department of Energy has been investigating several properties in the 
New York City vicinity under our Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action 
Program (FUSRAP). My previous correspondence with you has summarized our 
investigations for two of these sites, the former Staten Island Warehouse 
and the former Wolff-Alport sites. We have identified a third possible 
site known as the Baker 8 Will iams Warehouse at 529 West 20th Street in 
Manhattan. 
early 1940’s 

This warehouse was used by the Atomic Energy Consnission in the 
to store uranium concentrates produced in Port Hope, Canada, 

from African ores. We believe the material was received in New York City 
at Pier 38 (see enclosed maps) and shipped to the subject warehouse by 
truck. . 

Based on the limited data we presently have, it is anticipated that any 
residual contamination at-this site would be limited and if it did exist, 
potential for exposures would be small. However, if the structure 
(a 12-story steel, brick, and cement building) still exists, we would like 
to have our contractor, the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, visit it to 
determine if it warrants a radiological survey. It is my understanding 
that you have agreed to have your personnel check to determine if the 
structure exists and who the owner is so that the Department could take 
steps to complete any required radiological investigations at the site. 



I am enclosing sme background material that will help you identify the 
location of the site. I would appreciate any help you can provide the 
Department in identifylng the status of this building. Please call 
Andrew Wallo at 301 353-5439 with any lnformtlon you laay obtafn or any 
questions you may have regarding the site. 

Sincerely, 

James J. Fiore; Director 
Division of Facility and Site 

Decomissioning Projects 
Dfffce of Nuclear Energy 

Enclosures 

bee: 
w. Cottrell, ORNL 
J. Baublitz, NE-20 
G. Turi, NE-23 
Aerospace ';zh; - ._ ., . __ 
NE-20 RF 
NE-23 RF 
Wall0 RF 
NE-13 (4) 11 

NE-23:wallo:cb:353-5439:10/5/87:IBM278/57: 
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Department of Energy 
Washington, DC 20545 

Mr. Abraham Fruchthandler 
237 Park Avenue 
12th Floor 
New York, New York 10017 

Dear Mr. Fruchthandler: 

As you are aware from discussions with Mr. Andrew Wallo of my staff, the 
Department of Energy (DOE) is implementing a program to reevaluate 
facilities that were used by our predecessor agencies, the Manhattan 
Engineer District and the Atomic Energy Commission in the early years of 
the development of nuclear energy. The purpose of the investigation is to 
be sure that facilities used in those earlier years are in compliance with 
present-day guidelines for radiological protection. 

One such facility was the former Baker Williams Warehouse located at 
529-535 West 20th Street, Manhattan, New York. This warehouse was used to 
store certain uranium products being shipped into this country for use in 
the atomic energy program. Due to the nature of the operation, short-term 
storage, any residual contamination is highly unlikely. However. because 
we have very limited records regarding this operation, it has been included 
in the DOE survey program. 

Because you are presently the owner of this facility, we are requesting 
your consent to conduct a radiological survey of the subject property to 
verify that it meets guidelines. I am enclosing two copies of a consent 
form for your signature. If you consent to this survey, please sign both 
copies and return them to Mr. Andrew Wallo, NE-23, at the above address, 
and we will return a signed copy to you. 

CdebrmBq r/w U.S. Consrirurin~~ Bi~wrrr,,,,iol - 1787-1987 
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NE-23 

In your discussion with Mr. Wallo. you suggested that we coordinate the \ Wall0 
survey with your tennant. If this is your:desire, please provide us with 
the name and telephone number of the individual you wish us to work with on 

7/a/p- 
w* 

this matter. If you have any questions regarding this activity, please 
contact Mr. Wall0 at (301) 353-5439. 

Sincerely, 

NE-23:wallo:p~:7/8/88 
IBM: 190/03 

14 
James J. Fiore, Director 
Division of Facility and Site 

Decomnissioning Projects 
Office of Nuclear Energy 

Enclosure: 
Consent Form (2) 

bee: 
W. Cottrell, OR 

,m 
G. Turi, NE-23 

gIsJ 
Subject 
NE-23 ref 
NE-13 (4) 
Wallo:rdr 



CONSENT FOR PROGRAM ACCESS 
SURVEYS AND ENGINEERING STUDIES 

The undersigned persons (hereinafter~ individually and collectively 
referred to as '%ner") represent that they own the fol,lcwing property: 

The following matters are understood by the Owner: 

The United States of America (the "Government"), acting through the 
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), will provide or contract for 
radiological surveys and engineering assessments for the following 
purposes: (~1) DESIGNATION - determining if there is radiological 
contamination on the property for which DDE has authority and 
sufficient to require remedial action. If the property is designated 
for remedial action, the next step will be (2) CHARACTERIZATION - 
accurately defining the extent of contamination in order to design 
remedial action. 

