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FERNALD CiTizENS TAask ForcCE

Chair: A U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY SITE-SPECIFIC ADVISORY BOARD

John S. Applegate

Members:

James Bierer
Marvin Clawson
Lisa Crawford
Pam Dunn

Dr. Constance Fox
Guy Guckenberger
Darryl Huff

Jerry Monahan
Tom B. Rentschler
Robert Tabor
Warren E. Strunk
Thomas Wagner
Dr. Gene Willeke

Alternates:
Russ Beckner

AGENDA
May 6, 1995
Time and Place
Thé next regularly scheduled meeting of the Task Force will be
on Saturday, May 6, 1995, from 8:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m., at the Joint

Information Center, 6025 Dixie Highway, Fairfield, Ohio. We will
begin the meeting promptly at 8:30.

Jackie Embry
Ex cio:
J. Phillip Hamric Subjects
Graham Mitchell
Jim Saric
8:00 Continental Breakfast (optional)
8:30 Call to Order
Approval of Minutes
Chair’s Remarks
8:50 Review of New Information
Presentation of Assumptions Subcommittee
9:45 Break
10:00 Discussion and Draft Resolutions
11:45 Opportunity for Public Comment
12:00 Vote on Resolutions
12:15 Wrap Up
12:30 Adjourn
Documents
- The documents and other materials relevant to the meeting’s
subjects are being developed by the Task Force staff. They will be
distributed at the meeting.
Chair’s Announcements
Other Meetings of Interest
P. O. Box 544 5 513-648-6478

Ross, Ohio 45061 W
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> % MEETING AGENDA

MW AND MATERIALS
mreram MAY 6, 1995

FORCE

8:30-8:45 Call to Order
Approval of Minutes
Chair's Remarks
8:45-9:00 DOE Remarks
9:00 -10:00 Review of Markups to Future Use Recommendation
Corrections and Approval of Recommendation
Materials Provided:
Future Use Recommendation Markup Draft 4/7/95
10:00 - 10:15 Opportunity for Public Input
10:15-10:30 Break
10:30 - 11:45 Discussion of EPA Groundwater Standards
Materials . Provided:
, Groundwater Subcommittee Memorandum
11:45-12:00 Opportunity for Public Input
12:00 - 12:15 Discussion of Final Report Schedule
12:15-12:30 Wrap-Up
12:30 Adjourn
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MEMORANDUM ' .
////%
From: Gene E. Willeke, Groundwater Subcommittee 2 / '

To: Fernald Citizens Task Force
Subject: Groundwater standards
May 4, 1995

An issue is under discussion between DOE and the two regulatory agencies that potentially has a
significant impact on the Fernald remediation work. This issue is the appropriate standard for
evaluating groundwater cleanup levels. A brief summary of the issues is given here, but
considerable additional study is required before the Groundwater Subcommittee has a
recommendation, if any, to make to the full Task Force.

The standards for groundwater quality, with regard to uranium, under the Safe Drinking Water
Act, the MCLs we have talked about since last fall, exist only in draft form. USEPA was under
orders to issue them by April 30, 1995, but did not meet that deadline. USEPA isn't saying on the
record what the numbers for uranium will be. Meanwhile, a final rule was issued under the
Uranium Mine Tailings Act that became effective in February, 1995 that has a groundwater
standard protective of drinking water. At the present time, this is the only ARAR that applies to
the site, according to one line of reasoning and argument. There is some evidence that the final
rule under the Safe Drinking Water Act may contain MCLs for uranium that are no more stringent
than those issued under the Uranium Mine Tailings rule. Indeed, there is some evidence that the
MCLs will be less stringent than the UMTRA rule. If this is the case, it probably means the
committee developing that rule were trying to be on the conservative side. All the numbers being
considered are considerably below those found in the private wells that were considered
contaminated.

DOE/FERMCO, USEPA, and OEPA recently met to discuss the issue. All parties agreed orally to
use the new MCL numbers when the final SDWA rule is issued, without reopening the ROD. To
date, that interagency agreement is not in writing.

The stakes are high on this issue at this site. If the higher numbers are used, it would mean a
substantial reduction in the amount of earth that would have to be moved to be protective of the
aquifer, more rapid aquifer cleanup, some reduction in risk from airborne pollutants during
remediation, a cost savings of several hundred million dollars, and a much smaller disposal cell.

We are seeking some clarification of, and the reasoning behind, the positions of the respective
agencies. We hope to have a recommendation to make by the July Task Force meeting. In the
event the Safe Drinking Water Act rule were to be promulgated, this issue may become very
simple to deal with, although there is little evidence that the rule will be issued soon.

QOONQS
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DOE  news

NEWS MEDIA CONTACTS: FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
 Press Office, 202-586-5806 May 3, 1995

DOE Alignment Delivers $1.7 Billion to Taxpayers
Includes Office Closings, Employee Reductions, Privatization, Asset Sales

Energy Secretary Hazel R. O'Leary today announced a Strategic Alignment and Downsizing
Initiative that will yield $1.7 billion toward deﬁciﬁ reduction. The Alignment and Downsizing
package includes closing 24 offices, reducing federal employees by 3,788 (27 percent), and
cutting expenditures in a variety of other areas. Secretary O'Leary also submitted legislaﬁon
today that would privatize three Power Méxketing Administrations and the Naval Petroleum and
Oil Shale Reserves. By the end of May, she will submit legislation to transform the Bonneville
Power Marketing Administration into a government-owned corporation and remove the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) from the Department. Enactment of the legislative
package would generate an additional $5.5 billion. |

"Today, we take an historic step in restructuring the Department of Energy for its vital post-Cold
“War missions. -Our downsizing and alignment commitments will enable us to do our work better -
and at lower cost," said Secretary OLeary. "Our legislative package puts the ball squarely in
Congress' court. With their cooperation, we can deliver $5.3 billion more of our $14.1 billion
commitment made to President Clinton and American taxpayers in December.”

President Bilt Clinton said, "For two years, the Department of Energy has been in the forefront
of our Administration's effort to improve service to the American people, reduce costs and open
government to the public. Now, the Department and Secretary OLeary are building on that
outstanding record by cutting the size of government and bringing government closer to the

people we serve.”
(MORE)
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Travel, Information Management and Reduced Contractor Support Totals $835 Million
The Secretary announced travel cuts of $175 million over five years to be realized through better
travel decisionmaking, greater use of videocoaferencing and leveraging Government buying
power on behalf of contractors. DOE spends $365 million annually in travel for Federal and
contractor employefs Improved mformanon management Systems will generate another $200 -
million over five years.

In addition, DOE will reduce use of support service contractors for activities such as technical
analysis, communications and adxmmstranve functions. Cutsin these coatracts wﬂl total $460
‘million over five years.

Régulatory Reform Yields $20 Milion, Speeds Process |

DOE has identified ways to speed compliance, streamline approvals, reform contracting
processes and reduce costs for activities related to the National Enviroomental Policy Act
(NEPA). NEPA documentation is requircd to assess environmental impacts of DOE initiatives.
DOE actions will yield $20 millior in savings. More important, the public will have access to
environmental impact information in half the time, as we reduce the timeline for Environmental
Impact Statements from an average of 33 months to 15 months.

Legislation to be Submitted -

. Consistent with the President’s FY1996 budget proposal, the Ad:mmstmnon 1 submitting

Ie@slauon to Congress that would: -

«  Privatize the Western Area, Soﬁthwestem and Southeastern Power Administrations and
transfer them to local unhty customers, generating $3.7 billion in receipts upon
implementation. .

. Establish the Bonneville Power Administration as an independext, g government-owned
corporauon :

. Sell the Naval Petroleurn Reserves to the private sector generanng $1.6 billion in
receipts upon lmplementanon

. Separate the Federal Bnergy Reaulatory Commxssnon from DOE

The package of legislation would take more than 6,700 employees and 80 ofﬁc&s off the DOE
rolls, although many mdmdua]s will remain in Federal employment.

Implementatxon Team Appomted

The Secretary appointed a team to manage mplemcntanon of Ahgnment and Downsizing; they
mclude DOE leadership, Strategic Alignment team members and career employees.

(MORE)
R-95-064"
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DOE= news

STRATEGIC ALIGRMENT INITIATIVE
QUBSTIONS AND ANSWERS

STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT

Q.

RS

B ; jUS Departmentof Enerzy  ®  Offirm of the Preses Scrviary @ Washington. DC 20555 W

Why are we doing this?

Strategic alignment is the next step in a process we began two years ago
to reshape the Department of Energy to better accomplish its missions
and to use taxpayer money more wisely. The Strategic Alignment step'_'
began last summer, and is the logical outcome of our prior strategic
planning and quality management efforts. These actions will allow us to
meet our goals of working more effeectively and efficientlyv. ’
Because we began this effort two years ago, today we have a better way
than the recent proposals being floated in Congress to equip the
Department to perform our vital national missions and cut unnecessary
costs.

Who made the decisions being announced today?

The Secretary of Energy made the final decisions. She was assisted by
the recommendations of a special employee alignment team, Deputy
Secretary Bill White, the assistant secretaries and outsicde experts.

Who supports this?

The effort to improve the department has involved a wide range of
individuals, study groups, and employees. It m2y not be perfect, but
it‘'s the outcome of a tremendous amount of time and effort from a
mltitude of interested people. And, as with any quality product, it
is not static but open to alteration fram constructive and persuasive
suggestions.

Is this supposed to save DOE?

It‘'s supposed to enable DOE te accomplish its critical national missions
better and at less cost. We began this effort two years before the
recent proposals to dismantle DOE and this is a better way: a reasoned,
thoughtful approach which is part of an overall strategic plan to better
serve the American people. Performing better and more efficiently is the

object, not "saving DOE."
000NCS
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Are most DOB activities being centraljized?

Whether functions should be centralized or decentralized was. decided on-
a casa-by-case basis. For example, business, training, and
administrative services will be centralized in a new Office of
Headquarters Operations and Services rather than be located in program
offices. On the other hand, professionals from the Offices of Chief
Pinancial Officer and General Counsel will be co-located to the programs
thay serve. .

What about support service contractors? How many will lose their jobs?

Support service contractors frequently perform essential functions that
are more appropriately performed by federal personnel. Strategic
Alignment isplementation will result in an across-the-board 20% .
reduction iz spending for support service contractors at DOE. In
addition, further reductions are expected as other changes in DOE are
melementec.

Even though MEO contracts were pot specifically addressed in the .o
Strategic Aligument, are any provisions being made to reduce the
Department s reliance on the use,of M&O contracts?

As a conseguence of the Contract Reform Initiative, it is true that the
Department will rely less on the old M&O contractor relationships to -
perform its missioes. The Strategic Aligoment Initiative will complement
this trend by reducing sperding on support services contractors.

Information management has long been a scarce of inefficiency in DOE.
Will DOB £inally standardize its coaputer or telecammunications
hardware, software, and data administration 80 infarmation can be
:ead;ly shared’ across functxons or the Department?

A new office of the chief Lnformatxon offlcer will be created to realigno
all DOE xn‘c:matxon management functions.

What is the stayxng powe: of the recommendations?

As long as they continue to improve the way we do business. Career
employees have been intricately involved in developing the
recommendations and will be involved in their implementation .in order to
make this better way a long-~haul improvement that will last through
political changes of administration.

Hou do all the,pieces'fit together?

The past two years have been a period of intense reform, organizational
change and fundameatal rethinsking at the Department of Epergy. Never in
the history of the Department has such. an ambitious set of injitiatives
been pursued for the purpose of improving performance, cutting costs ‘and
reshaping ocur business activities. Several major efforts have examined
different areas of the Department’s operation and charted a course to a

00Ut
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Departmect of Erergy: the Strategic Plan; Contract Reform; the Quality
Initiative; the Galvin Task Force on Altermative Futures for =he
National Labs; the Yergin Task Ferce on Strategic Energy Research and
Davelaopment; the advigsory Committee on Exterpal Regulation; and
Strategic Alignment. This has allowed us to mold each seemingly separate
areaz of our business around the ¢ommon Departmental values and goals
established in the Strategic Plan. The result will be a Department that
is effective, professional and capable of delivering aecessary and
beneficial service to the nation.

ITMPLEMENTATION

a. Does the Secretary require any approvals before she orders
implementation of the Strategic Alignment?

A. No. Section 643 of the Department of Energy Organization Act gives the
Secretary broad discretionary powers and authority to reorganize the’
Department as she may deem necessary and appropriate. New legislation
will be required to privatize or transfer functions from the Dapa:tménf;

Q. When does this begin? When will it be over? - -,

A. This is the latest chapter of the'strategic planning and quality process
we began two years ago. Some alignment decisions have now been made; '
others await further detailed analysis. Many of the changes will oceur
within the next 12 months, while others will be phased in over five
years beginning in fiscal year 1996. ' '

0. Who will oversee implementation of these changes? Who will they report
to? '
A. The Secretary will announce the creation of an implementation team made

up of individvals who served on the Strategic Aligament Initiative,
career federal emplovees, senior Department officials and others. The
team will report  directly to Secretary O‘Leary.

Q. How will we learn about progress made in implementing the Strategic
Alignment?

A. DOE managers have been charged with Leep-"g their employees fully
informed of changes within their offices. 1In addition, "DOE This Month"
and-the DOE Eomepage on Intermet will carry reqular information about
implemeptation progress.

QC0N10
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Q- Will everyone in DOE compete for the jobs they now hold?
A. A pumber of staffing options are being considered. One focuses on

selecting the individuals best qualified tec staff the new DOE based on
performance expecctations and competencies tied tc the Department’s
Strategic Plan. Under this approach, job skills and.competencies are
identified for each position and employees would be assessed against
these requirements. This approack could be used to help achieve the
objectives of the Alignment and other initiatives, and to address skills.
mix issues.’ ' ' -

Q. Are you using a competency-based staffing model?

A. The Department must: reduce its budget; become more efficient,
effective, and corporate in its focus; and address skills mix issues to
meet the expectations of its customers and stakeholders. A competency-
based staffing model could facilitate DOE in achieving its vision. This
strategic approzch focuses on selecting the best qualified to staff the
new DOE and uses DOE’s core competencies to tie performance expectations
to the Department‘'s Strategic Plan and core values. In a competescy-
‘based assessment, selection decisions would reflect an individual‘s .
competencies and skills along with their potential to model and support
the core values. ’

This process increases the level of management’s involvement in
clarifying, articulating, and incorporating ‘the vision, values, and
ecritical success factors throughout the workforce; reinforces the
positive demonstration of leadership and other competencies; facilitates
culture change; serves as a driver for future re-engineering processes
by identifving the new skills and competencies employees need tc be
successful; and provides a strong foundation to align other human
resource organizational systems (e.g., compensation, selection,
promotion, etc.).

0. Will Schedule C employees be treated the same as career employees in
implementation? What aboot SESs?

A. Schedule "C" and SES (career and non-career) employees may be at greater
risk than GM employees, depending on the future work of the
Implementation Team.

0. What role will the Unions have in implementation?

A. Through the Partnership Councils already established, management and

’ union leaders will meet to discuss Strategic Alignmenc implementation,
making every effort to develop a plan that is sensitive to the reeds of
bargaining unit emplovees. As required, management will negotiate the
impact and implemesctatiocn of changes brought about by the Strategic
Alignment, but will not negotiate away its essentials.

000N11
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Q. wWhat rules will apply to RIFs?

A. If reductions are pecessary and camnnot be achieved througn voluntary
actions within the implementation timeframe, RIF laws and regulations
would be followed to identify placements in remaining DOE positions.

The OPM RIF regulations are derived from the Veterans’ Preference Act of
1944 and utilize the following four facrors in releasing emplovees: -

o] type of appointment; -
o veterans preference;

] length of service; and

o] performance ratings.

Q. what rules will apply to severance payments?

A. Gererally, those currently emploved for a continuous pericd of at least
12. months who are RIFed are entitled to severance pay that comsists of:
‘1) basic severance computed on 1 week pay for each year of civilian
service up to and including 10 years; 2) 2 weeks basic pay for each year
of civilian service beyond 10; and 3) an age adjustment allowance
computed on the basis of 10% of the total severance allowance for each.’
vear the recipient exceeds 40 at the time of separation. Total -
severance may not exceed 1 year’s pay and is paid in regular pay '
periods. An employee will not get severance pay if he/she is eligible ‘.
upon separation for an immediate annuity from a Federal civilian
retirement system or from the uniformed services.

Q. What can I do to protect myself?

A. Stay in touch with your supervisor and personnel expert. A special
implementation team has been formed to work out the personnel details of
this effort.. :

Q. How do I survive? Succeed?

A. By doing your job well. Each of us has a personal responsibility to
continually grow-and improve in our jobs. Likewise, our organization
must live by the ‘laws of emplovment as provided by Congress.

Q. Will I have to relocate?

aA. It’'s too early to tell for specific jobs. The possibility exists that
some people may be asked to move to different jobs as we match skills to
locations there they are needed. .

Q. Will I be retrained for a new job?

A. It‘s possible. Retraining will be one of the tools used to best match

skills with positions. It’s too early to tell which specific employees
will need retraining.

00001
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‘Section 3161, National Def efense Authorization Act

The Department‘'s Office of the General Counsel has conciuded that the Nationmal
Defanse Authorization Act of 1993, which authorizas DOE to provide
separation incentives, applies to all contractor and Federal employees wno
work at Department of Energy defense nuclear faciliities. Although ror an
entitlement, Section 3161 of this Act is one potential tool that could be used
in the Department to provide incentives tTo employees. The Department isg
prepared to seek additional legislative resources should that be necessary in
using this authority. )

. LATERAL VOLUNTARY ASSIGNMENTS

An agency may fill a positicn without competition by reassigning an emplovee,
with his or her approval, from another position provided that the new position
is a2t the same or lower grade and the posxtlon does not provide the employee
with addltlonal promotioral potential.

PRIORITY PLACEMENT

The intent of the Priority Placement Program is to provide employees priority
consideration in filling positions. Currently, each operations Office as well
as the Department's Headquarters has a priority placement program plan wzth
consideration l.m;ted to the local commuting area. -

Undgr the Interagency Placement Program, the Office of Personnel Management
provides. placement assistance to employees who have received notices of
separation through a reduction-in-force. The program may be limited to
certain categories of employees (e.g., those in the competitive service in an
appointment that will last longer than one year). .

DIRECTED REASSTGNMENTS

An agency may reassign an employee to a vacant position at the same grade or
rate of pay when a determination is made that an employee’s service can best
be utilized in another position and a reassignment may be made without regard
to reduction-in-force procedures and without the employee’'s coasent.
Additionally, the reassignment may be to the same or different kind of
position from the ope currently occupied and within the same or to a different
organization and geographical area.

When a directed reassigument is made to a different commuting area, the agéth
pays relocation expenses for transportation.and movement of housenold goods

for the employee and immediate family.

The .employee must agree to the reassignment or accept the possibility of
. removal through adverse action procedures.

000N
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Strategic Alignment and Downsizing

United States
Department of Energy
May 1995
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In early 1993, President Clinton and Vice President Gore challenged all federal agencies 1o help
create a government thar works bener and costs less. At the Department of Energy we have met
that challenge through an intense period of fundamental rethinking about how we conduct our-
work. Through a deliberate and phased sirategy, we've begun a major organizational
ransformation rhat already has saved money and enhanced Government performance--two
defining cammumenrs of this Administration. Working rogether--

-  We created rhe Deparmment’s first-ever Strategic Plan, which provides a framework and
shared vision for our missions in Narlonal Security, Energy Resources, Weapons Site
Cleanup, and Science and Technology. :

- We iniriated a major overhaul of the Deparmment’s contracting practices, which will yield
billions of dollars in savings through increased competition. and perfdrmance-based conrract
management. :

- We commissioned the first independent post-Cold War review of the Department’s ten
National Laboratories, and now are aggressively implementing recommendations that will
reduce the cost of doing business at the labs and help sustain their long record of sciendfic
discovery and technological innovation--essential for long-term economic growrh.

- We launched ambitious reviews of our $2 billion applied energy R&D program and our
complex system of regularing nuclear safety at owr faciliies. These rwo reviews are
marshaling some of the most seasoned.experts in the Nation t0 assist us in enhancing the
productivity, efficiency, and cost perforrmance of the Deparonent,

Finally, in the fall of 1994 we announced our Strategic Alignment Initiative--Phase I of our
strategic planning process. This 120-day, employee-driven effort was given the job of
idenrifying benter, more cost-effective means of performing the core missions defined in owr
strategic plan.

