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A 8 onse mmunity Meeting Questions/Concerns -
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1. Inform FRESH about recommendations on $150,000 for
Supplemental Environmental Projects

Responsa~-On September 6, PARSONS gave Teressa Kwiatkowski a
compilation of the suggestions received. Xey questions are, "How,
and when, will these suggestions (and a final recommendation) be
presented to the EPA and FRESH?" and "Who will decide what
recommendation(s) will be implemented?"

2. Provide breakdown on cost of new signs and name change
activities to Lisa Crawford. :

Response—-Teressa Kwiatkowski said she wanted a breakdown of costs
for tent rental; bus rental; food; and signs. According to Paul
Mohr, these costs were:

Tents - $4,072.80
Buses - 400.00
Food -~ 1,566.15

Signs = 11,000.00

Total = $17,038.95

3. pid the DOE raise radiation limits in other restroomszs after
the Plant 4 restroom was closed dua to contamination?

Response--Lynn St. Clair has been in contact with Stu Hennefeld
about this issue. To date, he has not informed her of his
findings.

4. Did an ASI/IT employee design removal actions for a waste pit
area without having ever visited tha area?

Response--John Martin of ASI has provided the following response:

In preparing the Waste Pit Stormwater Run-off Control Removal

Action Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA), it is possible
that some technical or professional staff did not actually visit

the waste pit area -at the FEMP. It is customary for the

supervising engineer to be familiar with the specific site, but not
the entire design staff. It is possible to design or evaluate

portions of a project based on engineering data such as maps,

borings, geotechnical test results, and drawings without actually

having visited the site. To further involve any design staff would

be cost and time-prohibitive.

5. Has the site hired “"tons" of interns and summer workers when
the site already has people not doeing any work?
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Response-~Chris Hertz spoke with Bill Winn about this issue. He
informed Chris that as part of the DOE and WEMCO's community
outreach programs (designed in part to educate and involve the
young, the disadvantaged and the general community), the following
numbers and types of people were hired for the summer:

4 - high school teachers

7 - college graduate assistants 2.3. 95
12 - summer interns .

12 - co-ops (worked on site as part of their college

curriculum)
16 - students from Historically Black Colleges and
Universities

1 - “Inroads" intern

The above 52 people worked in a variety of fields ranging from
radiological monitoring and regulation compliance/safety to
environmental monitoring.

6. Is the DOE planning on hiring 50 to 100 new people? Why are
these people neecded? '

Response—--Gerry Westerbeck told Chris Hertz that DOE needs to
expand its PEMP office staff in order to become more self-
sufficient and less reliant on Oak Ridge and Headquarters. Such
staff additions can only help to expedite ¢lean up.

7. Site employees travel to out-of-town seminars and stay in
"nice places". Wouldn't it be cheaper to bring trainers to
the gite?

Response-~-Lynn St. Clair spoke with Paul Poulos, who coordinates
training class attendance at the FEMP (Paul is not responsible for
employee attendance at technical conferences). Paul's office is
currently evaluating technical training classes site employees have
requested to attend off-site to see if it's economically feasible
(and possible) to bring the courses on-site.

Concerning Lisa Crawford's comment on technical conferences
attended off-site, the following might be a reasonable reply:

Technical conferences are usually conducted for two purposes:
1) to inform persons who work in the field of new technologies and
methods for implementing their work, and 2) for technical people to
exchange information with their peers. The type of exchange that
occurs at these meetings would be difficult to replicate by
bringing the speakers to the FEMP. Additionally, these conferences
usually have up to six speakers per day. The economic comparison
of sending four to six employees to one of these conferences,
versus bringing a host of speakers to the FEMP for one-hour
presentations, is obvious.

Unfortunately, the DOE has little, if any control over the location
of the technical conferences, and by nature, they are held in
desirable places to attract more attendees. DOE employees, as well
as other government employees, receive government rates for hotel
accommodations which are substantially less than the standard rate.
Furthermore, the DOE has little control over what activities, such
as golf, that employees chose to engage in during "free" time at
these conferences.
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8.. What's the status of the efforts to prevent materials from the
active fly ash pile blowing off-site? 2195

Respongse--At present, site employees are “wettlng down" the acthe
fly ash pile on a regular basis to mitigate airborne emissions.
The Operable Unit team is currently working on a Removal Site
Evaluation for a removal action to mitigate both airborne emission
and potential runoff from the fly ash pile (The Removal Site
Evaluation is the document required by CERCLA which evaluates the
necessity for immediate action).