DOE shall ,be responsible for loss or destruction of, or damage to, the 
Dwner's real and personal property caused by the activities of DOE, 
their authorized representatives, agents, contractors and 
subcontractors, in exercising any of the rights granted in this 
Agreement; PROVIDED, that such responsibility shall be limited to 
restoration of such real and personal property to a condition 
comparable to its condition imnediately prior to the conduct of any 
activities on the Property by~techniques of backfilling, seeding, 
sodding,'landscaping, rebuilding, repair or replacement. 

If the property is not designated for remedial action, this agreement will 
terminate upon completion of the designation survey. If the property is 
designated for remedial action, this agreement will remain in effect until 
completion of the characterization. 

Nothing in this document shall be deemed to obligate the Owner to enter 
into an agreement for the performance of remedial action. t@ remedial 
action shall be performed until and unless (1) DOE shall have detenalned 
the need for and selected the appropriate remedial action, and (2) the DOE 
and Owners have entered into a written agreement providing for the 
performance of such remedial action. 

By signing this document and sending it to the DOE, the Owners grant, 
effective to the DOE and its contractors and 
subcontractors', such access to {he Property as is reasonably required, and 
at times satisfactory to the Owners, for the performance of the 
radiological surveys and engineering studies. 
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The radiological surveys and engineering studies will involve some or all 
of the following activities: 

;;;izew;; existing building, structural, and site plans available to 
. Such plans shall be provided to DOE and its contractors, 

at no cost to the Owner. If such plans are not in the possession of 
the Owner but are available, the Owner agrees to permit the DOE and 
its representatives to borrow or acquire, at no cost to the Owner, 
;~;f:w~lans deemed necessary to facilitate the performance of these 

. 0 
Performing land surveys and placing survey stakes as required to 
characterize the premises, including any light clearing of vegetation 
that may 'be required. 

Determining the location and extent of actual radioactive material on 
the premises through measurements by various techniques and/or 
removing samples of contaminated materials by digging or core 
drilling. 

Measuring and examining the premises and structures thereon. 

Documenting through photographs the existing conditions of the 
Property and structures thereon. 

Taking radiation measurements and performing core drilling inside 
structures, in such a manner as is agreeable to the Owner; placing a 
small radiation monj,tor in t.he,stru,$rrs, and collecting a sample 
from the monitor periodically. 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

-(Printed name of Property Owner(s) 

‘(Name) 

Vltle) 

(Signature of Owner) 

,3ignature of Owner (if multiple) 

(Date) ‘(Date) (phone) 
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If the si,gnator is a corporation or a company. please complete the 
following: 

CORPORATE CERTIFICATE 

I, , certify that I am the duly qualified 

of the corporation named herein as the 

consentor; that , who signed this consent form 

behalf of the consentor, was then of said 

on 

corporation by authority of its governing body and is within the scope of 

its powers. Witness may hand and the seal of said corporation. 

SEAL 
Name Date 
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Mr. Lenard Masucci. President 
Ralph Forrara, Inc. 
601 West 26th Street 
New York, New York 10001 

NE-23 

Dear Mr. Masucci: 

As you are aware from discussions with Mr. Andrew Wallo of my 
staff, the Department of Energy (DDE) is implementing a program 
to reevaluate facilities that were used,by our predecessor 
agencies, the Manhattan Engineer District and the Atomic Energy 
Comnission in the early years of the developamnt of nuclear 
energy. The purpose of the investigation is to be sure that 
facilities used in those earlier years are in compliance with 
present-day guidelines for radiological protection. 

One such facility was the former Baker Williams Warehouse located 
at 529-535 West 20th Street, Manhattan. New York. This warehouse 
was used to store certain uranium products being shipped into 
this country for use in the atomic energy program. Due to the 
nature of the operation, short-term storage, any residual 
contamination is highly~unlikely. However, because we have very 
1imited"iecords regarding this operation, it has been included in 
the DOE survey program. 

Because you are presently the owner of this facility, we are 
requesting your consent to conduct a radiological survey of the 
subject property to verify that it meets guidelines. I am 
enclosing two copies of a consent-form for your signature. If 
you consent to this survey, please sign both copies and return 
them to Mr. Andrew Wallo, NE-23, at the above address, and we 
will return a signed copy to you. 