The package of initiadves announced in this report includes many of the most compelling ideas
developed by the Straregic Alignment team. It also includes severa! initianives developed
separately within the Department. The result is a major package of organizarional reforms,
legislarive proposals, and cost-curting measures thar will contribute more than 31.7 billion in -
savings roward our commipment, announced in December 1994, o reduce the Department’s
budger by $14.1 billion over five years. Legislanion we are submitring this month would produce
an additional $5.3 billion in deficit reductions. The balance of our comminment--involving
reductions of $4.4 billion from Environmental Management, $1 2 billion from applied energy
programs, and up to $1.4 billion from the Deparmment’s laboratory complex--are belng

addressed through separase efforts.

| 00uHL
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Through the actions in this report, we have made 1ough decisions about how we perform our
work in a fashion that reduces the size and cost of the Department. This alignmentr is a bold
action plan 1o reduce layers of management, eliminase organizarional redundancies, and
integrate acnvisies thar historically have operated in isolation. In so doing, we will meer our
most impontant objective, which is 1o berter serve our customers as we deliver on our missions:
protecring narional security and reducing nuclear danger, enhancing our lorg-term energy
security, advancing the frontlers of scientific understanding, protecring the environment, and
developing technologies that contribute 1o U.S. economic producnivity.

These are the missions which drive the Department of Energy’s existence. These are not
missions from which the Nation can, or showld, walk away. While some have discussed
dismantling the Department--and possibly even terminaring further public support for our
missions--we have responded with a clear and consistent message: We have a berter way. That
bester way is to perform these vital missions at dramadcally reduced cost, while increasing our
level of service 1o the American public. We will achieve these goals through the conrinued pride,

commitment, and excellence of our workforce.

lfler

Hazel R. OLeary
Secretary of Energy

it
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DELIVERING ON OYUR MISSIONS
The Department of Energy is vested with public missions that fundamentally affect the securiry,

prosperity, and quality of life of this and future generations, The commiments reviewed in this
report are designed t0 improve our abiliry to deliver our misstons, which include--

Protecting National Security and Reducing the Nuclear Danger: The Deparument's
weapons laboratories are the Nadon's repository of knowledge and engineering competence
with regard to nuclear weapons. This unique and irreplaceable huuan resource helped win
the Cold War. Qur labs and facilides now are being directed to: contnue the safe
dismantiement of thousands of nuclear weapons in coming years; ensure a safe and reliable
nuclear stockpile without tesdng; guard against nuclear terrorism; and curb the proliferaton
of weapons of mass destruction. Although we face a historic opportunity to further reduce
nuclear stockpiles, nuclear dangers persist duc to the availability of large quanddes of
weapons-grade materials throughout the world. Security against such risks will continue to
depend on the technical expertse of the Department of Energy and our laboratories.

Enhancing Our Energy Security: Helping guard against energy supply disrupdons and’
their associated threats 1o the United States remain fundamental prioriges for the
Deparmment. The reasons why arc clear: By the year 2010, the U.S. tade deficit in oil is
projected to double to $100 billion per year; U.S. il imports will grow to 60 percent of
domestic consumption; and Persian Guif oil producing nations will provide more than 70
percent of the world's oil expons--surpassing their peak of 67 percent in the embargo year of ,
1974. Continued federal investments in a diversc portfolio of energy supply and efficiency-
related R&D helps ensure against future energy crises that could cripple our econormy. The
Department, in parmership with indusgy and academia, has pioneered techaclogies that are
resuldng in tens of billions of dollars in consumer energy savings each year. Further R&D,
aimed at enhancing the production and efficiency of use of conventonal fuels and

" developing altemadve energy sources, must be explored as part of a national program o
provide secure, reliable, and diverse energy resources for the future.

Environmental Cleanup and Stewardship: The Deparmment handles some of the most
challenging and bighest-risk cnvironmental problems in the world. Thousands of radioacdve
and hazardous waste sites at 15 major locations ia 13 states require careful and highly
sophisticated approaches to cleanup to ensure the protection of public health and safety.
However, our Environmental Management program is more than simply cleanup. It also has
the responsibility of providing stewardship over 26 tons of plutonium, managing potentally
explosive underground radioactive waste tanks, developing new technologies that will drive
down funure cleanup costs, and decommissioning end stabilizing roore than 7,000 buildings.
Beyond the environmental management challenges. the Deparunent and our laboratonies.also
play a vital role in developing polludon prevendon technologies that will save billions of
dollars while reducing waste.

)
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Advancing Frontiers of Science and Technology: The Nation has reaped enormous
benefits from investnents in science and technology over the past 50 years, yet continued
scientific advance--the fuel for technology's engine--will be esseatial for contnued economic
prosperity and national security.. The Deparunent's National Laboratories provide world-
class facilides for exploring uncharied scientfic fronders from the smallest detectable
elements of nature to the farthest reaches of the universe. Our R&D programs have
contributed to the Nation's knowledge base, and to our capacity for innovative solutioas to
cmerging problems and national needs, and will cononue to do so. Research supported by
the Deparunent and its predecessor agencics has eamed 59 Nobel prizes and countless other
disdnctons. .

The employecs of the Deparmment of Energy have a proud legacy of accomplishments. Our
programs have expanded human understanding of the world, created new fields of science and
technology, generated innovatdons that created new commercial markets, and, in the case of

. nadonal security, determined the course of world history.  We are commiued to further
exccllence in our mission areas and know that we can implement these missions better and at
lower costs through fundamental changes in the way we do business. We are driven by more
than simply the imperadve of deficit reducdon. Qur primary motvadon for change derives from
the fact that-- .

s Fundamental processes which govern how the Department operases are cumbersome,
inefficient, and drain our employees of energies that could be spent more productively in
orher ways. Inresponse, we must re-engineer these processes and climinate unnecessary
steps so that we can sharpen our focus on mission results.

¢ Like most bureaucracies, the Departmens has responded to problems in the past by adding
new layers of management and new processes on wp of old ones. Inresponse, we must de-
layer the organizaton, establish flatter organizadonal stuctures, and empower our
employees to meet and exceed customer needs.

s Redundancies within the Departmen: and inefficient procedures have persisted from one
Administration to the next, withols a fundamental rethinking of how to do things better. In
response, we already have seized the inidatve 10 make major changes in the way we operate,
and will accelerate these changes through the commimnents in this report (several examples
are provided in Appendix C.
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The origins of the Deparunent of Energy help explain the multiple cultures and patterns of -
operations that govern the organization today, and also provide insight into why we must change
and where we should be headed in the funure.

The Department’s ancestry dates back 10 World War I's Manhawan Project and the civilian
Atomic Energy Commission (AEC), which were responsible for nuclear weapons development
and efforts to create peaceful uses of nuclear energy. The 1973 oil embargo prompted Congress
the following yeur to create the Federal Energy Adminisradon (FEA); other consideratons led
1o establishment in the same time period of the Energy Research and Development
Administragdon (ERDA). Together, these ageacies received authorities from the abolished AEC,
as well as other Government agencies including the Deparmment of the Interior, Department of,
Commerce, Department of Agriculture, Department of Transponaton, Environmental
Protection Agency, Department of the Treasury, and the National Science Foundadon.. In 1977,
ERDA and FEA were combined and replaced by the Cabmet level Department of Energy.

The creation of the Department of Energy succeeded in umfymg many energy, natonal

security, and scientfic programs that previously were scanered throughout the Government.
However, the diverse origins of the Department's many elements resulted in an organization
consisting of muldple culoures, waditions, and modes of operaton, which have never been fully R
harmonized. In addidon, with the end of the Cold War, even the Deparament's nadonal
securiry-related work 1s being performed in a far more open and interactive R&D environment--

a substandial change from the days of the AEC, and further cause for greater mtegranon of -

programs within the Deparmment.

One of the driving objectives behind the Strategic Alignment Inidatve has been to achieve a far
more inregrated and efficient operadon. Development of the Deparment’s April 1994 Swategic
Plan was a vita! first step toward securing a common vision and framework for furure mission
activides. Now comes the more difficult challenge of instrudonalizing changes in how the
Department functions and ending many programmarc separatons that the Department inherited
from the past.

000019
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In December.1994, 40 career employees from throughout the Department were sclected to work
full-time on the Strategic Alignment Initiative. Under the direction of Deputy Secretary Bill
White, this team received training in how the private sector has implemented successful
restructuring efforts. During the subsequent four months, the Strategic Alignment team
conducted interviews and surveys aimed at examining how the Deparment conducts its business,
s0d ways in which we could secure berer performance at lower cost. This process provided
essennal inputs o our Alignment and Downsizing package: out of 39 recommendadons that
were presented, 24 were adopted in whole or in part, 13 will receive further consideration during
the implementation process, and two were rejected--1) a recommendation to privadze isotope
producton, and 2) a recommendadon to further reduce expenditures of the Environmental
Management program by $300M-3500M annually. The package also is derived from other
analytical work aimed at helping deliver on our commitment of $14.1 billion in deficit reduction
over the gext five years. '

Highlights of our Alignment and Downsizing Package are listed below, organized according to
four guiding principles that are consistent with the National Performance Review's tenets of
putting customers first, cutting red tape, cutting back w basics, and empowering eaaployees to
get results. . ‘ )

Alignment Summary

T8 in thousands)  (FY96 - FY2000) ) Employment Percent of
S Savings Reductians 1995 Sraft
Consolidate Headquaners Space 17,881 ‘-
Alignment- Headquarters Adminisragon 109,285 v 377
Alignment- Headquarers Program Offices - 228,587 761
Reduce Headquarers Suppornt Service Contractors 309.525
Integrate Information Management ' 200.000
Reengineer Headquarters 247,910 1200
HEADQUARTERS & PROGRAM TOTAL 1,113,288 2,338 34% .
Figld Offices 502,899 1450 21%
TOTAL 1,616,187 3,788 27%
Trave!l Savings A 175.000
-AssetSales Savings 75.000
Natianal Environmenml Policy Act Savings 20,000
Additional Alignment Savings 50,000
Less Retraining. Quiplacementand BuyoutCosts . (165,540
hOTAL ALIGNMENT SAVINGS 1,770,647 3,788 27%
4
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= \5 iPrinciple #1: Use fe by elimij i i i
oL D . : wer resources by eliminating redundancies, reducing the
. workforce, and streamlining processes.

‘.f

“J

Problem: The Deparmnent uses more rcsources and is less efficient than it should be due
to excessive layers of management and duplicatve work. Bureaucradc layers
and organizatonal redundancies are the result of confusion over roles and
responsibilides, a lack of vigilance in eliminatng duplicative work, and
failure to eliminate non-value-added layers and processes.

Opportunities:  The Swategic Alignment tearn identfied many opportunites 1o eliminare,
consolidate, and downsize redundant acdvines across the Department,
msulung 1n substantal swaff reductions and savings over the next five years.
Some downsizing will be permitted through the establishment of mawixed
organizatdons with shared staffing; addidonal cuts will result from
organizadonal consolidations and the climinaton of redundancies. The
Department has increased its supervisor to employee ratio from approximately
4.7 in September 1993 t0 7.0 in April 1995, but we must still do more to
achxcvc—-lf not exceed--our goal of 10:1.

Major opporminiges for reducing resources and downsizing employment also
can be found through revamping and simplifying the Departmeat's complex
processes for decision-making and adminisative action. Put another way, by ’
reducing red tape we will be able o reduce the number of federal and
conractor employees who have been involved both in dispensing the 1ape and
in trying to cut through it to perform their work. Becanse of time constraints,
the Alignment t¢am could not re-engineer major departmental processes.
However, we must s¢ize the major opportunities that would permit us 10 use
fewar resources through dramatcally simplified processcs across-the-board.
Based on successful process re-engineering in the private sector, we are
confident that the Deparmment's federal and conwactor workforce can be -

reduced dramadcally.
Actions: Reducing Federal Employmaent: Over the next five years, the Department's

federal employment will be reduced by 3.788 (27 percent) over five years,
from our FY 1995 target of 13,907 Full-Time Equivaleats (FTEs). This
number excludes employment of the Power Marketing Administrations
(5,227) and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (1,463). This 27
percent FTE reduction greetly exceeds the eight percent reduction which the

. Department comminted to in its Septerber 1994 Streamlining Report to the
Office of Management and Budget (OMB). A cut of this magnitude is
commensurate with the estimated 27 percent reduction in DOE contractor
employees that will occur berween 1992 and 1998.  We will fully udlize all
available tools--including buy-out authority, atrition, carly retirement, out-
placement services, and retraining assistance--to soften the impact on our
employees. We also intend to prepare a workforce resguctusing plan.
However, no matter how we approach this challenge, some involuntary
separations will be required to meet the employment targets.

5
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Implementation of the workforce reducdons will be managed by the = 6 ) 0 54

Alignment-and Downsizing Implementation Team (discussed at the end of '
- . thisreport) and will be achieved without compromising worker health and

safety. New FTE caps for federal employees will be submiried to OMB by

the Implementation Tearn in order to secure the approxirmately $1 billion in

savings over five years that will result from these workforce reductions.

Specific elements of the downsizing include: ~

1) Cutting Headquarters Staff: Headquarters staff will be reduced by

approximately 2,340 (34 percent), from a 1995 Icvel of 6,850 (this
- number includes some staff who arc duty-stadoned in the field, but are

reported as Headquarters personnel). Between 1987 and 1994, DOE
Headquarters staff grew substantally. The largest areas of growth were
in the Environmental Management and Environment, Safety, and Health
programs. Increascs in these programs were required in order 10 obtain
the skills mix required by the expanding environmental clean-up program
and to address worker health and safety issues. During the Headquarters
staff drawdown, we will ensure retention of the skills necessary to
perform these and other vital Deparunental missions.

2) Cutting Field Office Staff: Ficld Office staff will be reduced by 1,450
‘ (21 percent), from a 1995 Icvel of 7,047.  These cuts will involve
‘reductons in staff actoss the ficld complex, as well as office closings and
consolidatons (discussed below). -

Restructuring and Downsizing Departmental Offices: Significant
redundancies will be eliminated and departmental performance will be
enhanced through a number of structural changes in the Deparument,

including:

1) Realign Energy Cluster: We will realign the Offices of Energy
Efficiency, Fossil Energy, and Nuciear Energy, and the Energy
Information Administradon, as well as pordons of the Office of Policy,
within a new Energy Cluster. This action will eliminate redundant
funcdons through udlization of common staff for many administradve,
policy, regulatory, and budget activides, and will enable-a more
integrated approach to management of the Department’s energy portfolio.
At present, this action will not involve eliminarion of Assistant Secretary
positons. Realigning the Energy Cluster will cnable a reduction of 250
Headgquarters employees and elimination of $98 million in support
service contractor activities, for a total savings of $180 million.

2) Consolidate Emergency Management: We will consolidate six existing
Headquarters organizations that deal with ¢émergency managerpeat into
one office in the Natonal Security Cluster. This change will improve
effectiveness and responsiveness of the emergency response staff at
Headgquarters, and result in a reducton of 24 FTEs. '

-
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3) Merge Public and Congressional Affairs: We will combine and
downsize the Office of Public Affairs and the Office of Congressional
Affairs, and reduce the size of “"shadow staff” at the line programs who
perform congressional and public affairs functions. Tools such as staff
marrixing will be used to better connect the merged office with program -
offices. The new office will provide better service 1o our customers in
the public, Congress, Sute and local governments, and the media.

4) Create an Administrative Service Center: We will establish an

integrated Administrative Service Center that will provide customer
_service in areas such as personnel, procurement, training, and

adminisgatve services. The Service Center will be staffed with a mix of
employees from the current Human Resources organizaton and the
program offices--where many redundant capabilides have built up over
the years. In addition, the Department will consolidate the 18 offices that
currenty process accounting transactions.

S) Realign the Office of Policy: We will reduce the Office of Policy,
Planning, and Program Evaluation from its current size of 200 employees
to a 75-person staff that reports to the Secretary, distributing 50 policy
staff 10 the programs and eliminating approximately 75 positions. The
remaining Office of Policy will include a strengthened economic analysis *

- capability and house international activities currently performed in the

program offices.

6) Other Office Downsizng Actions: Numerous other changes in staffing
levels and functons were idendfied by the Alignment Team. Through
the Alignment and Downsizing [mplementation process. we will
implement many of these additonal recommendations and will allocate
specific staff reductons 1o offices throughout the Deparunent.

Reductions in M&O Contractor Employees: Through efforts outside the
Alignment and Downsizing Injtiative, we will have reduced employment of -
the Department's management and operatons (M&OQ) contractors by more
than 28,000 (20 percent) by the end of FY 1996, from a 1992 level of 148,700
t0 a 1996 level of 120,000. More than 70 percent of these reducdons have
occurred as a result of employee cuts at our environmentzl management sites
and former nuclear producdon facilides. We expect to cut thousands of
additonal contractor employees by FY2000.

Regarding contractor cmployees at the Deparmment's laboratories, we are
setting a goal of a 10 percent reduction over the next five years, which would
result in a cut of approximately 5,900 employees from a FY 1994 workforce
basc of approximately 59,000. This reducton would be facilitated through
reform of the Department’s oversight procedures of the labs--cnabling the
labs to eliminate employees and soeamline intemal systems of operatnon.
Some workforce reductions at the labs also will be the direct result of cuts in

7
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programmatic funding. However, one of our overall Alignmentand ™ 6 9 O 5
Downsizing goals is to preserve our mission activities within a declining

budget environment by exacting significant cuts in overhead costs.

Details of the reductions in employmeat levels at the Department's labs will

be developed through implementing recommendadons of the Galvin Task

Force report on the DOE Nadonal Laboratories. A plan will be released with

our FY 1997 budget
. Principle#2:  Reduce overbead expenses so that we deliver more mission activity for
less money.
Problem: A growing propordon of our budget in recent years has been devoted to

federal end contractor overhead costs, including administrative parsonnal,
office leases, computer systems, support service conwactors, and mavel.

. Opportunities:  The Deparmment has many opportunides immediately available to reduce
" overhead. Both conmractor and federal workforce reductions will help easure

that our workforce levels mack with the Deparmment’s overall budget. The
Department reduced its budget from $19.2 billion to $17.5 billion during the
past three years and has committed to reduce spending to 314.7 billion (23
percent) by the year 2000. Our projected reduction of 27 percent in federal
employment and at least 27 percent reducton in contractor cmployment,
during this period will ensure that we are rightsized 10 perform our missions
without sustaining personnel expenses that would cut into program budgets.
Opportunides for further overhead reductons can be found in a broad range ,
of conwractor and federal expenses, ranging from shrinking the number of
officcs maintained by the Deparment to integrating and soeamlining our
inforrnadon management Systems.

Actions: Field Qffice Closings/Consolidations: The Department currently operates a
" field office swucture that involves 64 offices with roughly 7,000 total
employees in 25 stares. To enhance efficiencies and reduce costs, we will )
close or coosolidate 12 DOE field offices (19 percent) around the nation. As

mentioncd above, overall field office staffing will be reduced by
approximately 23 percent. Details of the ficld office actions are as follows:

1) Four Energy Efficiency Regional Support Offices will be closed: they are
located in San Francisco, California; New York, New York; Kaansas
City, Missouri; and Dallas, Texas. In addidon, the Denver Energy
Efficiency support office will be consolidated into the Galden, Colorado
field office. These actons will be made possible as a result of
consolidating several state grant programs into a "performance
partmership”-type of block grant. Crearion of 2 block grant program in -
this fashion will allow changing the work of regional support offices
from grani-making and monitoring, to direct program operadon. These
changes will be implemented in FY 1996 for a five-year savings of $38

million.
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2) Four Fossil Energy offices will be closed, as follows: the Bakersfield,
California and Casper, Wyoming offices which support the Naval
Petroleum and Oil Shale Reserves will be closed with the passage of
legislation 10 privatize the Reserves. The Fossil Energy offices at
Metairie, Louisiana and Laramie, Wyoming will be closed. These two
office closures will be completed in FY1996. '

3) Two Office of General Counsel offices which are involved in completintg
work of the former Economic Regulatory Administration, will be closed
These are located in Houston and Dallas.

4) A small policy office in Paris, France which reports to the Office for
Policy, Planning and Program evaluadon will be closed.

5) Management and administrative functons at the Morgantown Energy
Technology Center (Morganiown, West Virginia) and the Pitsburgh
Energy Technology Center will be consolidated. This acton will
eliminate 90 federal FIEs. In addition, the Deparuneat will examine
further oppormunides for consolidadon and cost-savings among its three
fossil energy rechnology centers (Morgantown, Piusburgh, and
Bartlesville, Oklahoma). Further decisions regarding these offices will
be made this year. :

Headquarters Space Consolidation: The Deparmment's Headquarters' staff

will be consolidated from its present distributon among 16 different locations
in the Washiagton, D.C. metropolitan area ta just four locadons by FY 2000

. Forrestal Building; COMSAT Building (rwo blocks from Forrestal);

Germantown, Maryland; and a Crystal City, Virginia building that houses
DOE's Naval Reactors program staff. This consolidadon will reduce leasing

. expenses and increase efficiencies through greater integratdon of the

Deparunent's workforce.