A Removal Action Workplan is due to EPA in March 1992, Several
alternatives are being discussed at present, including earthen
berms around the pile with a geofabric cover to stablllze the ash.
No specific removal action has yet been determined.

9. What contaminants do the inactive and active fly ash areas
econtain?

Response--Catherine McCord said at the Community Meeting there may
have been some materials that were improperly disposed of in the
inactive fly ash area. Well data from the vicinity of the inactive
fly ash area indicates that pesticides and PCBs may be present in
the inactive fly ash area. Sampllng of these area (both inactive
and active fly ash) was completed in August. Results from sample -
analyses will provide a more complete characterization of the
active and inactive fly ash areas. -

10. Has the DOE provided a copy of the ''vault report" to the PEIC
fand Lisa Crawford?

Response--According to Mike Croswait, a copy of this report is now
in the Administrative Record. However, it may be as long as a
month before it's submittal to the PEIC due to current submittal
schedules. Perhaps Teressa Kwiatkowski might want to contact Mike
to expedite the submittal of this document to the PEIC.

Also, Teressa may want to contact Lisa and see if submission of
this document into the PEIC meets Lisa's expectations/wants.

11. Has a copy of the groundwater map used at the cfosby Township
meeting been made available to FRESH?

Response—--Any Engler has Ken Broberg's map and will show it to
Teressa Kwiatkowski. Teressa can then determine if she wants to
give it to FRESH.

12. Were work plans for treatability studies placed in the PEIC by
the end of Auqust?

Response--According to Jack Craig, OU's 1, 2 and 4 are complete and
in the PETIC. Treatability study materials for OU's 3 and § are
still in progress.

13. Has the study of the geology of the South Plume been placed in
the Reading Rooms?

Response-- Paul Mohr and Janie Croswait indicated this information
is in the EE/CA for the South Plume. This EE/CA is in the PEIC.

3
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14. PRESH wants to be informed about the status of the public
water supply situation. 2 1 9 5

Response--Greg Ossmann contacted Rob Kniep who said he had no
update on the situation. Rob promised to get back to Greg if he
receives any information about the impending consultant's report.

15. Are the Initial Screening of Alternatives report for OU 2 and
a removal action work plan for the Plant 1 Pad in the
Administrative Record?

Response--Both documents are in the PEIC, according to Janie
Croswait.

16. What's the statuas of the GAO visit to the site for
asbestos inspections?

Response~~-Behram Shroff has been contacted by Lynn St. Clair but
has provided no update as of September 8.

17. During the July 16 Community Meeting, an August 1991 timeframe
was mentioned for completion of the sampling for the sanitary
landfill and the Southfield area. Is this work on schedule?

Response--Jack Craig informs Chris Hertz that this work is now
complete.

18. Various K~65 sampling activities were supposed to be complaeted
by the end of August 1991. Has this occurred?

Response-~According to Dennis Nixon, the slant borings wera
completed in August on schedule.

19. During the July 16 COmmunlty Meeting, Jack Craig alluded to a
Plant 8 facility coming on-line by July 24. Did this happen?

Response—--The fac111ty did come on-line. However, according to
Mike Croswalt, there is no letter confirming a "Plant 8 treatment
facility" in the Administrative Record.

20. It was unclear whether Ray Hansen was talking solely about
uranium when he mentioned that 57,000,000 pounds of material

are to be moved off-site.

Response--Greg Ossmann talked to Ray about this issue. According
to Ray, the 57,000,000 pounds includes uranium metal, uranium

tetrafluoride and uranlum tri-oxide.

21. Tom Winston of OEPA spoke about some '"national legislation"
that Governor Voinovich was working on to “institutionalize
and enhance the DOE's cleanup effort?" What does this entail?

Response~-~Chris Hertz spoke with Jack Craig who was uncertain about
what Winston was talking about. A suggestion: Someone from the
DOE might call Winston to find out more about this legislation.

22. Tom Winston mentioned a "“funding mechanism' started by Admiral
Watkins which would give more money to the states. What is
this "funding machanism?"