If you have any questions regarding this activity, please contact 
Mr. Wall0 at 301-353-5439. 

bee: 
J. Berger, ORAU 
6. Turi, NE-23 
OTS 

Sincerely, 

141 
NE-23 RF 
Wallo RF 
NE6 (4) 

James J. 'Fiore, Director 
' Division of Facility and Site 

Decommissioning Projects 
Office of Nuclear Energy 

Enclosure (2) 

NE-23:AWallo:ph:353-5439:6/16/89:IBM:l67/9 



Department of Energy 
Washington, DC 20545 

JUL. 6 19% 

Mr. Nick Proto 
Ralph Ferrara, Inc. 
601 West 26th Street 
New York, New York 10001 

Dear Mr. Proto: 

This is to transmit to you and to Ralph ferrara, Inc., a copy of 
the radiological survey report of your company's property at the 
Former Baker-Williams Warehouses at 521-527 and 529-535 West 20th 
Street in New York City. The field work for-the survey was 
performed in August 1989, and the report was published in June 
1990. A copy of the report is enclosed. 

. 

The survey was performed by the Department of Energy (DOE) as part 
of its formerly U~tilized Sites Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP). 
The purpose of the program is to: (1) identify sites that were 
used by predecessor agencies; (2) evaluate the radiological 
condition of these sites to determine if they contain 
contamination from past activities~of predecessor agencies; 
and (3) ~tlean up sites, as needed, to conform with current 
radiological guidelines. The Manhattan Engineering District, a 
DOE predecessor, used the Baker-Williams warehouses for the short- 
term storage of radioactive materials during the early 1940s. The 
survey indicates that radioactive material was left insome 
portions of the property. 

The survey included all nine floors and the basement of Building 
521-527 and all eleven floors and the basement of Building 529- 
535. The results of the survey show that there is no radioactive 
contamination above DOE's guidelines in Building 529-535. (See 
page 5 of the survey report.) Building 521-527 has contamination 
present in the east bay of the basement and the west bay of the 
first floor. (See page 5 and Figures 3, 4, and 5 on pages 9, 10, 
and 11 of the survey report.) Table I on page 32 reports in 
summary form the laboratory measurements of the radioactive 
contamination. The remaining floors of Building 521~527 do not 
show radioactive contamination above DOE's guidelines. 

The radioactivity is not readily removable because it is fixed in 
the paint and sealant of the building walls and floor. For this 
reason, there is no significant risk to workers or members of the 
public. However, the site is a candidate for remedial action by 
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DOE to ensure that the buil,ding meets current radiation protection DOE to ensure that the buil,ding meets current radiation protection 
guidelines and to provide unrestricted use of the building. guidelines and to provide unrestricted use of the building. 
(Renovation, sanding, or removal of the paint and sealant on the (Renovation, sanding, or removal of the paint and sealant on the 
floors and walls could spread contamination.) floors and walls could spread contamination.) 

We discussed the survey findings by~telephone on July 3, 1990. I 
described in general terms the survey findings and the portions of 
the building that are contaminated. You explained that your 
company had recently leased the building and planned to renovate 
the building to meet your tenant's needs. This renovation will 
include grinding, sanding, and smoothing the floors. You also 
offered to perform the removal of the radioacti,vity from the 
building and back bill DOE for the costs. The time constraints of 
clean up are of concern because of your company's planned 
renovation. I offered to try and expedite the remedial process to 
meet this concern. I also indicated that DOE does not have the 
consent of Ralph Ferrara, Inc., for further work at the property 
and that there was little point to planning further action if 
consent would not be granted. You told me that consent would not 
be a problem. 

After consultations, we have decided that it will not be possible 
for Ralph Ferrara, Inc. to remove the contamination and back bill 
DOE. This is because of DOE's need to make certain that the 
radioactivity is completely removed and that the contaminated 
materials are properly disposed. We will do our best to expedite 
DOE's action. We will designate the site for remedial action, and 
we have notified DOE~'s Oak Ridge Operations Office of this. The 
Oak Ridge Operations Office will be responsible for the remedial 
actions, and a representative of that office will contact you. 

I appreciate very much your interest and assistance, I want to 
re-emphasize our conclusion that there is no significant health 
risk at present to workers in the building or to the general 
public. However, to avoid any possible future problems, DOE 
believes that some further action is needed. If I can give you 
any assistance, please call me at 301-353-5439. 

W. Aleiander Williams, PhD 
Designation and 

Certification Manager 
Off-Site Branch 
Division of Eastern Area Programs 
Office of Environmental Restoration 

Enclosure: 
ORAU 89/L-33 
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