By FY 2000, Headquarters woriforce reducdons will enable the Deparunent
to vacate more than half of its 2,000-person Germantown facility, located 25
miles from the Forrestal Building. Substandal savings would be achieved in
deferred mavel costs associated with wansporting employecs between these
multple sites, pardcularly between Forresial and Germantown. The
Department currendy spends approximaltely $250,000 annually on a shurtle
bus service to move an average of 200 employees daily among existing
Headquarters offices. After the year 2000, consolidation of all employees out
of the Germantown facility and into a facility much closer to the Forrestal
building may be feasible and would be implemented based on a thorough
assessment of potendal cost savings.
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Curbing Trave] Fxpenses: The Departent will substantally reduce its 4

travel costs through better management of travel decisions, udlization of
spending caps, negotiating cheaper airfares for contractors, and better
udlizaton of technology. At present, the Department spends $365 million
annually on gavel for federal and contractor employees--approximately three-
fourths of which is contractor travel. The Department has over 115
videoconferencing rooms (including roll-around units), and has utilized these
fucilides for more than 10,000 videoconferences since 1993. We will instalt
an additional 100 units during the next year to further reduce the need for
travel. Savings of 3175 million will be realized over five ycars.

Asset Sales: The Deparument will sell surplus assets over the next five years
to generate $75 million in revenue and reduced overhead costs associated with
storage, security and handling. Included in the Deparmnent's existng asset
inventory are more than 10,000 pounds of precious metals (e.g., silver,
platinum, gold), more than five tons of non-precious metals (e.g., lead,
copper, stainless steel, aluminum), and large volumes of rare gases. These
assets were required by the nuclear weapons production complex during the
Cold War years, but are excess inventory today.

Information Management: We will reform and restructure our information

management systems to generate $200 mullion in savings over five years. At °
present, the Department's informanon infrasgucture is comprised of 2

complex set of duplicative and in many cases incompatible systems. Savings -
will be achieved through eliminatng unnecessary or duplicative systems; ‘.
consolidating computer, elecommunications, and informadoen disaibugon
operadons; and reducing acquisiton costs through consolidated bulk’

purchases. We will establish a posidon of Chief Information Officer who will
oversee the development of an integrated information management and '
communications system for the Department.

Cut Support Service Contractar Costs: The Department will spend $90

million less annually on support service contracts, for a five-year savings of-
$460 million. At present, the Deparunent spends close to $700 million 2 year
on support service contractors, These short-term conwactors help the
Departunent achicve its missions without requiring long-term steffing

* increases. However, substantial growth in the use of support service
contractors has resulted in an over-rcliance on their services and excessive
costs to the Department. In curbing the use of support service contractors, we
will be cmpowering federal workers by retumning to them many tasks that we
have been hiring contractors to fulfill out of wadition or convenience.

- 10
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Discard old work and privatize, eliminate, or-transfer functions that can
be performed better elsewhere.

The Department of Energy was created by combining a broad range of
functions from throughout the government, including several functions which
now could be privadzed or ransferred. One example is the Naval Peuoleum
Reserves Program, established in the early 1900s 10 ensure a secure source of
crude oil for the Navy. The Reserves no longer serve that purpose. Instead,”
they are operated today sarictly as commercial ventures and thus properly
belong in the private sector.

The President's FY 1996 Budget request includes the policy decision to
pnvatize the Naval Petroleum Reserves and parts of the Power Marketing
Administations (PMAS). By removing these type of functons from the
Departnent, we will be able to sharpen our focus more dxrccdy on those areas
that are central to our soutegic plan.

Submit I egislation to Implement Adminjstration Policy on the Power
Marketing Administrations: The Administration will submit legislanon this

month to Congress thac would implemcnt its policy decision to: 1) establish
the Bonneville Power Adminisraton as a wholly-owned government

corporation; and 2) wansfer the Western Area, Southwestern and Southeastern -

Power Adminisoradons 1o their uiility customers for a salc price based on the
net present value of the principal and interest payments that the Treasury
presently expects to receive from each PMA in the furure. Passage of this
legislation would free these organizadons from burdensome federal
procurcment and personnel rules and epable them to be more responsive 1o
their customers. Making Bonneville an independent government-owned
corporation will reduce the Department's employmeat by 3,350 FIEs,
eliminatc 1,744 contractors, and remove from the Deparument 25 offices.
(The employees of the resulting Bonaeville government-owned corporadon
would stll be federal employees, but not within DOE; how many of the 25
offices would be retained would be determined by the corporation.)

. Privatizing the thrcc PMAs mendoned above will reduce the federal
workforce by approximately 1,700 FTEs, eliminate 975 conmactor employees,

and result in the closure of 56 DOE offices.

Submit Legislation to Privatize the Naval Petroleum Reserves; The

Deparrment will submit legislation this month 1o Congress that authorizes the
Departnent of Encrgy to prepare a sales strategy and offer the Naval
Petroleum Reserves for sale to the private sector in FY1997. Netrevenue to
the Treasury from enacunent of this legisladon and sale of the Reserves is
esamated at $1.6 billion.

Submit Lesistati Detach_the Federal E Bll;
Commission from the Department: The Department will submit

legistation to Congress this month that would remove the Federal Energy

11
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chulatory Commission (FERC) from the Department. thn the Depanmcm
was formed and FERC was esublished "within the Departrent,” the Nadon

. was in the midst of an energy crisis, oil and gas price controls were in cffect,

and a substaadal number of new laws governing energy supply and demand
had been, and were being enacted.” Very close coordination was required
between energy policy and energy regulaton.

In the 18 years since, much has changed and it no longer appears necessary to
maintain FERC within the Department. Legislation that would make FERC
fully independent would clarify and cmphasize its stats as a regulatory body
and would free FERC from the tanglcd jurisdiction and constraints that
accompany its current positon in the Departnent. Enactment of this
legislation would eliminate approximately 1,450 employees from the
Deparunent, although they would remain federal employees.

Eliminate unnecessary and redundant regulations and red tape that
impose excessive cost burdens on the Department’ s performance of its
missions.

Over the past 15 years, the Deparunent kas adopted an increasingly

burdensome approach to managing its many laboratorics and facilies. One
cxample is found in the highly prescriptive and complex regularory

framework for our M&O contractors which is embodied in a large volume of
deparmeantal directives--which govern issues ranging from environment,

safety, and health to business roanagement and maintenance of classitied ’
documents. The directives system, our existing procurcment system, and

many other processes of the Deparment arc mired tn red tapc--causmg

_increased costs to the taxpayer for no real value.

Many deregulatory actions in relation © the Department's governance of its
laboratories and facilides are being undertaken in the context of our response
to the Task Force on Alternative Futures for the DOE Nadonal Laboratories
(the Galvin Task Force). Others opporrunides for cutting red tape are found
in re-engineering processes such as preparing Nadonal Environmental
Protection Act (NEPA) paperwork.

Streamline Burdensome Oversight of our Facilities: We will contnue to
aggressively implement actions that will reduce compliance costs and increase
performance of our facilities and laboratories. These actons include:
simplifying, reducing, and reissuing deparunental directives with the goal of
cutting them by 50 percent by December 1995; instituting a fundamentally
new approach (called the "necessary and sufficient process”) to the applicadon
of Deparumental directives; simplifying and soeamlining the Departmment's
audits and appraisals of its laboratories; inroducing a wholcsale change in
procurcment practices for DOE contractors; worlking with the labs to remove
costs from their operations as a result of simplified DOE oversight; and
moving toward external reguladon of our labs and facilides. The savings

12

0000Z8

TOTHL PRl



T T LRSS U S
- o L R

WEUe 386 Y¥ST DOE PA-01 o @o1s

' from these efforts will be reported within the package of measures associated

with Galvin Implementation actions. These actions are exwemely relevant to
the Strategic Alignment and Downsizing package because they represent
process re-engineering which will enable cost reductions, enbanced
responsiveness of the Department, and personnel reductions.

National Environmental Policy Act Process Reform; The Deparoment is
cating in half--from 33 months to 15 moaths--the average tirpe it takes for -
preparing enviroamental impact statements. We are achieving this geal
through innovative contracting, better internal management of NEPA costs,
and process improvements. These actions will result in savings of $20 million

over five years. N

13

000029



- : Tem wwwe vueD raTuvy @017

IMPLEMENTATION -=6905

To ensure that the alignment and downsizing actions outlined in this report are completed in a
timely fashion, we have established an Alignment and Downsizing Implementation Team,”
Chaired by Don Pcarman, Associate Deputy Sectetary for Field Management, this team will
include several members of the Strategic Alignment team, as well as representatives from
Deparment offices. This group will be responsible for:

1) Revicwing, coordinating, and monitoring detailed implementation plans which
will be developed by affected organizations within the Deparunent.

2) Developing an implementation plan for the FTE allocadons for each Department
office that will be required to meet our downsizing targets.

3) Identifying major Deparunent policy and administrative processes which should
be re-engineered for the purpose of enhancing performance, cutting costs, and
achieving the FTE reducton commiments contained in this report

4) Providing further analysis of opportunities for alignment and downsizing of the
Departmeat, including addidonal examinadon of issues identified by the Szategic
. Alignmeat team. :

5) Providing regular reports to the Secretary on pr'ogrcsS on all alignment and
downsizing commitments.

CONCLUSION

The Deparmment's missions in nadoanal security, energy, weapons Site cleanup, and science and
technology are exwemely demanding and of great importance to the future of the Nation. Qur
challenge is to perform these responsibilides within a shrinking budgetary environment. This
requires that we do things differently in the funire than we have in the past. We must simplify
and make sense out of internal processes that currendy are burdensome and redundant, and we
must save dollars across-the-board. The path we huve charted, through the Strategic Alignment
and other initiatives, is both excidng and daundng:. Downsizing within the Deparmment will be
difficult and restructuring our activides will bring new anxdedes to the workforce. However, this
is the bertter way than sacrificing the Department’s missions through dismandement. Crearing &
governument that works better and costs less is a compelling and exciting goal. We have
embraced that goal and are proving that it can be done at the Deparmment of Energy.

14
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PETREPN APPENDIX A: ALIGNMENT AND DOWNSIZING AT A GLANCE
~‘:, { ;5 t_’. {‘} ¥.2 ant -

. Total DOE Downsizing: Over the next five years, DOE staff will be rcdu;cd by 3,788
employees (27 percent) from our Fiscal Year 1995 target level of 13,907, resuldng in
five year savings of $1 billion. Sixry-scven percent of the total cuts will be accomplished

in the first two years. [The base level excludes employment of the Power Marketing
Administrations (5,227) and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (1,463).)

. Headquarters Staff Downsizing: Headquarters employment will be reduced by
approximately 2,340 (34 percent) over the next five years, from a 1995 level of 6,850
(this nurgber includes some staff who are duty-statoned in the field, but are reported as
Headquarters personnel).

) Field Staff Reductions: Field ofﬁce staff will be rcduccd by 1,450 (21 pcrccm) over the
next five years.

. Field Office Closings and Consolidations: We will close or consolidate 12 DOE ficld
offices around the Nadon. These include four Energy Efficiency Regional Support
Offices, located in San Francisco, CA; New York, NY; Dallas, TX; and Kansas Ciry,
MO. In addidon, the Denver, CO, Regional Support Office will be consolidated with the
Golden, CO Field Office. The Fossil Energy Offices in Laramie, WY and Matzirie, LA

s will be closed. The Naval Peooleum Reserves offices in Casper, WY and Bakersfield.

CA will be closed with the privatizadon of the Reserves. Offices in Houston and Dallas,
TX which support the DOE Office of General Counsel will be closed, as will a one-
person policy office in Paris, France. ’

. Overhead Cost Reductions: Overhead costs will be cut through many initatves,
including: 1) Travel costs will be cut by $175 million over five years, from a current
base of $400 million annually (75 percent of which is conmactor travel); 2) More than
$75 million in revenues and reduced overhead will be secured over five years through the
sale of excess inventorics of precious metals, non-precious metals, and rare gases that
were needed during the Cold War for the weapons producton complex, but can be sold
today; 3) Headquarters offices will be consolidated from 16 to0 4.

. Office Alignment and Restructuring: The Deparmment's various energy offices will be
restructured into a new energy cluster, with marmixed staffing. We will establish a new
Administradve Services Center to provide personnel, procurement, and administratve
services. Six headquarters organizadons that deal with emergency management will be

" consolidated into one office. Most programs in the Department will be aligned and
dowusized to remove redundancies.

. Legislative Package: Legislation will be submitted to Congress to: 1) establish the
Bonneville Power Administradon as 2 wholly-owned government corporadon; 2)
privatize the Westem Area, Southwestern and Southeastem Power Adminiswradons; 3)
privatize the Naval Perroleum and Qil Shalc Reserves; and 4) make the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission fully independent frow the Departmeant. Enacunent of these
measures will result in $5.3 billion in deficit reducgon.

15
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APPENDIX C: REFORM SAMPLER .

- =690s5
Better Environmental Screening Through Streamlining: The Chicago Operatioas Office
worked with the Deparmaent's Argonne National Laboratory to improve processes for
implementing the Nadonal Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The process--crucial for
identfying potential environmental problems--was time consuming and manpower intensive: 70
steps axnong 10 organizatons meant a 100-day-plus approval cycle. Each environmcntal
assessment--an analysis that determines whether & more comprehensive Environmental Impacx
Statement is required—was taking a year and a half, or more, 10 complete.

The rew process--a result of analysxs stakeholder feedback, and consensus on common goals’
and procedures—has been a major suceess. The cycle time for completing énvironmental
assessments has dropped from 100 days to 10 days, at most. A 24-step process was reduced to
seven. Envirorunental assessments now requirc a few months, not t years. The overall result:
bener, faszcr and more cffectve decision making.

Privatization Test Yields $140 Million: At the Savannah River Site, privadzaton has yielded
significant savings and improved services. Working with the site conaactor--Westnghouse
Savannah River Company—three areas were targeted for privadzadon: .

. The contaminated laundry services operation 1s now coatracted off-site for a capital cost
savings of $13 million. In addidon, the privaie supplier is building a new facility in the
arca, creaung new local jobs.

. Sludge wreaunent was privatized for a cost savings of nearly 324 million.

¢ The effort created the largest, single fixed-price subcontract for hauling on-site-gencrated
sanitary waste, saving $103 million in construction and operating costs.

Based on these successes, DOE is exploring where similar programs can be applicd elsewhere in
its complex of laboratories and facilities.

Interactive Video and CD-ROM Cut Costs by 90 Percent: DOE staff from eight sites
frequently wraveled to a central locaton in Albuquerque, NM, for needed training in such areas
as nuclear matcrials control. Travel, per diem and lost work tme drove coszs-pcr-cmployec as
high as $900. In response, the Deparmment introduced interactve video leamning via sar.cllltc and
replaced a 32-hour classtoom course with an interacave CD-ROM course.

The iniqatve has driven down costs by a factor of 10—to $90 per student for the interactive
video class. In addigon, less time is taken from work schedules, and more students can take
advantage of gaining opportunities. Because students can learn at their own speed, the CD-
ROM has lead to faster course completion and berter retendon of informaton.

These are only three examples of how fundemental re-examination of our work is leading w

bottom line cost savings and improved services. Many more cxamples could be sharcd from
throughout the Departmem.
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Executive Summary

This is the first annual report on the activities
and potential costs required to address the
waste, contamination, and surplus nuclear
facilities that are the responsibility of the
Department of Energy’s Environmental
Management program. The Department’s
Office of Environmental Management,
established in 1989, manages one of the largest
environmental programs in the world—with
more than 130 sites and facilities in over 30
States and territories. The primary focus of the
program is to reduce

“nuclear weapons complex.” It includes
thousands of large industrial structures such as
nuclear reactors, chemical processing buildings,
metal machining plants, and maintenance
facilities. During the last 50 years, this
enterprise manufactured tens of thousands of
nuclear warheads and detonated more than a
thousand. The Department of Energy, the
Federal agency responsible for managing the
nuclear weapons complex, manages more than
120 million square feet of buildings and 2.3

million acres of

health and safety . land—an area
risks from The 1995 Baseline Environmental larger than -
radioactive waste . Delaware, Rhode
and contamination Management Report provides life-cycle | 15aind and the
resulting from the cost estimates, tentative schedules, District of
gmd;mtlon' 4 and projected activities necessary to Corilg_nbég

N ees‘;ienop'?ent’ an complete the Environmental combined.

g of nuclear - :
weapons. The . Management program. In addition to
program also is : - creating an arsenal

. of nuclear

responsible for the

environmental legacy from, and ongoing waste
management for, nuclear energy research and
development, and basic science research. In an
attempt to better oversee this effort, Congress
required the Secretary of Energy to submit a
Baseline Environmental Management Report
with annual updates.

The 1995 Baseline Environmental Management
Report (Baseline Report) provides life-cycle cost
estimates, tentative schedules, and projected -
activities necessary to complete the
Environmental Management program. In doing
so, it represents the Department’s most
comprehensive effort to date to develop a
clearer picture of the “Cold War Mortgage.”

The Cold War Mortgage

During World War II and the Cold War, the
United States developed a vast network of
industrial facilities for the research, production,
and testing of nuclear weapons, known as the

weapons, the
complex left an unprecedented environmental
legacy. Because of the priority on weapons
production, the treatment and storage of
radioactive and chemical waste was handled in
a way that led to contamination of soil, surface
water, and ground water and an enormous
backlog of waste and dangerous materials. As a
result of revelations by the news media and
various organizations, as well as studies
conducted by the Department of Energy during
the last 10 years, this legacy has become
increasingly well-known. However, part of the
purpose of this report is to establish a more
disciplined inventory of the problems and the
potential liabilities so it can be used as a
management tool.

The cost of dealing with these problems can be
considered a "Cold War Mortgage.” Much of
these costs were deferred during the nuclear
arms race. Paying the mortgage will take
decades and substantial resources comparable
to the level of effort expended for the nuclear
weapons production and research activities.
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The Environmental
Management Program

The Office of Environmental Management was
created in 1989 to help address the
environmental legacy of nuclear weapons
production and other sources such as nuclear
research programs.

Activities that encompass the Environmental
Management program include: (1)
environmental restoration; (2) waste
management; (3) nuclear material and facility
stabilization; and (4) technology development.
Landlord functions (e.g., fire-fighting response,
road maintenance, utilities) represent a fifth
area, which includes cross-cutting support
activities.

“These activities are often simplified as
“cleanup,” but it is clear they involve a lot more
than cleanup. Moreover, these activities are not
only interrelated (e.g., facilities must be
stabilized before they can be decontaminated,
and waste must be managed after it is
generated as a result of restoration work), but
they are also inextricably related to the
functions of the Department of Energy and
other Federal agencies. For example, the
Environmental Management program provides
waste management services to the facilities that
continue to operate and maintain the nuclear
weapons stockpile such as the Los Alamos
National Laboratory, the Savannah River Site,
and the Kansas City Plant. Additionally, the
spent nuclear fuel generated from U.S. Navy
vessels is handled by the Environmental
Management program.

In addition to these defense support functions,
the Environmental Management program
supports the variety of basic and applied
scientific research facilities operated by the
- Department of Energy, including Brookhaven

. National Laboratory, and Fermi National
Accelerator Laboratory.

Although most Environmental Management
program work involves dealing with the legacy
of contamination and the backlog of

o
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accumulated wastes, a significant amount
involves handling newly generated waste from
these programs—all while protecting worker
health and safety. This report covers this broad
span of Environmental Management program
activities. Additional detail regarding these
activities is provided in Chapter 2.

What Does the Nation Want
to Buy? |

The future course of the Environmental
Management program will depend on a
number of fundamental technical and policy
choices, many of which have not yet been
made. Ultimately, these decisions will be made
on the basis of fulfilling congressional
mandates, regulatory direction, and adequate
stakeholder input. The cost and environmental
implications of alternative choices can be
profound. For example, many contaminated
sites and facilities could be restored to a pristine
condition, suitable for any desired use; they
also could be restored to a point where they
pose no near-term heatlth risks to surrounding
communities but are essentially surrounded by
fences and left in place. Achieving pristine
conditions would have a higher cost, but may
or may not warrant the economic costs and

potential ecosystem disruption or be legally

required. Resolving such issues will depend
on what the Nation wants to buy.

Other key questions that affect the cost of the
program include the following:

o What level of residual contamination should
be allowed after cleanup?

¢ Should projects to reduce maintenance costs
(i.e., high storage costs pending ultimate
disposition of materials) be given priority
over certain low-risk cleanup activities? In
other words, how should cost affect priori-
ties?

¢ Should cleanup and waste nianagement
proceed with existing technologies or is it
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Previous Cost Estimates

The Federal Government last estimated the total cost of environmental liabilities at Department of Ene
facilities in 1988 before the end of the Cold War, when the renovation and indefinite operation of the existin
nuclear weapons complex was being planned. These cost estimates primarily assessed what was needed to
bring installations into compliance with environmental regulations to allow continued weapons production.
For example, estimates focused on permitting installations and operation of air and water monitoring
systems with limited short-term corrective action at active sites. Little emphasis was placed on more expensive
activities such as remedial action at inactive sites. Most estimates ranged from $100 to $300 billion for total
program cost. Even higher estimates were produced by speculative extrapolation without the benefit of the
type of field data on which this report is based.