4
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Response--Jack Craig took this to mean the DOE's providing $500, 000
per year to the OEPA to cover document review costs. This is part
of the Consent Decree. é 95

23. Is anything being dome about litigation costs not being taken
out of the DOE’'s cleanup budget?

Response--Gerry Westerbeck told Chris Hertz that although
litigation gets paid for out of the DOE's budget, Congress can
appropriate more money for litigation, if required. Therefore,
litigation money may not necessarily detract from clean up funds.

24. What's been done on boiler conversion from coal to gas?

Response-—-Ray Hansen informs Greg Ossmann that WEMCO is still
1ook1ng into site boiler conversion. In addition, WEMCO is looking
into the possibility of building a new gas fired unit “outside the
fence."

25, Are EM's new contamination reports goinq €0 be released to the
public beginning in September?

Response--Lynn sSt. Clair spoke to Ray Hansen about this issue. Ray
had no information on the new report but promised to pursue the
issue. Teressa Kwiatkowski might want to check with DOE HQ about
these reports and inform Lisa Crawford about how such reports mnay
reach her.

26, Has Lisa Cravford received Mike smith's phone number and the
names of other employeeas in the regional office of the
Inspector General?

Response-—-Gerry Westerbeck informed Chris Hertz that Mike Smith's
number is 738-6238. chris, though, is uncertain about whether
anyone from the DOE has given this to Lisa Crawford. Perhaps
Teressa Kwiatkowski should check with Gerry Westerbeck about what
information, if any, on this matter has reached Lisa. .

27. During the Community Meeting, Leo Duffy promised an
Yunidentified speakex" (pexr the transcript) a c¢opy of the
South Plume EE/CA. Was the person given the document?

Response~~Apparently no copies were given to anyone immediately
after the meeting. In reality, the "unidentified speaker" could
get this document via the PEIC.

28. Lisa Crawford réquests a cost breakdown per Operable Unit.
Has she received this?

Response~-We have no evidence that Lisa has received any such
breakdown. Lynn 5t. Clair and Bob Glenn asked John Chew for some
breakdowns and what he provided is attached. Please note Pat
Hopper's comments.

Teressa Kwiatkowski may want to consult with Gerry Westerbeck and
DOE HQ about what material should be provided. Also, she may want
to check with Lisa Crawford concerning what she expects to receive.
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>patd: 28-Aug~91 131:01

>From: ERAJRC (John R. Chew)
»?o: ERAJPH (J. Pat Hopper)
>Subject COMMUNITY MEETING

>I GOT A CALL A FEW MINUTES AGO FROM GLENN, LYNN ST. CLAIR (RMP COMMUNITY
SRELATIONS) HAS AN ACTION ITEM FROM DUFFY/FRESH TO GIVE FRESH COST BY
>QOPERABLE UNIT. TRERSSA K, SAID GIVE ’‘EM THE FY-92 COST BY OPERABLE UNIT.
SNEITHER GLENN OR Y THINR THAT’S RIGHT. WE THINK IT’S THE OVERALL COST BY
>0U, IF SO WHAT NUMBER? BASED ON THE 2.2 BILLION? YQU WERE THERE, WHAT DO
>YOU REMEMBER??? WHAT SHOULD THE NUMBERS BE?

> ,

>JOHN

get numbers from sue. give Tgressa both. the total ou cost and the 92 ‘
portion broke out. use the 2.2 with a caveat that it does not include the @&5
sl dsd Casgins

,‘Cwe&/em v shiodd beoot By /5
Sete 59&4@&’1% Should be. O l*r 7/&

2 fneludes A:D“S

o Nombers fﬂd\s&, ‘f\&b&a A M ks 4
4. ®RTre e
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TABLE 1

ERA PROJECT COST SUMMARY
(dollars in thousands)

Procurement and Construction:

Operable Unit 1

Operable Unit 2

Operable Unit 3
Operable Unit 4
dperable Unit §
Engineered Storage Facility

$1,732,261

416,750
112,123
564,610
100,520
112,900
339,000

. Engineered Treatment Packaging & Storage Facility 44,000

Removal Actions

.. R&D related to construction

RMI Facility

Other Project Costs

R1/FS

Project Management

Preliminary Engineering

RMI/Fields Brook

Non-DOE Activities (OEPA Oversight)
Startub/[xpenses

Total Operating Expenses

42,358
$ 23,551 -
$ 120,494
$ 322,018
79,139
114,144
66,353
15,615
22,916
23,851
52,198,324

P.95/16
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