8

The Baseline Report is substantially different - both the results and the methodology - from past estimates for a
number of reasons. First, the Base Case estimate in this report is based on a "bottom up” approach using large
amounts of data and assumptions collected from field offices, rather than centralized estimating processes,
which were used in previous estimates. This method resulted in more realistic land-use assumptions and,
consequently, substantially lower costs than previous cost estimates. Second, this report does not atter'npt to
provide cost estimates for cleanup activities that are not technically feasible using existing technologies. Such
costs, which were included in some previous estimates, do not make sense because complete
cleanup using existing technologies cannot be attained at any price for certain contamination
. situations such as nuclear weapons test residues or large areas of
contaminated ground water and river system sediments.
Third, the activities for which estimates are provided in
this report reflect the Department's significantly reduced
nuclear weapons production requirements. Finally, the
Baseline Report also reflects a greater understanding of

program support responsibilities than assumed for
Baseline Report is not comparable in scope and is

over past estimates.

the nature and extent of contamination, as well as broader
previous estimates. As a result of these differences, this

substantially improved in the level of detail and integration

prudent, in some cases, to wait for the devel-
opment of improved technologies? What
criteria should guide decisions on this issue?

¢ Should waste treatment, storage, and dis-
posal activities be carried out in decentral-
ized, regional, or centralized facilities? How
are issues of equity among states factored
into configuration decisions?

The most cost-effective way to resolve these
issues is to engage in a broad debate to assess
the costs, risks, and other public trade-offs
associated with different approaches. The 1995
Baseline Report lays the foundation for this
constructive discussion. It describes where the
Environmental Management program is
headed, according to current assumptions, and
illustrates potential impacts if these
assumptions vary.

Estimating Costs in the Face
of Large Uncertainties

Estimating the cost of future activities requires
making assumptions about what those
activities will be and is inherently uncertain.
The uncertainty stems from:

e lack of characterization of the problems. For
example, of the 10,500 hazardous substance
release sites addressed in this report, only
one-fourth have been fully characterized.

o lack of knowledge about what remedies will
be effective or considered acceptable to
regulators and the public, or what level of
human health and environmental protection
is sought through these remedies.
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discussion is a key purpose of this analysis.

The Baseline Report Is Not a Budget Document

The purpose of the Baseline Report is to provide a total long-term (lifecycle)
cost estimate for the Environmental Management program. The Baseline
Report is not intended to be a budget document, and none of the estimates
given in the document should be interpreted as Federal budget requests.

Furthermore, the schedule of activities presented in the Baseline Report should
not be interpreted as establishing specific long-term priorities or construed as a-
definitive basis for planning specific projects. Too many decisions that will
affect the strategic long-term goals for the program are yet to be made. The issues
underlying these decisions, such as future land use, funding availability, and
acceptable levels of residual contamination, will be resolved over several years
in conjunction with broad public discussion. Fostering and informing this-

to make wise decisions
in an open manner.
Hence, this first
baseline analysis serves
as a benchmark to
gauge future progress
in defining, as well as
solving, the problems.
In addition to better
facilitating program
management, this is
exactly the value of this
study. :

The Department

e lack of fundamental economic, social, and
defense related decisions that affect the
future use of land and facilities. For ex-
ample, policy decisions related to the role of
sites for nuclear nonproliferation and
defense readiness will define the future
mission for the Department’s nuclear
weapons complex. These policy decisions
will affect the continued operations of
some installations, including future land-use
options and the final disposition of nuclear
materials.

e lack of technical remedies for the problems.
The contamination of soils deep under-
ground from nuclear tests in Nevada is one
such case. The costs to remediate these types
of sites were excluded from the cost estimate,
not because of a departmental policy to
ignore such problems, but because no effec-
tive remediation technology currently exists.

e lack of defined program duration. The
length of the program—approximately 75
years—is sufficient to introduce a variety of
uncertainties into any cost and schedule
estimate.

Despite these uncertainties, there is an
important advantage in attempting to estimate
costs before all this information is available or
these decisions have been made: the cost

~ consequences of different technical and policy
options can be explicitly analyzed and debated

vi
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expects assumptions
about the program and the resulting cost-and-
schedule estimates to change in future Baseline
Reports as new information becomes available,
and ongoing decisionmaking processes evolve,
thereby reducing uncertainty. '

Approach Used For
Estimating Costs and
Schedules ‘

The Department used two methods for
estimating costs in this report: the “Base Case”
and “Alternative Cases.” The Base Case was
used to represent current views of the most
likely set of activities. Because many
assumptions are preliminary (i.e., they were
made to estimate costs for activities that will
happen decades from now) and will
undoubtedly change in many cases, alternative
cases are presented.

Estimates of Base Case costs and schedules
provided in the Baseline Report are based
largely on site-specific assumptions regarding
future land use; treatment, storage, and
disposal facility needs; and the technologies to
be used at the site. These assumptions were
developed at individual sites and reflect
specific regulatory requirements and site-
specific planning efforts.

Alternative case cost and schedule estimates
were developed by Department of Energy
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Headquarters to show the potential cost
impacts of changing assumptions in four key
areas: future land use, program funding and
scheduling, technology development, and
waste management configurations.

Base Case Assumptions

Because the Baseline Report uses currently
available information, the Base Case estimates
reflect a broad range of assumptions. These
assumptions reflect potential decisions
regarding the scope and pace of the
Environmental Management program.

~ In addition, the Department excluded projects
with no current feasible remediation approach
from this year’s Baseline Report scope. These

. projects include large contaminated river
systems like the Columbia, Clinch and
Savannah rivers and the Nevada Test Site’s
underground weapons test area. The cost
estimate would obviously be higher if some
remediation were assumed for these areas for
which complete cleanup is not technically
feasible with existing technologies. However,
because no effective remedial technology could
be identified, no basis for estimating cost was
available. A more detailed description of the
Base Case is provided in Chapter 3.

Note: Volume II provides summary assump-
tions and results for each site as well as site
personnel contacts for additional details.

Environmental Restoration

Usually described as “cleanup,” environmental
restoration encompasses a wide range of
activities such as stabilizing contaminated soil;
treating ground water; decontaminating and
decommissioning nuclear reactors and process
buildings, including chemical separation plants;
and exhuming buried waste.

The Base Case estimate for environmental
restoration was developed by compiling data
from approximately 10,500 “release sites,”
grouped into 614 subprojects or “operable
units.”

The assumptions used in developing the Base
Case were virtually all developed at the
particular site or field office, usually in
consultation with regulatory officials.

Although each site generally used its own
assumptions for developing the Base Case
estimate, several fundamental assumptions
were used by all sites. These general
assumptions include the following:

¢ use of existing technologies;

* compliance with existing or reasonably
anticipated regulatory/negotiated agree-
ments or Energy Department Orders; and

* remedies considered technically and environ-
mentally reasonable and achievable by local
project managers and appropriate regulatory
authorities.

To the extent that restricted future land use was
assumed by field offices to estimate costs, it
reflects current or anticipated agreements with
regulators and /or stakeholders, or interim
determinations based on what remediation goal
is achievable using existing technologies. The
Administration has proposed legislative
changes to the Superfund law to allow such
considerations to be used in selecting remedies
to a greater extent. In some cases, the cost
estimates reflect projected remedial actions that
assume these changes to the law because
unrestricted future land use was not reasonably
achievable using existing technologies. The
particular assumptions used varied among sites
because of the “bottom up” method used for
estimating Base Case costs in this report.

Waste Management

The Department is responsible for storing,
treating, and disposing of an extraordinary
array of wastes and spent nuclear fuel. These
wastes include a variety of physical forms (e.g.,
solids, liquids, and sludges); chemical types
(i.e., solvents, metals, and salts); and sources
(e.g., high-level waste from reprocessing, spent
nuclear fuel from production reactors, and
naval reactors); transuranic waste from
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- The 1995 Baseline Environmental Management Report

" Key Waste Management
Assumptions

High-Level Waste

¢ Continue storage in-tanks at Hanford,
Savannah River Site, West:Valley .
Demonstration Project, and in calcine bins at
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory.

o Vitrify and disposeé of all high:level wastes in
geologic repository (available beginning in
2015). '

- Spent Nuclear Fuel

¢ Continue storage at 10 sites with costs for new
wet and dry storage facilities estimated..

* No reprocessing. ' o

* Dispose in geologic repository.

Transuranic Waste
- & Continue storage at 10 sites.

o Treat as necessary to meet disposal criteria at
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (starting in
1998). S »

- Low-Level and Low-Level MixedWaste

¢ Storage until treatment at 34 sites to meet
minimum disposal requirements.

¢ Disposal at Hanford, Idaho National’
Engineering Laboratory, Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Nevada Test Site, Oak Ridge
Reservation, and Savannah River Site.

 Western sites using shallow land disposal and
eastern sites using engineered-disposal
techniques. ST .

plutonium operations; and low-level waste,
which includes virtually everything else that is
radioactive waste.

Most of the wastes included in the Baseline
Report were generated during the production
of nuclear weapons during the Cold War.
Smaller amounts of the existing waste legacy
resulted from various nuclear and other
research projects. In the future, the Department
expects that the quantities of waste from these
sources will decrease as pollution prevention
efforts become more effective, and nuclear
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weapons production activity decreases, and .
that a new source of waste will become
increasingly important: secondary waste
generated as a result of environmental
restoration and nuclear material and facility
stabilization.

Costs for waste management cover all life-cycle
phases from planning through
decommissioning. The Base Case reflects site-
specific planning assumptions, which may
include the use of commercial facilities (e.g.,
hazardous waste treatment and disposal).
Costs were compiled from existing program
cost estimates for high-level waste and spent
nuclear fuel and from standardized calculations
designed to estimate treatment, storage, and
disposal costs based on predicted waste .
throughput for transuranic, low-level, low-level
mixed, and hazardous wastes.

Nuclear Material and
Facility Stabilization

With the end of the Cold War, production of
most nuclear weapons materials has been
indefinitely halted. Consequently, many
Department of Energy facilities are not needed
for their previous missions. Before “cleanup”
can safely occur at many sites, however, the
facilities and the nuclear material they contain
must be stabilized. Stabilization entails
removal of stored raw materials, stored finished
products, and in-process materials at
production facilities, which were simply turned
off. Because of the urgent risks associated with
these dangerous materials, this work is one of
the highest priorities for the Environmental
Management program. Also, the cost of
maintaining facilities before stabilization is
usually significantly higher than after it is
completed.

The Base Case estimate for nuclear material and
facility stabilization activities was built on cost
estimates for stabilizing 22 different types of
facilities as well as the costs for maintaining
them before and after stabilization. In this way,
the source of the Base Case estimates is
somewhat different than that for waste
management and environmental restoration
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activities. Because of limited data and
experience, nuclear material and facility
stabilization Base Case estimates are largely
extrapolated from available data regarding the
22 categories of facilities for the number of
facilities known to exist in each category.

The strategy for the Environmental
Management program is to address urgent risks
first and then pace the subsequent final cleanup
with the availability of effective technologies,
funding, and legal requirements. To implement
this strategy, the Department recently
completed an inventory of surplus “assets” (i.e.,
buildings, reactors, structures, etc.); identified
high risks among them; and began transferring
management responsibility and performing
stabilization work. The Base Case estimates
assume that:

* 3,500 contaminated facilities are being trans- |

ferred from other Department of Energy
_programs to the responsibility of the Envi-
ronmental Management program;

e these facilities will require 10 years of sur-
veillance and maintenance, followed by 5
years of stabilization activities and 2 years of
post-deactivation surveillance and mainte-
nance before final decontamination or dispo-
sition;

ve most nuclear material and facility stabiliza-

tion activities will occur in later years be-
cause these activities are not typically driven
by legal requirements (a reevaluation of this
sequence may be warranted based on results
of the risk report to be completed in June
1995 and renegotiation of compliance agree-
ments with regulators); and

¢ surplus plutonium scraps and residues must
be stabilized, safeguarded, and disposi-
tioned. The Environmental Management
program currently is responsible for approxi-
mately 26 metric tons of plutonium in these
various forms. The Department currently is
involved in a process to decide on the future
disposition of surplus plutonium and what
quantities of plutonium will be considered

surplus.

Technology Development

The Environmental Management program
manages a national program of applied
research, development, demonstration, testing,
and evaluation of technologies. These
technologies support environmental
restoration, nuclear material and facility
stabilization, and waste management.
Examples of savings from specific technologies
are discussed in Chapter 5 of the report.

Landlord

Landlord activities include such services as
safeguards and security, transportation,
property management, and emergency
preparedness (e.g., fire and medical response).
The Base Case includes costs for landlord
activities at the 10 installations where the Office
of Environmental Management has landlord
responsibility. '

Results

The Base Case cost estimate begins in 1995 and
ends in approximately 2070, when
environmental management activities are
projected to be substantially completed. The
estimate does not include costs expended since
the program’s formal inception in October
1989—about $23 billion—or costs incurred
before 1989. Nor does it include costs beyond
2070 for long-term surveillance and
maintenance, which are estimated at about $50-
75 million per year. These costs are assumed to
continue indefinitely after a disposal site or
restricted access area is closed.

Under the Base Case, the life-cycle cost estimate
for the Department of Energy’s Environmental
Management program ranges from $200 to $350
billion in constant 1995 dollars, with a mid-
range estimate of $230 billion. Figure 1
graphically depicts the life-cycle cost profiles.
This includes not only the $172 billion for
dealing with the nuclear weapons complex
legacy, but $24 billion for future wastes from
nuclear weapons activities, and $34 billion for

X
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Figure |. Base Case Cost and Schedule Estimate ’
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past and future wastes from other activities.
The projected costs for treatment, storage, and
disposal of waste generated by ongoing defense
and research activities is $19 billion. The
significant projected cost for support for future
ongoing programs indicates the value of
vigorous pollution prevention efforts to reduce
these costs and threats. '

The range of the cost estimate varies depending
on the assumed level of productivity over the
life of the program as described below.

¢ The mid-range total program estimate of
$230 billion reflects a planned 20-percent
increase in productivity and efficiency over
the next 5 years, plus an annual 1-percent
productivity improvement over the remain-
ing life of the program.

¢ The low-end estimate of $200 billion reflects
a more aggressive efficiency and productiv-
ity improvement program—20-percent for
the next 5 years as in the mid-range total
estimate, and subsequent annual improve-
ments of nearly 2 percent (a number com-

High Base Case “
~_$350 biltion

Base Case Cost Estimate
$200 - 350 billion

* 115 Total Sites
¢ 80% Completed by 2035

998 2000 20035 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 20335 2040 2048 2080 20885 2060 20683 2070

monly used by the privafe sector in today’s
business climate).

¢ The high-end estimate of $350 billion reflects
costs if current levels of inefficiency and
productivity were sustained over the
program’s life.

These levels of efficiency improvement are not
only needed and planned, they are attainable.
The Environmental Management program
already has achieved significant improvements
in efficiency and productivity. From FY 1994 to
FY 1996, the program will have saved more
than $2.1 billion through greater productivity.

Although the total lifecycle estimate is derived
from a 75-year program duration, more than 90
percent of the life-cycle cost estimate reflects
activities projected to occur during the next 40
years. The remaining costs are primarily for the
operation of large waste treatment facilities at a
limited number of sites. In 2070, given the Base
Case assumptions, access will be restricted at
the large, isolated Department of Energy sites
with existing burial grounds. These sites
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Figure 2. Mid-Range Base Case Cost Profile for Major Elements of the Environmental Management Program
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include certain sections of the Hanford Site,
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory,
Savannah River Site, Nevada Test Site, Oak
Ridge, Los Alamos National Laboratory, and
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. At smaller
Department of Energy sites, such as the Mound
Site in Ohio or the Pinellas Plant in Florida,
where contamination has been contained in
place, future use is expected to be limited to
industrial purposes.

Small non-Department sites or sites near
heavily populated areas or water sources are
assumed to be released for residential or
industrial use. Examples include the General
Atomics Site at La Jolla, California, and Battelle
Columbus Laboratories in Columbus, Ohio.

Figure 2 shows cost estimates for the
Environmental Management program under
the mid-range Base Case estimate. The cost
estimate is divided among the five major
elements of the program: waste management,
environmental restoration, nuclear material and
facility stabilization, program management, and
technology development.

1968 2000 2008 2010 2018 2020 2025 2030 2038 2040 2048 20830 2083 2060 2088 2070

Nuclear Material and
Facllity Stabliization
$22 billion

Technology Developmen
$12 billlon

National Program
Management and Planning
$19 blition

Long-Term
Annual Monitoring
$80-8$78 miilion

. — e

The Administration’s Budget
and the 1995 Baseline
Report

The Administration has established budget
targets for the next 5 years that reflect the
allocation of resources among competing
national priorities, including lower taxes and
deficit reduction. These targets move the
Environmental Management program from $6.6
billion in FY 1996 to $5.5 billion in FY 2000 in
current dollars. This equates to a target of $4.8
billion in constant 1995 dollars in FY 2000. For
purposes of this comparison, this target was
assumed to remain unchanged over the life of
the Environmental Management program.

A shortfall remains between the Base Case cost
estimate (the estimated costs of meeting the
Department’s compliance agreements) and the
FY 1996 funding request and outyear targets.
For the high Base Case estimate of $350 billion,
this shortfall would be about $100 billion over
the next 40 years.

Xi
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For the mid-range estimate of $230 billion, the
savings of about $8 billion from the assumed
20-percent productivity improvement over the
next 5 years begins to bridge this gap. Even
with these savings, however, a shortfall remains
of about $7 billion through FY 2000. The total
projected shortfall for the mid-range cost
estimate is $24 billion until 2015, at which point
the projected budget target would match the
projected needs. Figure 3 compares the
Baseline Report cost estimate and the
administration’s FY 1996 budget and outyear
projections. '

The Department is addressing this shortfall in
several ways. First, it has reduced the cost of
doing business by streamlining the contractor
workforce and negotiating and recompeting
contracts. Second, the Department is
renegotiating compliance agreements for
various sites and installations, many of which
were crafted during a different budget climate.
In addition, the Administration has proposed
legislative improvements to Superfund to make

Figure 3. Comparison between the Base Case Report Cost Estimates and the Administration’s Budget Projection
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it work better and cost less. These changes
would include greater opportunities to consider
future land use in remedy selection and
potential risks to workers.

Base Case Estimate by State
and Site

Further examination of projected costs by State
and site shows where the mid-range Base Case
would be incurred (see Table 1):

¢ Washington, South Carolina, Tennessee,
Colorado, and Idaho account for $170 billion
over the life of the Environmental Manage-
ment program (71 percent). ‘

¢ The most costly sites are the Hanford Site
(Washington); the Savannah River Site
(South Carolina); the Rocky Flats
Environmental Technology Site (Colorado);
the K-25 Site, the Y-12 Plant, and the Oak
Ridge National Laboratory (Tennessee); and
the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory.

$24 Billion Shortfall
Under Mid-Range Base Case

Constant 1995 dollars in billions

Mid-Range Base Case

e

$103 Billion Shortfall
Under High Base Case

High ll‘.. Case

Projected
Budget Target

0 -> - + +

-

1995mmuiom'amzozoummsmmnumummzo1o
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Table I. Mid-Range Base Case Estimated by State and Site

Alaska 2 <1%

Energy Technology Engineering Center 249 0.11%
General Atomics . 12 0.01%
General Electric Vallecitos Nuclear Center 18 0.01%
Geothermal Test Faciity 6 . <.01%
Laboratory for Energy Related Health Research 34 0.01%
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory 208 0.09%
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 1,521 0.66%
Oxnard 13 0.01%
Sandia National Laboratories - Livermore 92 0.04%
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center 119 0.05%

Connecticut 3 <.01%
FUSRAP*** - Connecticut 3 <.01%

Argonne National Laboratory - West
Completed UMTRA S&M - Idaho
Idaho National Engineering Laborato

‘G oL igio

Maryland/District of Columbia 30,143
FUSRAP - Maryland 7
4 a M d

35

Mlchlgan
FUSRAP - Michigan

FUSRAP - Missouri 388
Kansas City Plant 312
Weldon Spring Site Remedial Action Project 373

“Nevada Offsite are locations where nuclear detonations occurred and environmental management activities are managed

by the Nevada Operations Office.

°* UMTRA S&M is the acronym for Uranium Mill Tailings Remedial Action projects with long-term Surveillance and Maintenance
activities.

***FUSRAP is the acronym for the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program.

****Approximately 71 percent of these costs are distributed across Environmental Managemsnt sites.

000048




Xiv

s

Nebraska <1
Hallam Nuclear Power Plant <1

New Jersey

FUSRAP - New Jersey 322

Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory 118
s 2 5 g

New York 4,003
Brookhaven National Laboratory 460
FUSRAP - New York 273
Separations Process Research Unit ) 112
Waest Valley Demonstration Project 3,157

Ohio 11,743
Battelle Columbus Laboratories 110
Fernald Environmental Management Project 4,186
FUSRAP - Ohio 197
Mound Plant 1,539
Piqua Nuclear Power Plant <1
Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant 5,575

Reactive Metals, Inc. 135

Pennsylvania
Completed UMTRA S&M - Pennsyivania

T

Tennessee
Qak Ridge Y-12 Site
Oak Ridge Reservation
QOak Ridge K-25 Site
Oak Ridge Associated Universities
Oak Ridge National Laboratory

Utah
Completed UMTRA S&M - Utah
_ Monticelio Milisite and Vicinity Properties

e

s
P
fati )

<1%

<1%
0.14%
0.05%
=

5.09%
0.05%
1.82%
0.09%
0.67%
<.01%
2.42%
0.06%

<.01%
0.06%

<1%
0.01%
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Alternative Cases

The alternative cases reflect ways the Base Case
could change if certain policy decisions were
made. The alternative cases analyzed four
areas most likely to affect total cost, scope, and
pace of the Environmental Management
program:

¢ land use—WHhat are the ultimate uses for
currently contaminated lands, waters, and
structures at each installation?

* program funding and schedule—How
might activities be prioritized, and how
rapidly will this money be spent?

¢ technology development—How might
future technologies influence the Environ-
mental Management program?

¢ waste management configurations—Where
and how will we treat, store, and dispose of
wastes?

Land Use

How land will be used after environmental
remediation dictates the type and extent of
remedial approaches, and thus, total costs. The
Base Case estimate.in this report is based on a
"bottom up" approach using large amounts of
data and assumptions collected from field
offices, rather than centralized estimating
processes. This method resulted in more
realistic land-use assumptions and,
consequently, substantially lower costs than
previous cost estimates. For comparison, total
program costs were analyzed for a range of
alternative future land uses, ranging from most
to least restricted. Figure 4 depicts a contiuum
of land use ranging from totally restricted to
totally unrestricted use.

The most restricted case involves containing
existing contamination in place and restricting -
public access thereafter. The least restricted
land use requires removing or destroying
contaminants in all parts of the environment,
which would leave land clean enough for a
wide variety of uses, potentially including

Executive Summary

farming and public recreation. Two other cases
were also analyzed that were more reflective of
the contractual and legal requirements
accounted for in the Base Case analysis.

The lifecycle cost estimates for the range of
land uses vary from approximately $175 billion
to $500 billion depending on the level of
cleanup assumed. This analysis indicates that
future land-use determinations will have the
single greatest impact on total program cost
among the factors analyzed.

Each land-use case has its limitations. For
example, containment rather than remediation
is unrealistic across the Department of Energy
complex because it would violate several
existing cleanup compliance agreements. Also,
in some cases, it is less costly to remediate
contamination than to contain it. Establishing
“green fields” at Department facilities
nationwide is not realistic because it would
preclude establishing any waste disposal areas,
which must be located in restricted areas. Also,
for certain contamination situations,
technologies do not yet exist to remediate the
environment to the level required for
unrestricted use. For example, ground water
beneath 150 square miles of the Hanford Site is
contaminated with radioactive and chemical
particles captured within a labyrinth of
sediment and rock layers.

Residual Contamination Standards

Costs and schedules reported in the Base Case
are based on each installation’s best estimate of
ultimate cleanup levels. The site-specific land
use assumptions in the Base Case result in
significant restrictions on future land-use at
many of the sites. Variations in residual
contamination standards have little impact on
costs because containment, rather than the
removal of contamination, is assumed to be
used. The Department believes that more
stringent cleanup standards will result in
higher costs if more active remediation
approaches are assumed. However, if less
active remediation, such as containment is
assumed, then little change in cost will occur

xXv
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. {1) This scenario represents  modified "pure” Green fields case,

which is not achievable at afl sites with today's technology.

from more stringent residual contamination
standards. More information must be collected,
and analyses need to be conducted before costs
can be quantified nationwide.

Program Funding and Schedule

Another set of analyses addressed the impacts
of more or less available funding for the
program. Assuming additional funding, the
impacts of accelerating stabilization activities
and early closure of sites were analyzed.
Assuming reduced funding, the impacts of
reducing the scope of remediation and waste
management activities are also addressed.
Highlights of the scheduling analysis are shown
below.

e The life-cycle cost estimate for surveillance
and maintenance could be reduced to ap-
proximately $500 million if pre-stabilization
surveillance maintenance was reduced from
10 years (as in the Base Case) to 1 year. This
is about 87 percent lower than the $4 billion
in the Base Case. However, annual costs
during the early years of the program would
exceed the constant, or “flat,” funding limit
assumed for the Base Case.

¢ Almost $5 billion would be saved if the
Department closed the Rocky Flats Site, Oak
Ridge’s K-25 Plant, and the Fernald Plant

XVE SLTRs e

substantially earlier (20-40 years) than cur-
rently scheduled. However, annual costs
would exceed flat funding limits for several
years.

* If funding were significantly reduced beyond
the year 2000, minimal action would require
about $170 billion. This is about 27 percent
lower than the Base Case through 2070.
Minimal action would exclude environmen-
tal restoration, decontamination and dis-
mantlement, and all treatment and disposal
activities associated with future low-level,
low-level mixed, and transuranic wastes.
Annual surveillance and maintenance costs,
however, would be as high as $500 million,
compared with $50-675 million projected in
the Base Case.

Technology Development

Innovative technologies could make cleanup
and other related activities more efficient and
cost effective. More than 100 potential
technology systems scheduled to be
implemented by the year 2000 were screened
based on the potential applicability to high-cost
remediation projects. Of these, 15 were selected
to evaluate potential cost savings.
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Potential cost savings from implementing these
new technologies range from $9 to $80 billion,
depending on future land use strategies, and
assuming the technologies could be
implemented by 2010.

Waste Management
Configurations

The Department currently is examining
alternative configurations (centralized,
regionalized, and decentralized) for waste
management facilities. This involves deciding
where in the country wastes will be stored,
treated, or disposed.

Alternative configurations, ranging from
decentralized to centralized approaches, could
increase costs by $9 billion or decrease them by
$5 billion from the Base Case, because of the
potential for economies of scale in building and
operating fewer facilities. There is substantial
uncertainty about the exact benefits of these
economies. More analysis should be available
for next year’s version of the report.

Next Steps

The purpose of the Baseline Report is to clearly
articulate the potential life-cycle cost and
schedule of the Department of Energy’s
Environmental Management program. The
report represents numerous perspectives on the
Base Case estimate, together with the analysis
of the alternative cases, the range of policy,
technical, and management decisions facing the
program, and indeed, the Nation. After
considering economic factors, productivity
improvements, and alternative cases, the range
of life-cycle costs for the Environmental
Management program is seen to be substantial.
Naturally, this range will narrow as the

_program matures. However, in the short term,

the range of uncertainties highlights the need
for a broad public debate both nationally and
locally regarding the future of the
Environmental Management program.

o Executive Sumimary

Many significant decisions must be made
during the next several years that will affect the
cost and direction of the Environmental
Management program for years to come. This
report provides a useful framework to analyze
those decisions~the alternatives and their
impacts. We expect next year's version of this
report to change as a result of better
information, additional analyses, and different
assumptions resulting from stakeholder input.
In addition, the compliance agreement and
legal requirements underlying many of these
estimates could be altered by regulators and
Congress. The potential impacts of these
changes can be better analyzed using an open
process and an analytical tool such as this
Baseline Report. Specifically, the next steps
currently planned for next year’s report are to:

¢ broaden the range of policy, technical, and
management issues evaluated by the Baseline
Report;

* improve the life-cycle cost and schedule
estimates;

¢ use the Baseline Report tools to address
ongoing program issues; and

¢ expand stakeholder involvement in the
debate.

Contents

The 1995 Baseline Report consists of two
volumes: Volume I - The 1995 Baseline
Environmental Management Report, and Volume
II - Site Summaries for the 1995 Baseline
Environmental Management Report.

Volume |

Introduction (Chapter 1) sketches the basic
framework of the report by providing
background on the scope and technical
complexity of the Department’s environmental
problems, a description of the scope of the
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report mandated by the 1994 National Defense
Authorization Act, and a description of the
Environmental Management program in
general.

Sources of Contamination and the Remedies
(Chapter 2) describes in more detail both the
sources of environmental contamination, the
nuclear weapons production process and the
various resulting waste types, and the
responsibilities of the Environmental
Management program.

The Base Case (Chapter 3) provides a detailed
overview of the methods, data sources, and -
assumptions the Department used in
developing a total life-cycle cost estimate.

Results (Chapter 4) describes the results of the
Base Case analysis in constant 1995 dollars. It
provides the projected life-cycle estimate for the
major elements of the Environmental
Management program—environmental
restoration, waste management, nuclear
material and facility stabilization, technology
development, and program management. Costs
are examined by State and site.

Alternative Cases (Chapter 5) illustrates how
costs vary when assumptions are changed in
four major areas: land use, scheduling, the pace
of funding and activities, technology
development, and waste management
configurations.

Next Steps (Chapter 6) discusses how this
report can be a more useful tool for national
and local discussions on the future of this
program.

Volume lI: Site Summaries

Volume II presents the site-specific data used to
generate the Department of Energy’s 1995
Baseline Report. The site summaries provided
in this volume give specific information about
the activities and projected costs at each site as
requested by the National Defense
Authorization Act. The site summaries are
organized alphabetically by State. Each
summary provides a brief discussion of the

~ah
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site’s past, current, and future missions
followed by discussions of the projects and
activities necessary to remediate the site. Costs
and schedules are also provided, including
milestones. The projects are divided into five
activities: environmental restoration; waste
management; nuclear material and facility
stabilization; landlord activities; and program
management.
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. Reader’s Guide.

READER’S GUIDE TO THE SITE SUMMARIES

INTRODUCTION

Volume II presents the site data that was used
to generate the Department of Energy’s (DOE)
initial Baseline Environmental Management
Report (BEMR). The raw data was obtained by

DOE field personnel from existing information

sources and anticipated environmental
management strategies for their sites and was
tempered by general assumptions and guidance
developed by DOE Headquarters personnel.
This data was then integrated by DOE
Headquarters personnel and modified to
ensure that overall constraints such as funding
and waste management capacity were
addressed.

The site summaries are presented by State and
broken out by discrete activities and projects.
The Volume I Glossary has been repeated to
facilitate the reader’s review of Volume II.

The information presented in the site
summaries represents the best data and
assumptions available as of February 1, 1995.
Assumptions that have not been mandated by
formal agreement with appropriate regulators
“and other stakeholders do not constitute
decisions by the Department nor do they
supersede existing agreements. In addition,
actions requiring decisions from external
sources regarding unknowns such as future
land use and funding/scheduling alternatives,
as well as internal actions such as the
Department’s Strategic Realignment initiative,
will alter the basis and general assumptions
used to generate the results for this report.

Consequently, the numbers presented in the site
summaries do not represent outyear budget
requests by the field installations.

SITE SUMMARY FORMAT

The site summaries provided in this volume
give specific information about the activities
and projected costs at each site as requested by
the National Defense Authorization Act. The
site summaries are organized alphabetically by
State. Each summary provides a brief
discussion of the site’s current, and future
missions followed by discussions of the projects
and activities necessary to remediate the site.
Costs and schedules are also provided. The
projects are divided into five activities (as
defined by Volume I, Section 2.3):
environmental restoration, waste management,
nuclear material and facility stabilization,
landlord activities, and program management.

The cost tables provide costs for the activities
identified in the site summaries. The annual
costs are provided for each year from 1995
through the year 2000, and then 5-year average
annual costs are provided until the project or
activity is complete. Costs for all five activities
at sites that have only environmental
restoration missions — FUSRAP, UMTRA, and
Nevada Offsites — are typically included
within the scope of environmental restoration
activities.

Waste Management support activities that the
Environmental Management program performs
at facilities managed by other DOE programs,
such as the laboratories operated by Energy
Research and Defense Programs, will continue
for the foreseeable future. However, for the
purpose of this analysis, waste management
support of other DOE programs was truncated
in 2030 or six years after the completion of
environmental restoration activities.
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APPROACH FOR THE SITE
SUMMARIES

To ensure compliance with the requirements set
forth in the National Defense Authorization Act
(Volume I, Appendix A), DOE Headquarters
developed a guidance package instructing the
field installations on how to prepare their cost
data and site summaries. The guidance was
refined by conferring with congressional
staffers, stakeholders, and DOE field office
representatives. The guidance included
relevant portions of the overall methodology
(Volume I, Appendix C) and national
assumptions regarding the Environmental
Management program (Volume I, Section 3.3).

The field compiled their data and initial write-
ups using existing information sources and
professional judgement (regarding anticipated
outcome of undefined segments of their scope
that were not addressed globally by the
guidance package). These initial submittals
were reviewed by Headquarters program
managers and BEMR project representatives,
and returned to the field with specific
recommendations.

Following the field’s second submission of their
site summaries, BEMR project representatives
integrated the results in accordance with the -

methodology defined in Appendix C of Volume

I. Additional review cycles were conducted by
field and headquarters representatives after the
integration model compiled and modified the

. field submittal to meet funding, waste capacity,
and other programmatic constraints. The
results of this iteration were used to form the
base case analysis as defined in Section 3 of
Volume I.

SITE SUMMARY RESULTS

The numbers shown in the site summaries’ cost
tables for 1995 reflect the Congressional
appropriation. Costs portrayed for 1996 reflect
the Department’s most recent Congressional
Budget submittal. The numbers presented for
1997-2000 reflect the funding level required to
meet existing compliance agreements as
identified by the Environmental Management
program’s recently conducted budget shortfall
analysis (Volume |, Section 4.1.1). Outyears
funding is capped at the FY 2000 level.

" To maintain consistency with FY 1995-2000

numbers already published by the Department
as noted above, the first 6 years of cost data are
reported in current year dollars. However,
constant dollars are used for both the outyears
and the total cost as it is a more appropriate
approach for long-range cost projections.
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Table of Radionuclides

‘Abbreviations: a = alpha radiation; b = beta radiaton; g = gamma radiation, mil = million; bil = billion.
Ci = curies; chemical names shown in parentheses

specific decay
radionuclide half-life activity energy comments
curies/gram keV
hydrogen-3 (H-3) 12.26 yrs 9,800 18.61 (b) combines with oxygen
(tritium) to form water
carbon-14 (C-14) 5,730 yrs 4.5 156.48 (b) present in air as
carbon dioxide
sodium-24 (Na-24) 14.97 hrs 8.8 mil 5,514 (b, g created by neutron
activation of sodium-23
phosphorous-32 (P-32) 14.28 days 290,000 1,710 (b) used in medicine
potassium-40 (K-40) 1.25 bil yrs 7.2 microCi/gm 1,320 (b, g) occurs in nature;
present in human body
cobalt-60 (Co-60) 5.272 yrs 1,143 2,824 (b, g) gamma source in
medicine
nickel-59 (Ni-59) 76.000 yrs 0.081 see note decays by electron
capture;
activation product
nickel-63 (Ni-63) 100 yrs 57.4 65 (b) activation product
krypton-85 (Kr-85) 10.72 yrs. 397 687 (b, g) a main gaseous
gamma emiter
fission product
sirontium-90 (Sr-90) 29 yrs 139 546 (b)
zirconium-95 (Zr-95) 64.03 days 21,700 1124 (b, 8)
niobium-94 (Nb-94) 24,000 yrs 0.16 2,040 (b, 8
technetium-99 (Tc-99) 213,000 yrs 0.017 293 (b) fission product
ruthenium-106 (Ru-106) 372.6 days 3,342 394 (b) fission product
iodine-129 (1-129) 16 mil yrs 175 microCi/gm 193 (b, g) fission product
iodine-131 (I-131) 8.04 days 125,000 971 (b, g) fission product;
thyroid disorders
xenon-133 (Xe-133) 5.25 days 189,000 427 (b, g) fission product
1
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specific decay
radionuclide half-life activity energy comments
curies/gram keV

cesium-135 (Cs-1395) 3 mil yrs 893 microCi/jgm 205 (b) fission product
cesium-137 (Cs-137) 30.17 yrs 87.5 1,170 (b, g) fission product
cerium-144 (Ce-144) 284.4 days 3,200 318 (b, 8) fission product
samarium-151 (Sm-lSl) 90 yrs. 26.6 76 (b)
lead-210 (Pb-210) 22.3 yrs 772 63 (b, g) | U-238 decay chain
bismuth-210 (Bi-210) 5.01 days 125,000 1,160 (b) U-238 decay chain
polonium-210 (Po-210) 138.4 days 4,540 5,407 (a, g) U-238 decay chain
radon-222 (Rn-222) 3.82 days 156,000 5,590 (a, g) U-238 decay chain
radium-226 (Ra-226) 1,600 yrs 1.0 4,870 (a, g) U-238 decay chain
radium-228 (Ra-228) 5.75 yrs 276 45 (b, g Th-232 decay chain
thorium-'230 (Th-230) 75,400 yrs 0.021 4,771 (a, g) U-238 decay chain
thorium-232 (Th-232) 14 bil yrs 0.11 microCi/gm 4,081 (a. g)
uranium-234 (U-234) 245,000 yrs 0.0063 4,856 (a. g) U-238 decay chain
uranium-235 (U-235) 704 mil yrs 2.2 microCi/gm 4,679 (a. g)
uranium-238 (U-238) 4.46 bil yrs 0.34 microCi/gm 4,180 (a) weak gamma aiso
neptunium-237 (Np-237)  2.14 mil yrs 713 microCi/gm 4,957 (a, g)
plutonium-238 (Pu-238) 87.74 yrs 17.3 | 5.593 (a, g) transuranic element
plutonium-239 (Pu-239) 24,110 yrs 0.063 5.244 (a, 2) transuranic element
plutonium-240 (Pu-240) 6,537 yrs 0.23 5,255 (a, g) transuranic element
plutonium-241 (Pu-241) 144 yrs 104 21 (b) transuranic element
americium-241 (Am-241) 432.2 yrs 347 5.637 ka. g) decay product of

Pu-241; transuranic
americium-243 (Am-243) 7,370 yrs 0.202 5,438 (a, g) transuranic element

...... 5
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Table of Units

. In reading environmental literature (or DOE documents), one comes across a large variety of units. Here
are some common units with conversion factors in tabular form. Conversion factors have been rounded off,
SO co_nversions back and forth between British and metric units will not be exact.

(Common Abbreviations are shown within the parentheses)

Physical  Unit of
quantity Measure Equivalence Comments
Length millimeter (mm) metric
centimeter (cm) 10 mm; 0.39 in metric
meter (m) 100 cm; 1.09 yd metric
kilometer (km) 1,000 m; 0.62 mile metric
inch (in; ™) 2.54 cm British
foor (ft; ") 12"; 30.5 cm British ;
yard (yd) 3091 m British
mile (mi) , 1,760 yd; 1.61 km British
Area square centimeter (sq cm; cm?)  0.155 sq in |
square meter (sq m; m?) 1.20 sq yd 1 m on a side
‘ hectare (ha) 10,000 sq m; 2.48 acres 100 m on a side i
square km (sq km; km?) 100 ha; 0.39 sq mi 1 km on a side f
square foot (sq ft; ft?) 144 sq in; 929 cm? %
square yard (sq yd) 9 sq ft; 0.84 sqm
acre 4,840 sq yd; 0.4 ha :
square mile (sq mi) 640 acres; 2.59 sq km
Yolume milliliter (ml) or cubic centimeter (cc) A cc and ml are equal
liter (1) 1,000 cc or mi i
cubic meter (cu m; m®) 1,000 liters; 35.3 cu ft '
quart (qt) 0.95 liter U.S. quart i
gallon (gal) 4 qt; 3.79 liters U.S. gallon
cubic foot (cu ft; ft}) 7.48 gal; 28.3 liters ;
acre-foot (ac-ft) 43,560 cu ft; 1 acre 1 ft deep
Mass gram (gm)
kilogram (kg) 1,000 gm; 2.205 Ib
metric ton (t; tonne) - 1,000 kg; 1.1 short tons
ounce (0z) 28.4 gm
pound (1b) 16 oz; 454 gm
short ton (ton) 2,000 1b; 0.91 metric ton normal U.S. ton
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i Physical  Unit of
| quantity Measure Equivalence Comments .
i Energy joule (J) basic metric unit of energy;
; amount used by a one watt
i light bulb lit for 1 second
i erg one-ten-millionth of a joule
l calorie (cal) 4.2 joules
! kilocalorie (kcal) 1,000 calories measure for food
! kilowatt-hour (kWh) 3,600,000 joules 1 kilowatt for 1 hr
i electron-volt (eV) 0.16 billion-billionth of a joule (see Note 4)
i Radio-
| activity becquerel (Bq) 1 disintegration per second (dps)
: disintegration per minute (dpm) 1/60 Bq
| curie (Ci) 37 billion Bq
Dose rad ' 100 ergs per gram
; gray (Gy) 1 joule/kg; 100 rad standard unit
roentgen 0.87 rad to air; ,
: ’ about 0.96 rad to living tissue
rem 100 ergs/gram for gamma
i ‘ and beta radiation;
! 5 ergs/gram for alpha radiation
' sievert (Sv) 100 rem
Notes:

1. In the case of “British™ units, the measures are U.S. versions. The British imperial gallon is 20 percent larger than the U.S.
one (277.4 cubic inches versus 231 cubic inches). The British long ton is 2.240 pounds versus the U.S. short ton of 2,000
pounds.

2. Prefixes are attached to basic units (meters, grams, joules, watts, electron-volts, curies, becquerels, rads, grays, rems, sieverts)
to create units that are different by various multiples of 10. The common prefixes are: pico- (one-trillionth); nano- (one-
billionth); micro- (one-millionth); milli- (one-thousandth); centi- (one-hundredth); kilo- (thousand), mega- (million); giga-
(billion); rera- (trillion). Hence nanocurie is one-billionth of a curie; megacurie is one million curies, and so on. These
prefixes are abbreviated by their first leners, except micro, which is abbreviated by the Greek letter “mu,” which is wrinen
L

3. Rads and grays measure the deposition of energy in tissue. Rems and sieverts measure biological damage. Rems and rads
are equivalent for gamma and beta radiation. Alpha radiation is far more damaging per unit of energy deposited in living
tissue. The current conversion factor from rads (or grays) to rems (or sieverts) for alpha radiation is 20—that is, multiply
rads of alpha radiation by 20 to get rems. This factor of 20 is just the currently accepted one; it may change from one official
assessment of radiation damage to another, as it has in the past. It is called the “quality factor” or Q factor, for short.

4. An electron-volt is the energy gained by an electron as it accelerates through an electric potential of one volt. An electric
potential is similar to a gravitational potential—the higher you take a mass. the greater energy it has when it is released and
drops to the ground. Units of electron-volts (and multiples of eV) arc used to measure energies of nuclear, atomic,
molecular (chemical) phenomené. '
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THE CHEMICAL ELEMENTS AND THEIR SYMBOLS

6

actinium ........... Ac hafnium............ Hf praseodymium .Pr
aluminum.......... Al helium.............. He promethium .....Pm
americium......... Am holmium........... Ho protactinium.....Pa
antimony .......... Sb hydrogen ......... H radium ............. Ra
argon .....eeeeeeee- Ar iNdiuM ....ieeveeene In radon ......ceeeeee. Rn <
arsenicC....c.ceeeees As iodine ....ccceeeenen. | rhenium ........... Re
astatine ............ At ifdium ...coeeeeenee Ir rhodium ........... Rh-
barium ............. Ba ITON eeeeeeererenceens Fe rubidium........... Rb: -
berkelium.......... Bk Krypton............. Kr ruthenium ........ Ru
beryllium...........Be lanthanum........ La samarium......... Sm
bismuth............ Bi lawrencium ...... Lr scandium ......... Sc:-
boron ............... B lead.....ccceeeerenes Pb selenium........... Se
bromine ........... Br lithium .......coe.. Li silicon .............. Si
cadmium.......... Cd lutetium............ Lu silver ................ Ag
calcium ............ Ca magnesium ...... Mg sodium ............. Na
californium........ Cf manganese......Mn strontium.......... Sr
carbon ............. C mendelevium ...Md sulfur................ S
cerium.........c... Ce . mercury ........... Hg tantalum........... Ta:
cesium............. Cs molybdenum ....Mo technetium ....... Tc
chlorine. ............ Cl neodymium....... Nd tellurium ...........Te
chromium......... Cr NEON ...ccceveveren Ne terbium ............ Tb
cobatlt............... Co - neptunium........ Np thallium ............ Tl
COPPET ..ccceveenenn Cu nickel .......c....... Ni thorium ............ Th
CCUMUM .cceeeeenanens Cm niobium. ............ Nb thulium ............. Tm
dysprosium ...... Dy nitrogen ........... N (10 [P Sn
einsteinium ...... Es nobelium.......... No titanium ............ Ti
erbium ............. Er osmium............ Os tungsten........... W
europium ......... Eu OXygen............. o) uranium ........... U
fermium ........... Fm palladium ......... Pd vanadium......... \)
fluorine............. F phosphorus......P Xenon............... Xe
francium........... Fr platinum............ Pt ytterbium.......... Yb
gadolinium ....... Gd plutonium ......... Pu yttrium.............. Y
gallium ............. Ga polonium........... Po ZINC cereeeeeeeccasonns Zn
germanium ...... Ge potassium ........ K zirconium ......... Zr
gold.....cccceeevneees Au
Source: First Edition Teacher Guide, DOE
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Fractions and multiples
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. Multiple Decimal equivalent Prefix Symbol English
109 1,000,000,000 giga G billion
106 1,000,000 mega M million
103 1,000 kilo k thousand
102 100 hecto h hundred
101 10 deca/deka da . ten
100 1 none needed NA
10-1 0.1 deci d tenth
10-2 0.01 centi c hundredth
10-3 0.001 milli m thousandth
106 0.000001 micro p (mu) millionth
109 0.000000001 nano n billionth
10-12 0.000000000001 pico p trillionth

Explanation of Scientific Notation

Scientific Notation is a convenient way of writing very large and very small numbers. For example,
635,000 is written as 6.35 x 103 in Scientific Notation. This number is read as follows: "6 point 35 times

ten raised to five."

The "exponent" in Scientific Notation (the small number above and to the right of 10) is also called the
"power of 10." It refers to the number of zeros that follow the 1. So 10! = 10;
102 = 100; 103 = 1,000, and so on. By logical extension, 100 = 1, since the zero exponent means that no
zeros follow the 1. And in the example above:

6.35 x 105 =6.35 x 100,000 = 635,000
Negative exponents indicate negative powers of 10, which are expressed as fractions with 1 in the
numerator (on top) and the power of 10 in the denominator (on the bottom). So 10-1 = 1/10;
102 = 1/100; 10-3 =1/1,000, and so on. Then we can express other small numbers this way. For
example:

2.5x10-3 =2.5 x 1/1,000 = 0.0025

Every number can be expressed in Scientific Notation. In our first example, 635,000 should be written as
6.35 x 105. In theory, it can be written as 63.5 x 104, but by convention the number is usually written as
6.35 x 103 so that the lead number is less than 10, followed by as many decimal places as necessary.
Sometimes this may be written as 0.635 x 106.
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Scientific Notation (continued)

Another way to think about Scientific Notation is that the exponent will tell you how the decimal point
moves; a positive exponent moves the decimal point to the right, and a negative one moves it to the left.
So for example:

4.0 x 102 =400 (2 places to the right of 4); while
4.0x102=0.04 (2 places to the left of 4).

Note that Scientific Notation is also sometimes expressed as E, as in 4 E 2 (meaning 4.0 x 10 raised to 2).
Similarly 4 E -2 means 4 times 10 raised to -2, or = 4 x 10-2 = 0.04. This method of expression makes it
easier to type in scientific notation.

Addition and subtraction of numbers expressed in Scientific Notation: the key is to make sure the
exponents are the same. For example,

(2.0x 102) + (3.0 x 103)
can be rewritten as (0.2 x 103) + (3.0 x 103). Now you just add 0.2 + 3 and keep the 103 intact. Your
answer is 3.2 x 103, or 3,200. We can check this by converting the numbers first to the more familiar
form. So 2 x 102+ 3.0 x 103 =200 + 3,000 = 3,200 = 3.2 x 103,

Let's try a subtraction example.
(2.0x 107) - (6.3 x 105)
The problem needs to be rewritten so that the exponents are the same. So we can write
(200 x 105) - (6.3 x 105) = 193.7 x 103, which in Scientific Notation would be written 1.937 x 107.
Check: 2 x 107 - 6.3 x 105 = 20,000,000 - 630,000 = 19,370,000 = 1.937 x 107.

Multiplication: the exponents can be different. They will be added together. This is because the
exponent represents the number of zeros following the one. So:

101x 102=10x 100 = 1,000 =103 Check: 10! x 102=101+2 =103
Similarly 101 x 10-3=101-3=102= 01 Check: 10 x 1/1000 = 1/100 = .01
Look at another example: (4.0 x 105) x (3.0 x 10-1). The 4 and the 3 are muitiplied, giving 12, but the
exponents 5 and -1 are added. Answer: 12 x 104, or 1.2 x 105.
Check: 4 x 105 x 3 x 10-1 = 400,00 x 0.3 = 123,000 = 1.2 x 105,

Interesting note: another way to see that 100 = 1 is as follows. 101 x 10-1 = 101-1 =100
Itisalso: 10x 1/10=1. So 100=1

Division: consider the example (6.0 x 108) / (3.0 x 105). The 6 is divided by the 3, giving 2. The
exponent in the denominator is then moved to the numerator, reversing its sign. So we move the 105 to
the numerator with a negative exponent, giving 2 x 108 x 10-5. Solve as a multiplication problem, adding
the exponents. The answer is 2.0 x 103, or 2,000.
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THE LOGARITHMIC SCALE 6905

If we want to plot something that changes with time and the time period is relatively short, we often use
a linear scale. Thus if we were considering 1,000 years, the linear scale might look like this:

Each tick mark represents 100 years and each subdivision of the scale would be the same length.

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000

L ! ! | ! | ] ] ] | J

Time (Years)

When we consider the many thousands of years it will be necessary to store nuclear waste in a geologic
repository, it would not be possible to represent the decay on a linear time scale. Hence, we resort to
a convenient device called the logarithmic scale for plotting large numbers.

In the logarithmic scale the only line segments that are equal are those that represent multiples of 10.
Thus, 1000 years on a simple logarithmic scale that showed only the broad divis:ions would appearthus:

0 10 100 1000

1 ] ! J

. 10° _ 10’ 102 10°
Time (Years)

As you can see, such a scale can plot a great many more years than is possible on a linear scale, but
its use would be limited by its lack of detail.

However, if we were to divide each broad segment into nine segments and let the ticks represent the
years from 1 to 10, 10 to 100, and 100 to 1000, the scaie would look like this and would be much moare

useful:
70 90
2 3 4 56789 20 30 40 5060 80 200 300 S00 800
| Lo iy it L e
1 : 10 100 1000
1 10 10? 10°

Time (Years)

Note that each broad segment is subdivided in the same way. Each tick within a broad segment
represents a multiple of 10 over the corresponding tick in the previous segment. For example, in
segment 10° - 10* the first mark equals 2. In the segment 10" - 102, the first mark equals 20, and in the
segment 102 - 103, the first mark equals 200.

Note also that the subsections within each broad segment are unequal. The divisions become small2i
‘ and represent the years from 1 to 10, or 10 to 100, or 100 to 1000.
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(IR w Radioactive Decay

All nuclides with an atomic number greater than 83 are radioactive. There are both stable and radioactive
isotopes of elements with atomic numbers 1 to 83. You can find the atomic number of a nuclide by ‘
referring to the periodic chart of the elements.

Radioactive isotopes, or radionuclides, are a lot like a cone resting on its point. They are unstable and

will inevitably teeter and fall. In the process of falling they emit energy. The process of emitting energy

from the nucleus is called "decay." As the nuclide decays, it emits a particle. Some radionuclides are

stable after one radioactive decay, but others can go through a series of decays before becoming stable.

In general, nuclides with an equal number of protons and neutrons are stable. ‘

Remember that two things are always constant in nuclear equations. First, the number representing the
sum of protons and neutrons is constant, though the separate numbers of protons and neutrons change.
For example, when the number of protons goes up by one, the number of neutrons goes down by one.
Second, the electric charge is always equal in number on both sides of the equation.

The nuclide is often expressed in terms of its nominal atomic mass (as in "234" of U-234), which is the
sum of the number of neutrons and protons. A nuclide is also often referred to by its atomic number (as
in "94" of g4Pu-239), which tells you the number of protons in the nucleus. You can figure out how
many neutrons are in the nucleus by subtracting the atomic number from the atomic mass. So g4Pu-241
has 147 neutrons (241 nominal atomic mass - 94 protons = 147 neutrons). The atomic mass given in the
periodic table for an element differs from the nominal atomic mass mainly because it is the average mass
for various isotopes that exist in nature. Also, the nominal mass ignores the small difference in weight
between neutrons and protons for any isotope.

Alpha Decay
In alpha decay, an alpha particle is emitted as the nuclide decays. Consider plutonium-239.

94PU~239 —— 92U-235 + 2H€-4
Here plutonium-239 has decayed into one of its "daughter” products, uranium-235, and has emitted a
helium particle (without orbiting electrons) in the process. The helium particle is also called an alpha
particle. Notice that the atomic number of the uranium (92) plus the helium (2) equals the atomic number
of the plutonium (94). In the same way, the nominal atomic mass of the uranium (235) and helium (4)
add up to the nominal atomic mass of the plutonium (239).
As an aside, the particles emitted by radioactive decay are called "alpha” and "beta" because scientists did

not know what they were when they were first detected. Scientists gave them the names corresponding
to the first two letters of the Greek alphabet (alpha-beta = alphabet).
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Radioactive Decay (continued) - :
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‘ Beta Decay

In beta decay, a negatively charged "beta" particle (an electron) is emitted as the nuclide decays. Look at
the example of plutonium-241.

94Pu-24l - 95Am-241 +B-
(94p, 147n) (146n, 95p)

Since the beta particle (B-) weighs so little, the nominal atomic mass (241) has not changed from one side
of the equation to the other.

As you can see from the weight and number of beta particles compared to alpha, they have very different
penetration properties. Alpha particles are much larger and heavier, and therefore cannot penetrate
deeply into even slightly dense material, like paper. Beta particles, on the other hand, are far more
penetrating. But alpha particles are much more destructive to human tissue if they enter the body
through ingestion, or especially through inhalation, because they deposit all their energy in a very small
mass of tissue.

Gamma Radiation

‘ Often there is residual excess energy in an otherwise stable nucleus (much like the vibrations of a cone
after is has fallen into a stable state). Nuclei emit this excess energy as gamma radiation. Gamma
radiation often occurs after alpha and/or beta particles have been emitted (the cone vibrates after it has
fallen).

Gamma radiation is another name for very high frequency electromagnetic radiation. Visible light is also

electromagnetic energy but of lower frequency. Also, visible light has lower energy in its photons, or
"packets" of electromagnetic energy. Radio waves are of even lower frequency than visible light.
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In general, radioactive waste classes are based on the waste's origin, not on the physical and chemical properti

Some Classifications of Radioactive Waste

of the waste that could determine its safe management. Other categories of radioactive waste not listed here
include mixed waste and NARM/NORM wastes.

Category of
Radioactive Waste

Definition

Legislation

High-Level Waste
- | (HLW)

1) Spent fuel: irradiated commercial reactor fuel

2) Reprocessing Waste: liquid waste from solvent

extraction cycles in reprocessing. Also the solids into

which liquid wastes may have been converted.

NOTE: DOE defines HLW as reprocessing waste only,

while NRC defines HLW as spent fuel and reprocessing waste

NWPA!
[10 CFR 60)

Low-level Waste -
(LLW)

Clasﬁ A

Class B

Class C

Greater-Than-C

Defined by what it is not. It is radioactive

waste not classified as high-level, spent fuel, transuranic
or byproduct material such as uranium mill tailings.
LLW has four subcategories: Classes A, B, C, and
Greater-Than-Class-C (GTCC), described below.

On average, Class A is the least hazardous while GTCC
is the most. :

On average the least radioactive of the four LLW classes.
Primarily contaminated with "short-lived" radionuclides.
(average concentration: 0.1 curies/cubic foot)

May be contaminated with a greater amount of "short-
lived” radionuclides than Class A. ‘
(average concentration: 2 curies/cubic foot)

May be contaminated with greater amounts of long-lived
and short-lived radionuclides than Class AorB. -
(average concentration: 7 curies/cubic foot)

Most radioactive of the low level classes _
(average concentration: 300 to 2,500 curies/cubic foot)?

Low Level
Radioactive
Waste Policy
Act [10 CFR 61]

10 CFR 61

TMC Waste
(TRU)

Waste containing elements with atomic numbers (number of
protons) greater than 92 (the atomic number of uranium) and
with half-lives greater than 20 years and concentrations

greater than 100 nanocuries per gram. If the concentrations -

or the half-lives are below the limits, it is possible for waste

to have transuranic elements but not be classified as TRU waste.

40 CFR 191

14

Sources: Makhijani and Saleska, High-level Dollars, Low-level Sense, IEER, 1992; U.S. EPA, Issues Paper
on Radiation Site Cleanup Regulations (EPA 402-R-93-084), 1993.

1 Nuclear Waste Policy Act 1982, as amended in 1987.

2 The 300 figure is based on the 1985 inventory. The higher figure represents anﬁcipated inventory in 20

including some decommissioning wastes.

12
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IF YOU HAVE

air, dry (m?)
americium-241 (curies)
americium-241 (grams)
Angstrom

barrels (55 gal.)

barrels (55 gal.)

barrels (US liquid)
becquerels

becquerels

body weight (kg.)

Btu

calories

Celsius

Celsius

Celsius

- centigrade
centimeters
centimeters
centimeters
centimeters
curies
curies

ergs

dpm

grains
grams
Grays
hours
inches

in. mercury
joules
joules

Table of Unit Conversions3

AND YOU WANT

grams
americium-241 (grams)
americium-241 (curies)
centimeters

cubic feet

cubic meters

gallons (US)

curies

picocuries

blood volume (cc.)
joules

joules

centigrade

Fahrenheit

Kelvin
Celsius
inches
meters
microns
yards
becquerels
picocuries
joules
curies
grams
ounces
rads

years
centimeters
atmospheres
Btu

ergs

Environmental Research Foundation, (410) 263-1584.

-8905

MULTIPLY
BY

1185
0.286
3.49
10-8
7.35243
0.20820
31.5
27x10-12
about 27
70
1054.35
4.18400
1
multiply by
1.8, add 32
add 273.16
1
0.39370
0.01
10,000
0.01094
37x 109
1012
10-7
4.5x10-13
0.06480
0.03527
100
0.0001141
2.54
0.03342
9.48451x10-4
107

Adapted from "Evaluating Chemical Hazards or You Don't Have to Be a Scientist..." by Peter Montague, Ph.D.,

Environmental Research Foundation: Annapolis, MD., November, 1991. Available for $5.00 from the
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IF YOU HAVE

joules
joules
joules
second
Kelvin

kilograms
kilometers

liters

liters

liters

liters

liters

meters

meters

meters
microCi/gram
microCi/km?2
microCi/m2
micrograms/m3
(weight in air)
microns

microns
microrad/hour
miles

miles

milliliters
millimeters
nanoCi./m2
nanograms/gram
nanograms/liter
ounces (US fluid)
ounces (US fluid)
percent
picocuries
picocuries
picoCi./gram
plutonium-238 (curies)
plutonium-238 (grams)
plutonium-239 (curies)

AND YOU WANT

tons TNT
Watt-hours
Watt-seconds
Watts
centigrade

pounds

miles

cubic centimeters
cubic feet

cubic meters
gallons (US)
quarts
centimeters

feet

yards
picoCi/gram
dpm/100 cm2
dpm/100 cm?
ppm

(volume)
Angstrom
centimeters
millirad/year
centimeters
kilometers

fluid ounces
centimeters
dpm/100m2

ppb (parts/bil)
ppb

cubic centimeters
milliliters

ppm

becquerels

curies

dpm/gram
plutonium-238 (grams)
plutonium-238 (curies)
plutonium-239 (grams)

000082

MULTIPLY
BY

2.38095x10'1°.

0.00027
ljoules per
1

subtract
273.16
2.20462
0.62137
1,000
0.03532
0.001
0.26418
1.05672
100
3.28084
1.09361
106

0.022
2.2x 104
0.0241/mol-

ecular weight ‘
10,000

0.0001
8.76
16,0934.4
1.609344
0.00338
0.1

22.22

1

0.001
29.57373 -
29.57373
10,000
0.037
10-12
222
0.054
18.6

15
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IF YOU HAVE

plutonium-239 (grams) -
plutonium-240 (curies)

plutonium-240 (grams)
plutonium-241 (curies)

plutonium-241 (grams)

pounds

pounds

- ..power -

ppb

ppb

ppb

ppm

ppm

ppm

quarts

rads

rads

rems

seconds
Sieverts

square centimeters
square feet
square feet
square meters
square miles
therms

tons TNT

tons TNT

tons (metric)
U-234 (curies)
U-234 (grams)
U-238 (curies)
U-238 (grams)
Watt-hours
Watt-hours
Watts '
Watts
Watts/second
yards

yards

years

@

AND YOU WANT

plutonium-239 (curies)
plutonium-240 (grams)
plutonium-240 (curies)
plutonium-241 (grams)
plutonium-241 (curies)
grams |

kilograms

energy
nanograms/gram
nanograms/liter

ppm .
grains/gallon

percent

ppb

liters

Grays

rems

Sieverts

years

rems

square feet

square centimeters
square meters

square feet

acres

Btu

Btu

joules

pounds

U-234 (grams)

U-234 (curies)

U-238 (grams)

U-238 (curies)

Btu

joules

Btu/hour
joules/second

joules

centimeters

meters

hours

seconds

MULTIPLY

°26905
0.067 6
4.11

0.24
0.0083
121.2
453.59237
0.45359
time

1.

1,000
0.001
0.0584
0.0001
1,000
0.94633
0.01

RBE factor
0.01
3.171x10-8
100
0.00108
929.0304
0.09290
10.76391
640 .
100,000
3,983,500
42x109
2204.6226
154.4

6.48 x 10-3
2.81x 106
3.56x 10-7
3.41443
3,600
3.41443

1

1

91.44
0.9144
8760
31.54 x106
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Alpha' radiation: Radiation consisting of helium nuclei (without orbiting electrons) of nominal atomic
weight. 4, atomic number 2, that are discharged by radioactive disintegration of some isotopes of heavy

elements, including uranium-238, radium-226 and plutonium-239. ‘

Glossary of Terms

Atomic number (symbolized Z): The atomic number of an element is the number of protons in the
nucleus of each atom. It determines the chemical properties of the element.

Atomic weight, nominal (symbolized A): The nominal atomic weight of an isotope is given by the sum
of the number of neutrons and protons in each nucleus. The exact atomic weight of an isotope differs
fractionally from that whole number, because neutrons are slightly heavier than protons and the mass of
the nucleus is also affected by the binding energy. Atomic weight of an element reflects combinations of
isotopes of that element found in nature.

Background Radiation: Radiation found in the environment due to naturally occurring radioactive
elements and cosmic rays. In general, and excluding indoor radon, background radiation is about 100
millirem per year at sea level.

Becquerel: A unit of radioactivity equal to one disintegration per second. It is a very small unit, equal to
about 27 picocuries.

Beta radiation: Radiation consisting of electrons or "positrons” (the same as electrons but with positive
electrical charge) emitted in many radioactive disintegrations, at speeds approaching the speed of light.

Bioaccumulation: the accumulation of radionuclides in a living organism.

Calorie: A unit of heat or energy sufficient to raise the temperature of 1 gram of water by 1 degree
Celsius. In dietetics, the kilocalorie, a thousand times bigger, is the unit usually used. It is frequently
called a "calorie," omitting the prefix.

Critical mass: The amount of a fissile substance that will allow a self-sustaining chain reaction. Th
amount depends both on the properties of the fissile element, the shape of the mass, and other
parameters.

Curie: The traditional unit of radioactivity equal to the radioactivity of 1 gram of pure radium. It is equal
to 37,000,000,000 (37 x 10°) disintegrations per second (37 billion becquerels).

Daughter: As a radionuclide decays, it may decay into a "daughter" radionuclide. For example, uranium-
238 decays into a succession of radionuclides, including thorium-234, radium-226, and radon-222, among
others. This decay succession is called a "decay chain."

Decay-correction: The amount by which the calculated radioactivity (for example, of a release of
radioisotopes) must be reduced after a period of time, to allow for its radioactive decay during that time.

Decommissioning: The process of removing a facility from operation.

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS): A study prepared when a major federal action is considered
that could affect the environment, such as building a waste repository. The study evaluates the potential
effects of the action, in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1970.

External radiation dose: The dose from sources of radiation located outside the body. This is most
often from gamma rays, though beta rays can contribute to dose in the skin and other relatively superficial
tissues (like some lymph nodes). Sometimes neutrons are also an external radiation source. For instance,
the people of Hiroshima and Nagasaki during the atomic blasts in 1945 received significant radiation from

neutrons. .
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Glossary of Terms (continued) _’ -6 905

Fission: The splitting of the nucleus of an element into fragments. Heavy elements such as uranium or
plutonium release energy when fissioned.

Fission product: Any atom created by the fission of a heavy element. Fission products are usually
radioactive.

Fusion: the combining of two nuclei to form a heavier one. Fusion of the isotopes of light elements such
as hydrogen or lithiurn generally gives a release of energy.

Gamma radiation: Electromagnetic radiation of high photon energy. The term is used for radiation that
comes from radioactive disintegration. X-rays are identical with the lowest energy gamma rays and have
sufficient energy to ionize atoms with which they interact.

Gray: A unit of absorbed radiation dose equal to 100 rads.

Half-life: The time in which half the atoms of a radioactive substance will have disintegrated, leaving half
the original amount. Half of the residue will disintegrate in another equal period of time. Thus one-
fourth the original amount is left after two half-lives; one-eight after three, and so on.

Highly-enriched uranium (HEU): Uranium containing over 20% uranium-235. HEU is one of the
explosive components of nuclear bombs and is also used in nuclear submarine reactors, research
reactors, and plutonium production reactors. Fresh HEU for these purposes typically contains 93% or
more uranium-235. HEU is not used in commercial electricity producing reactors. Because of its
military applications, HEU is classified as a "highly strategic matenal”.

Induced radioactivity: Radioactivity produced in any material as a result of nuclear reactions, especially
by absorption of neutrons. '

Internal radiation dose: the dose to organs of the body from radioactive material inside the body. It
may consist of any combination of alpha, beta, and gamma radiation.

Ionize: To split off one or more electrons from an atom, thus leaving it with a positive electric charge.

Isotope: The atoms of any one element all have the same number of protons (and hence the same
chemical properties) but may have different numbers of neutrons and, therefore, different weights. Thus,
there is more than one kind of atom for any one element, and the different kinds are called the isotopes of
that element. Some isotopes are stable; others are unstable and therefore radioactive (radioisotopes).

Kiloton (KT): In the context of nuclear weapons, this term, which means 1,000 tons, is always used as a
measure of explosive power. It is equal to the explosive power of 1,000 tons of TNT.

Low-enriched uranium (LEU): Uranium containing less than 20% uranium-235 but greater than
0.71%. (Uranium in nature contains 0.71% uranium-235). Commercial nuclear reactors use LEU as fuel
that typically contains about 3-5% uranium-23S5.

Micron: One one-millionth of a meter.

Neutron: An elementary particle slightly heavier than a proton, with no electric charge. Free neutrons
are unstable, decaying into protons and electrons with a half-life of about 12 minutes.

Nucleus: The nucleus of an atom is the central core that comprises almost all the weight of the atom. All
atomic nuclei (except H-1, which has a single proton) contain both protons and neutrons.

000085 .
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Glossary of Terms (continued)

Photon: The indivisible unit, or quantum, of electromagnetic radiation. The energy of the photons
determines the nature of the radiation, from radio waves at the lowest energy levels, up through infra-red,
visible, and ultra-violet light, to X- or gamma rays, which have energy high enough to ionize atoms. “

Plutonium (Pu): A highly toxic, heavy, radioactive metallic element. There are 16 isotopes o

plutonium, of which only five are produced in significant quantities: plutonium-238, -239, -240, -241, and

-242. Plutonium-239 is the most important plutonium isotope as it is fissile and is used in nuclear

weapons some reactors. On the other hand, plutonium-240 is unsuitable for use in nuclear weapons and

reactor fuel. Thus, in a reactor whose main purpose is plutonium production, the rate at which

plutonium-240 is formed controls the length of time fuel is allowed to remain under irradiation.
Plutonium is categorized according to plutonium-240 content, as follows:

Category % plutonium-240

super-grade 2-3

weapons-grade less than 7

fuel-grade- 7-18 (sometimes given as 7-19)
reactor-grade 18 or greater (or 19 or greater)

Positron: An elementary particle with a positive electric charge, but in other respects identical with an
electron.

Proton: An elementary particle with a positive electric charge and a mass that is given the value 1 on the
scale of atomic weights.

Rad: (radiation absorbed dose) The old unit of absorbed dose of radiation, defined as deposition of 100
ergs of energy per gram of tissue. It amounts to approximately one ionization per cubic micron. Thus
one rad creates roughly one billion ionizations per cubic centimeter (or about one gram of tissue). In
practice, the rad and the roentgen both represent about the same amount of energy since 1,000 rad equals
1,100 plus or minus 50 roentgens, but unlike the roentgen, the rad is applicable to all types of radiatio
(alpha, beta, and gamma). - :

Radioactivity: The spontaneous discharge of radiation from atomic nuclei. This is usually in the form of
beta or alpha radiation, together with gamma radiation. Beta or alpha emission results in transformation
of the atom into a different element, changing the atomic number by +1 or -2 respectively. Some residual
energy is often emitted as gamma radiation.

Raffinate: A liquid waste stream resulting from extraction of a liquid with a solvent.

RBE (Relative Biological Effectiveness): RBE compares the effectiveness of absorbed doses of
different types of radiation. It is calculated as the inverse ratio of the doses of two different kinds of
radiation necessary to produce the same biological effect.

Rem: (radiation equivalent man) A unit of equivalent absorbed dose of radiation, taking account of the
relative biological effectiveness of the particular radiation. It is the amount of ionizing radiation required
to produce the same biological effect as one roentgen of x-rays. The dose in rems is the dose in rads
multiplied by the Relative Biological Effectiveness (RBE). This old unit is replaced with the sievert (Sv)
in the SI units. One sievert is equal to 100 rem.

Roentgen: The old unit of radiation exposure. It is a unit of gamma radiation measured by the amount of
ionization in air. In non-bony biological tissue 1 roentgen delivers a dose approximately equal to 1 rad.

See also rad.

18

Sievert (Sv): A unit of equivalent absorbed dose equal to 100 rems.
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Glossary of Terms (continued) .

SI units: The "International System of Units" (designated SI in all languages) is a system of measures
established by an intermational organization promoting international uniformity in standards of
measurement.

Names of units in the SI are not capitalized, though symbols for units are based on a person's name.
For example, the symbol of the "gray" is "Gy".

One of the main advantages of SI units, as opposed to the old. units (curies, etc.) is that they
correspond to actual properties. For example, 1 becquerel = 1 disintegration per second, whereas 1 curie
= 37 billion disintegrations per second. Clearly, the becquerel is easier to work with mathematically. One
of the main complaints about SI units is that the gray is too big or the becquerel is too small.

Specific Activity: The number of disintegrations over a given period of time (referred to as "activity")
per unit mass of a pure radioisotope; or the activity of a radioisotope in a material per unit mass of that
material. Specific activity is expressed in becquerels per gram (Bq/g) or curies per gram (Ci/g).

_ Tailings: The residue left over after a product is produced. Usually refers to "uranium mill tailings".
TNT equivalent: The weight of TNT which would release the same amount of energy as a particular

nuclear explosion. One ton of TNT releases approximately 1.2 billion calories (that is, 5.1 kiloJoules per
gram). Nuclear explosions are usually measured in kilotons (KT) or megatons (MT). '

Ton: A unit of mass in the American system that equals 2,000 pounds, or 909.1 kilograms. A British ton
(or "Imperial" ton) equals 2,240 pounds. A metric tonne is equal to 1,000 kilograms.

Tonne: A unit of mass in the metric system equal to 1,000 kilograms or 2,205 pounds. An American ton
or "short" ton is 2,000 pounds or 909.1 kilograms. '

Transuranics: Elements that have a higher atomic number than uranium (and are thus heavier), such as
plutonium, curium, americium, and neptunium. Transuranic elements are human made, though traces do
occur naturally.

Uranium (U): A dark grey, radioactive, metallic element. Naturally occurring uranium is a mixture of
three isotopes: uranium-234 (0.0055%), uranium-235 (0.711%), and uranium-238 (99.284%). Uranium
is the heaviest non-human-made element. Uranium ore normally contains several hundredths of a percent

uranium, though some extremely high-grade ore can contain up to 60% uranium. Uranium is both
chemically and radiologically toxic. It poses a health hazard as a heavy metal as well as a radioisotope.

Vitrify: To convert into glass. Vitrification often refers to glassification of high-level waste to reduce its
solubility.

Yield: The energy released by a nuclear explosion.
Watt (W): The SI unit of power, equal to one joule per second.

Weapons-grade uranium, or very-highly enriched uranium: Uranium containing approximately 93%
uranium-2335.

19
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AEC
AGR
ATSDR
Btu

Bq

cal
CERCLA

cc
Ci
cm
DOD
DOE
dpm
dps
bU
EPA
FOIA

Common Abbreviations

(U.S.) Atomic Energy Commission

advanced gas-cooled reactor

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
British Thermal Unit(s)

becquerel(s)

Celsius (or carbon)

calorie(s)

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (Superfund)

cubic centimeter(s)

curie(s)

centimeter(s)

(U.S.) Department of Defense

(U.S.) Department of Energy

disintegrations per minute

disintegrations per second

depleted uranium

(U.S.) Environmental Protection Agency

(U.S.) Freedom of Information Act

foot, feet

giga (billion times)

gray(s), SI unit of absorbed dose, 1 Gy = 100 rad
gram(s) ~
hydrogen

highly enriched uranium

high-level waste

hour(s)

inch(es)

International Atomic Energy Agency

joule(s)

kilo (thousand times)

kilogram(s), or 2.205 pounds

kilometer(s), 103 meters, or 3,281 feet
kiloton(s), 103 tons (of TNT), nuclear weapon energy yield
linear energy transfer

low-level waste

mega (million times)

meter(s)

0000588

20



Common Abbreviations (continued)

=6905

mg milligram(s)
MOx mixed oxide fuel
Mw megawatt(s)
MWt megawatt(s) thermal
MRS monitored retrievable storage
n nano (billionth)
NAS (U.S.) National Academy of Sciences
NRC (U.S.) Nuclear Regulatory Commission
0] oxygen
OECD Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
ppb parts per billion
ppm parts per million
Pu plutonium
Purex plutonium-uranium extraction process
PWR pressurized water reactor
R Roentgen
RBE relative biological effectiveness
RCRA ("ReCRA") Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Redox reduction-oxidation (process)
S or sec second(s)
SDMP Site Decommissioning Management Plan (of the NRC)
SI standard international _
Sv Sievert, SI unit of dose equivalent
. TRU transuranic (radioactive waste)
U uranium
W : watt(s)
WIPP Waste Isolation Pilot Project (for TRU waste)
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RECOMMENDATIONS
artoeey REGARDING FUTURE USE
mra OF FERNALD PROPERTY

FORCE (Markup Draft 5/5/95)

One important component of the mission of the Fernald Citizens Task Force
is to make recommendations for the future use of the Fernald property.
Understanding future use as a goal has been instrumental in focusing our
deliberations and our recommendations on cleanup levels, waste disposition, and
site priorities are all intrinsically tied to our vision for the future of the Fernald
property and its ultimate impact on surrounding communities. |
| It was never the intention of the Fernald Citizens Task Force to identify
specific uses of the land at Fernald following remediation. We believe that those
decisions are best:left to the persons who would ordinarily make such decisions:
local planning and zoning officials and the people of the townships in which this
property resides. In particular, residents adjacent to and immediately impacted by

the future use of Fernald should be provided significant access to decisionmaking

_ regardihg future use and ownership of the property. Moreover, these specific

decisions will be better made close to the time when actual use is being
contemplated as actual reuse of any Fernald property is at least a decade away. We
do, however, believe that it is our responsibility to outline the overall plan for
bringing Fernald back to productive and safe uses, and to identify the general
categories of use that should not be provided for as a result of remediation.
Conceptually, we divide the Fernald property into three zones: 1) the land
containing the proposed on-site disposal cell and supporting facilities, 2) a transition
zone surrounding the cell on all sides, and 3) all remaining property at Fernald. In

support of this concept, we offer the following recommendations:

Markup Draft 5/5/95 FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE Page 1
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Q The on-site disposal facility (zone one) should be tied into the natural

-6905
environment to the greatest extent possible. This includes a natural vegetative
cover of native plants, and gentle slopes keyed into natural contours of
surrounding land. Extensive public input into facility design is anticipated to
ensure that the visual impact of the facility on surrounding properties is
minimal.

While-it-is It will be important to isolate the disposal facility from public access,
this-is-primarily to protect the cover system of the disposal facility and not due to
direct exposure risks to individuals in the area. Therefore~the barriers to
prevent access should be as unobtrusive as possible, while still providing clear
markings and protection from intrusion. preferably The Task Force prefers
combining man-made barriers with natural barriers to soften the visual impact
and to blend in with the total surroundings.

To limit temptation for trespassing on the cell property and to provide for a
natural transition in uses, the land irﬁmediately surrounding the cell and
supporting facilities (zone two) should have limited use. Therefore, the Fernald
Citizens Task Force recommends that fer-atleast a minimum of 300 feet in each
direction of the cell property be reserved for limited use. These uses may include
undeveloped green space, aurturinga natural habitats, and-previdingfor or at
most limited surface récreational use.

The remainder of the Fernald property (zone three) should be made available for
the uses most beneficial to surrounding communities, recognizing that a mixed
use strategy may be the most beneficial. While encouraging uses that provide
economic and social benefit to surrounding communities, the Fernald Citizens
Task Force strongly recommends the prohibition of any sort of agricultural or
residential uses, or any uses involving the importing or generation of
hazardous, radioactive, mixed, or solid waste for any reason. Possible beneficial

uses for zone three could include the continuation of undeveloped green space,

Markup Draft 5/5/95 FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE Page 2
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nature preserve, educational facilities, a developed park or recreational facilities,
light industry, office parks, or commercial development. -

In planning for the future use of the Fernald property, sufficient space should be
provided for the permanent relocation of Native American burial sites exhumed
during construction of the new water line in the vicinity.

All property containing the on site disposal cell and éurrounding green space
must remain under federal government control and ownership in perpetuity.
The remaining property at Fernald must remain under federal government
control and ownership until remediation is complete, at which time local
preferences for ownership should be revisited. However, any changes of
owﬁership or leasing of pfoperty must be conducted with strict assurances that

all ewnership-arrangements—must-pesmit necessary monitoring of air, water; and

soil will be conducted, maintenance of the disposal facility will take place, land
use restrictions will be clearly enforced, and a program for prompt response to ’
any future release of contamination is in place.

DOE must refrain from making any commitments for potential future uses of
property following remediation until community input has been registered.

The use of any Fernald property for other than remediation purposes prior to the

- completion of remediation should be carefully screened to ensure that such use

does not present any additional health or safety concerns and that remediation
progress is not hampered in any way. |

All future uses of the Fernald property will protect and enhance existing natural
resources, with particular emphasis on the Great Miami Aquifer, Paddy's Run,

and forested wetlands.

0000955
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April 8, 1995 Meeting:

* ° It was suggested that the first sentence of the second paragraph of the
"Recommendation For An On-Site Disposal Facility At Fernald" could be
reworded for clarity. After some discussion, the Task Force voted
unanimously to reword the sentence. The changes are marked in the
following: '

RECOMMENDATION FOR
AN ON-SITE DISPOSAL
FACILITY AT FERNALD

The Fernald Citizens Task Force recommends the construction
of an on-site disposal facility to accept, from the Fernald site
only, materials solely with low levels of contamination meeting
the site-specific waste acceptance criteria.

The Fernald Citizens Task Force does not make this recommendation lightly. It is the
result of one and one-half years of study, discussion, and evaluation. Disposition of
contaminated material is one of four key recommendations required of the Task Force by
August 1993 charter. In the December 1993 work plan, we scheduled this decision for 1995.
This schedule was then further refined in a revised work plan approved in December 1994.
The draft final recommendation was prepared as scheduled in February 1995, with discussion
and a public workshop on the full range of issues having been conducted as scheduled in

January 1995. It is important to the Task Force that all our recommendations be based on a

thorough evaluation of the technical information available, and through discussion and
feedback with our neighbors surrounding Fernald. To this end, all of our meetings are open
to the public and widely publicized, and all agendas are mailed to an extensive list of local

‘residents and government officials. Comments are received at Task Force meetings, other

public meetings attended by Task Force members, by mail, and through the Task Force
message line.

All members of the Task Force live ard or work in communities that are impacted by
the decisions being made at Fernald, and eight of 14 live and or work in the direct vicinity of
the site. No member of the Task Force wishes to see contaminated materials from Fernald or
any other location stored on the Fernald property indefinitely. As it adjoins residential and
agricultural lands and is situated directly above a sole source aquifer, Fernald is far from an
ideal location for disposal of contaminated materials. Nevertheless, we are aware of the many

21 May 3, 1995
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engineering, political, and financial challenges facing a project the size of the Fernald cleanup.
Our primary goals are protecting human health and the Great Miami Aquifer. We believe that
a balanced approach to cleanup, in which the most hazardous materials are disposed off the
Fernald property and the least hazardous materials are stored safely on the property, is the
most effective way to achieve prompt and enduring protection for the communities surrounding
Fernald. We ultimately arrived at this recommendation in consideration of the following:

*x o The Task Force unanimously approved the amended draft "Recommendation to
Establish Site Priorities and to Accelerated Remediation at Fernald", and the
transmittal of the final recommendation to Secretary O’Leary and Assistant
Secretary Grumbly with a request for a response on a specific date. The final
recommendation reads as follows:

RECOMMENDATION TO ESTABLISH
SITE PRIORITIES AND ACCELERATE
REMEDIATION AT FERNALD

The Fernald Citizens Task Force believes that the Fernald site is poised to make great
progress in its remediation program, but only if allowed to operate in an efficient and
streamlined manner. The most difﬁcglt and complex decisions regarding remediation
have been clearly mapped out in accordance with the amended consent agreement and
Records of Decision and will be in place within the next few months. The challenge
now is to implement these decisions in a quick, safe, and cost-effective manner. The
Fernald Citizens Task Force believes that this cannot be done under the remediation
approach and operating rules that exist at Fernald today. '

As part of our charge to recommend site priorities, we are calling for a fundamental shift
in the approach to remedial operations at Fernald. DOE and its contractor must view the
project as an environmental remediation operation, period. It is their job to implement
the remediation decisions that have been made, quickly, safely, and cost-effectively, and
then to leave. If Fernald is to be really treated like the remediation project it is-where
work should be focused on a single goal and completed in a finite period of time-
management at all levels must make an immediate and decisive change. Such an
approach has several important consequences for remedial priorities, and focuses
attention on obstacles to remediation apart from the existing operable units. Its
cornerstone must be to eliminate big sources of non-productive expense: high overhead,
storage of materials awaiting shipment, and cumbersome Department of Energy
requirements. Specifically, we would like to see immediate and substantial steps taken

22 , May 3, 1995
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to deal with the following:

Special Nuclear materials. There are 17 million pounds of special nuclear (non-waste)
materials throughout the Fernald site, which require a high level of expensive security,
accounting, and safety procedures to maintain. This material is not going to stay at
Fernald. This material does not belong at Fernald now, as Fernald is an environmental
remediation project. Storage and maintenance of this material is being done at the
expense of remediation operations. Appropriate storage facilities already exist within the
DOE complex for materials such as these. The Secretary of Energy and the Assistant
Secretary for Environmental Management must ensure that DOE make and implement
the decision immediately to move these materials to such an appropriate location.

Legacy Waste. There are approximately 70,000 drum equivalents of legacy waste
sitting at Fernald awaiting shipment and another 12,000 drum equivalents of mixed waste
awaiting treatment and shipment. Again, the storage and maintenance of these wastes is
diverting money from other much needed remediation activities. There is no mystery -
surrounding the location for disposal of most of these wastes, and their immediate
‘shipment should be a top priority.

Safe Shutdown. When production ceased at the plant in the summer of 1989, it was
conducted without taking the proper steps to bring the equipment and buildings to a safe
configuration. As a result, millions are spent each year to maintain and provide security
to buildings that should be closed and shuttered for subsequent demolition. Every effort
must be made to expedite the safe shutdown of the Fernald facility to eliminate these
burdensome overhead costs and hasten the shift in culture from operations to
environmental remediation.

Ongoing Maintenance Activities. Another aspect of approaching Fernald as a
remediation project is to discontinue the ongoing repair, maintenance, and improvement
to on-site buildings and infrastructure, except where essential to remediation progress or
worker safety.

Overlapping Requirements. Perhaps the most cumbersome of all requirements facing
the remediation of the Fernald site are those internally imposed by DOE on itself.
Significant time and money is wasted by requiring remediation activities to comply with
DOE orders that are geared to the operation of highly complex and dangerous nuclear
operations. Where these orders are superfluous or are redundant of other state and
federal regulations, DOE can and should waive them. The Fernald Citizens Task Force
recommends that the Fernald site be the prototype for streamlining these requirements
and placing remediation first.

Budgeting for the Long Haul. Fernald holds a unique position among. DOE’s major -

remediation sites: its decisionmaking is nearly complete, needed technologies are in
place, and its size is manageable. With the above reforms, a relatively modest up-front

23 May 3, 1995
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investment will yield a nearly complete remediation in one-half to one-third of the time
projected in current reduced-budget scenarios. Under current budget constraints,
remediation is estimated to take 25 years at a total escalated cost of $5.7 billion.
Without constraints, the same remediation could be conducted in seven years at a total
escalated cost of $2.7 billion. In addition to saving billions of dollars, the symbolic
significance of getting a major facility "off the books" is incalculable. Our
understanding of the options available to DOE in budgeting the Fernald project boil
down to two basic choices: the potential for a big win by completing remediation in the
seven year time-frame or a project constrained by annual funding caps that eventually
costs twice as much and lasts three times as long. Dollar for dollar. there must be few
opportunities in the DOE complex that offer a clearer choice or more attractive
dividends.

There exists at this time at Fernald a window of opportunity to efficiently select and
implement an accelerated remediation. DOE, its regulators, and its stakeholders must
work together, with flexibility on all sides, to make these changes happen. It is time
that DOE changed its legacy form a slow moving and expensive dinosaur, to a model of
government/contractor efficiency. Given the tools and the reforms, Fernald can lead
the way.

® The Task Force asked the chair and the consultant to create a draft
recommendation regardmg the future use of the Fernald property for the
May 6, 1995, meeting.

24 May 3, 1995
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Members:

James Bierer
Marvin Clawson
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Dr. Constance Fox
Guy Guckenberger
Darryl Huff

Jerry Monahan
Tom B. Rentschler
Robert Tabor
Warren E. Strunk
Thomas Wagner
Dr. Gene Willeke

Alternates:

Russ Beckner
Jackie Embry

Ex cio:

J. Phillip Hamric
Graham Mitchell-
Jim Saric
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A U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY SITE-SPECIFIC ADVISORY BOARD

MEMORANDUM

- TO: Those Listed

FROM: John S. Applegate,

DATE: May 16, 1995

RE: Task Force Document for "Recommendations Regarding Future

Use of Fernald Property”

Enclosed is the final future use recommendation document. The
recommendation reflects all of the comments that I received from Task Force

members.

If you have any questions or comments, feel free to call me at (513)

556-0114.

JSA:rmt
Enclosure

C:PA:(FCTF):95-1068

P. O. Box 544

Ross, Ohio 45061
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at MS 82-3 (Public Affairs)

Amy Engler
Jeanie Foster
Kathy Graham
Jack Hoopes
Julie Loerch
Sarah Snyder

Total: 6
at MS 45 (Department of Energy)

Randi Allen
Jack Craig
Glenn Griffiths
Randy Janke
Rob Janke

Dave Lojek
Johnny Reising
Gary Stegner
Rod Warner

Pete Yerace

Total: 10
CRUs

Bob Fellman, MS 52-1 (CRU1)

Nancy Weatherup, MS 51-2 (CRU2)
Steve Houser, MS 52-3 (CRU3)

Mike Skriba, MS 82-2 (CRU4)

Dave Brettschneider, MS 52-5 (CRU5)

Total: 5
Office of the President

Robert Gates, MS 80-1
Arlen Hunt, MS 7

Don Ofte, MS 1

Jim Thiesing, MS 2
Mike Yates, MS 9

Total: 5

"at EM-5 (Secretary of Energy)
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

Don Beck (Same address as above, EM 521 is

the room number)

Dierdre McCarthy Gallager (see BCC List for
address. Takes the place of EM-5 files on
original Tist).

Thomas Grumbly

TOOLBOX DISTRIBUTION LIST

As of 5/16

Total: 3

OTHERS

Jim Jackson, MS 52-5
Ken Morgan (see BCC 1ist)
Mike Strimbu, MS 65-2

Internal

File 106.4.2.5
Judy Armstrong

Unidentified

Gail Jernigan _
P.0. Box 616 Building 773-41A
Aiken, South Carolina 29802

Larissa Gilham

Ohio Department of Health
35 E Chestnut St. Box 118
Columbus, Ohio 43215-2541

Total: 7

Mark Albertin, MS 72
William Benson, MS 52-1
Dennis Beissel, MS 52-3
Shelby Blankenship, MS 71-3
Dennis Carr, MS 52-5

- Jennifer Curtis, MS 8

Bi11 Den Herder, MS 80-3
Steve Garland, MS 51-2
R D George, MS 52-2
Terence Hagen, MS 65-2
Jim Hanna, MS 15

John Harmon, MS 52-2
Bob Heck, MS 76

Marc Jewett, MS 52-5
Pete Kelley, MS 82-3
Mike Lee, MS 3

Paul Mohr, MS 82-3
Morman Reeves, MS 3

Total: 18

Grand total: 54

C:\TASKFORC\MISC\TOOLBOXL . IST
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RECOMMENDATIONS

S NWY REGARDING FUTURE USE
mryaml| OF FERNALD PROPERTY

FORCE

One important component of the mission of the Fernald Citizens Task Force
is to make recommendations for the future use of the Fernald property.
Understanding future use as a goal has been instrumental in focusing our
deliberations and our recommendations on cleanup levels, waste disposition, and
site priorities are all intrinsically tied to our vision for the future of the Fernald
property and its ultimate impact on surrounding communities.

It was never the intention of the Fernald Citizens Task Force to identify
specific uses of the land at Fernald following remediation. We believe that those
decisions are best left to the persons who would ordinarily make such decisions:
local planning and zoning officials and the people of the townships in which this
property resides. In particular, residents adjacent to and immediately impacted by
the future use of Fernald should be provided significant access to and participation
in decisionmaking regarding specific future use and ownership of the property.
Moreover, these specific decisions will be better made close to the time when actual
use is being contemplated as actual reuse of any Fernald property is at least a decade
away. We do, however, believe that it is our responsibility to outline the overall
plan for bringing Fernald back to productive and safe uses, and to identify the
general categories of use that should not be provided for as a result of remediation.

Conceptually, we divide the Fernald property into three zones: 1) the land
containing the proposed on-site disposal cell and supporting facilities, 2) a transition
zone surrounding the cell on all sides, and 3) all remaining property at Fernald. In
support of this concept, we offer the following recommendations:

Q The on-site disposal facility (zone one) should be tied into the natural
environment to the greatest extent possible consistent with public health and
safety. This includes a natural vegetative cover of native plants, and gentle
slopes keyed into natural contours of surrounding land. Extensive public input
into facility design is anticipated to ensure that the visual impact of the facility
on surrounding properties is minimal.

@ It will be important to isolate the disposal facility from public access to protect
the cover system of the disposal facility and not due to direct exposure risks to
individuals in the area. The barriers to prevent access should be as unobtrusive
as possible, while still providing clear markings and protection from intrusion.
The Task Force prefers combining man-made barriers with natural barriers to
soften the visual impact and to blend in with the total surroundings.

May 6, 1995 FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE Page 1
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@ To limit temptation for trespassing on the cell property and to provide for a
natural transition in uses, the land immediately surrounding the cell and
supporting facilities (zone two) should have limited use. Therefore, the Fernald
Citizens Task Force recommends that a minimum of 300 feet in each direction of
the cell property be reserved for limited use. These uses may include
undeveloped green space and natural habitats, and public access should be clearly
discouraged.

QO The remainder of the Fernald property (zone three) should be made available for
the uses most beneficial to surrounding communities, recognizing that a mixed
use strategy may be the most beneficial. While encouraging uses that provide
economic and social benefit to surrounding communities, the Fernald Citizens
Task Force strongly recommends the prohibition of any sort of agricultural or
residential uses, or any uses involving the importing of hazardous, radioactive,
mixed, or solid waste for any reason or the generation of hazardous, radioactive,
or mixed waste.

Q DOE must refrain from making any commitments for potential future uses of
property following remediation until community input has been registered.

A In planning for the future use of the Fernald property, sufficient space should be
provided for the permanent relocation of any Native American burial sites
exhumed in the vicinity of the Fernald property.

@ All property containing the on site disposal cell (zone 1) and surrounding green
space (zone 2) must remain under federal government control and ownership in
perpetuity.

@ The remaining property at Fernald (zone 3) must remain under federal
government control and ownership until remediation is complete. Any changes
of ownership, leasing, or control of property must be conducted after consulting
with local preferences for use and ownership, and with strict assurances that
necessary monitoring of air, water, and soil will be conducted, maintenance of
the disposal facility will take place, land use restrictions will be clearly enforced,
and a program for prompt response to any future release of contamination is in
place.

O The use of any Fernald property for other than remediation purposes prior to the
completion of remediation should be carefully screened to ensure that such use
does not present any additional health or safety concerns and that remediation
progress is not hampered in any way.

@ All future uses of the Fernald property must protect and enhance existing
natural resources, with particular emphasis on the Great Miami Aquifer, Paddy's
Run, and forested wetlands.

Mayé6,1995 |, | FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE Page 2
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Chair: A U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY SITE-SPECIFIC ADVISORY BOARD

John S. Applegate

Members:

James Bierer
Marvin Clawson .
Lisa Crawford
Pam Dunn

Dr. Constance Fox

MEMORANDUM

Guy Guckenberger TO: Task Force Members

Darryl Huff

Jerry Monahan

Tom B. Rentschler FROM: John S. Applegate, Ch

Robert Tabor

Warren E. Strunk

Thomas Wagner DATE: May 22, 1995

Dr. Gene Willeke .

Aligrnates: RE: Fernald Health Effects Subcommittee

Russ Beckner

Jackie Embry

Ex Officio:

J. Phillip Hamric Enclosed are two items of interest regarding the nominations to the

prabam Michell Fernald Health Effects Subcommittee and the Fernald Health Effects
Subcommittee Working Draft Operational Guidelines draft document.

I hope that you will take the opportunity to review the announcement
for nominations to the subcommittee and the draft operational guidelines
document. It would be very helpful to the Task Force to have a liaison with
this group, and I encourage any one who is interested in being a member to
sign up immediately. ‘

Please give me a call at 556-0114, if you have any questions.
JSA:jaa
Enclosure

C:PA:(FCTP):95-1072
P. O. Box 544 Ross, Ohio 45061

000102 513-648-:6478
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-/ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Public Health Service
%, : .
h ) Centers for Disease Control

Atlanta GA 30341-3724

Announcement for Nominations to the
Fernald Health Effects Subcommittee

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry (ATSDR) are actively conducting public health activities at U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) nuclear weapons facilities. For CDC and ATSDR to effectively plan and conduct work
around the Fernald, Ohio facility, it is essential that the agencies coordinate their activities and involve
the public in all aspects of their work. The Fernald Health Effects Subcommittee will be formed in
response to this need.

The Fernald Health Effects Subcommittee will be a formal, Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA)
chartered, advisory body. The purpose of the Subcommittee will be to establish a representative and
knowledgeable body of citizens to advise CDC and ATSDR on their health research and public health
activities related to Fernald. Health-related questions will be addressed by the Subcommittee and
include: (a) what has happened from the release of radioactive and hazardous materials into the
environment at Fernald; (b) what may happen in the future from these releases; and © what can be done
once the findings of health research and public health activities are reported. All Subcomxmttee
meetings will be open to the public and announced in advance.

When appropriate, this Subcommittee will also work in conjunction with the Department of Energy's
Fernald Citizens Task Force to address health concerns and issues which may be related to
environmental restoration and waste management options being discussed by that Board.

The enclosed operational guidelines for the Fernald Health Effects Subcommittee have been developed
in series of public meetings with interested members of the community. The guidelines provide
information about how the Subcommittee will operate.

If you are interested in serving on the Subcommittee or wish to nominate another individual, please
submit a resume, biographical sketch, and/or any other information which tells us about yourself or the
person you wish to nominate, and describes why this individual would be well suited to serve on this
Subcommittee. Please include the nominees' address and phone number as well. If nominating a
person other than yourself, please mclude a signed acknowledgement of the nomination by that
individual.

Nominations should be sent to the following address:

Steven Adams

CDC, M.S. F-35

4770 Buford Highway, NE
Atlanta, Georgia 30341-3724

All nominations must be received no later than Jupe 30, 1995. If you have questions or comments on
the nominations process or the Subcommittee please contact Steve Adams or Nadine Dickerson at (404)

488-7040.
0002103
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Draft Document Including 2-25-95 Revisions

FERNALD Health Effects Subcommittee
Working Draft Operational Guidelines

AGENCY NOTE:

With valuable input from national and local community interest groups, this
document was prepared by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Ragistry
(ATSDR) and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) for the purpose
of developing effective and meaningful community involvement with the Fernald- 4
community. These draft operational guidelines reflect both the principles outlined in
the Keystone report and the significant input from community representatives.

The agencies have recently obtained authorization to form a formal national
advisory committee chartered under the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) to
involve the public in health related CDC and ATSDR activities at up to six present
or former DOE weapons complex sites. Under the charter for this advisory
committee, the agencies have formed a site specific subcommittee at Hanford and
are in the process of forming subcommittees at the Savannah River Site, and the
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory. It is the desire of the agencies to form an
additional subcommittee in Ohio to address issues at the Fernald Site.

000104
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Draft Document Including 2-25-95 Revisions

1.0 Purpose

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and the Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) are committed to open and
substantive public and labor involvement in agency decision-making, planning, and
activities. :

The purpose of the Fernald Health Effects Subcommittee (hereafter called the
Subcommittee) is the creation of a representative and knowledgeable body of
citizens to advise CDC and ATSDR on the selection, design, scope, prioritization
and adequacy of their health research and public health activities connected with
the Fernald Site. The establishment of the Subcommittee is intended to be the key
component of a broader effort to involve and communicate with citizens interested

‘in, and affected by, the conduct of CDC and ATSDR health research and their

public health activities at the Fernald Site.

If implemented properly, the Subcommittee should be capable of identifying
the legitimate needs of exposed and potentially exposed persons and providing
answers to their health-related questions about:

(a) what are the potential health effects due to releases of radioactive and
hazardous materials into the environment at Fernald;

{(b) what may happen in the future from these releases; a_nd

©®  what can be done once the findings of health research and public health
activities are reported.

Likewise, the Subcommittee should be capable of satisfying the legitimate
needs of citizens for studies that are technically sound, fiscally prudent, and
capable of providing credible information about exposures and/or health
consequences.

This Subcommittee will work in conjunction with the Fernald Citizens Task
Force to address health concerns and issues related to restoration and waste
management options, as appropriate.

Q0U0LUS
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Draft Document Including 2-25-95 Revisions

2.0 Background

The CDC (National Center for Environmental Health and the National Institute
for Occupational Safety and Health) and ATSDR are actively conducting health
research and public health activities at U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) nuclear
weapons facilities. Historically, DOE facilities have released radioactive materials
and toxic substances into the environment, and the exposure to people and possible
adverse health outcomes are not well documented. For CDC and ATSDR to
effectively plan and conduct studies at Fernald, it is essential that the agencies
coordinate their activities and involve the public in all aspects of their work.

Public participation is necessary to provide guidance to ATSDR's activities
under the Superfund law (CERCLA, e.g., public health assessments, health studies,
surveillance activities, and exposure registries) and CDC's energy-related health
research under the Memorandum of Understanding between DOE and U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services (analytic epidemiology studies of
workers and residents) involving Fernald.

The proposal for this Subcommittee has been developed with important input
from representatives of community interest groups involved at Fernald, as well as
using components from several other community involvement strategies. Meetings
with a variety of citizens and community interest group leaders have provided
valuable insight on the their needs and concerns about involvement in federal
studies. The Military Production Network has recently drafted a proposal for a
national plan to implement site-specific advisory groups. The Interim Report of the
Federal Facilities Environmental Restoration Dialogue Committee (Keystone report)
has outlined the details of community involvement for environmental remediation
and restoration. Although ATSDR has used Community Assistance Panels to
achieve similar objectives at other National Priorities List sites around the nation,
citizen organizations interested in Fernald health research have expressed a clear
preference for a more formal advisory process that is consistent with the
recommendations regarding 'Site Specific Advisory Boards' in the Keystone Report.

3.0 Logistical Support for the Subcommittee
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Draft Document Including 2-25-95 Revisions '

In order to implement the Subcommittee within the next few months, it will
be necessary to use the services of an existing Federal government contractor.
Currently, CDC and ATSDR do not have sufficient staff to properly conduct all the
logistical activities in support of the Subcommittee meetings. Within the next year,
an independent contractor for logistical support to the Subcommittee will be
sought. To the extent allowed by law, criteria for awarding contracts shall specify
that the logistical support contractor shall not have substantial history of
contracting at Fernald in order to avoid appearance of conflicts of interest.

The contract will be between the U.S. Government and the logistical support
contractor. The direct management and supervision of the contract will be the
responsibility of a Federal project officer. Several requirements have been identified
which will be included in the contract as allowed by law:

. Arranging and announcing the Subcommittee meetings which will all be open

‘ public meetings. The contractor will work with CDC and ATSDR and assure
that all logistical needs are attended to;

2. Providing mailing services, and obtaining and duplicating documents;

3. Distributing written materials;

4. Providing for transcription services at Subcommittee meetings and preparing
minutes of each Subcommittee meeting;

5. Assuring that Subcommittee meeting minutes and materials are placed in
local repositories for public access;

6. Arranging and paying for travel and per diem for Subeommittee-members-and
consultants as approved by CDC and ATSDR;

7. Maintain a public written record of recommendations and responses to each,
including the status and substance of the response;

8. Providing financial reports to the Subcommittee as approved by the agency;
and

9. Providing other services as requested by the Subcommittee and approved by
CDC, and ATSDR.
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4.0 Responsibilities of CDOC and ATSDR

Specifically, CDC and ATSDR shall:

Commit to seek DOE funding levels adequate to cover or provide: technical
assistance for independent reviews of all foreseeable major policy issues
(focused on health studies and public health activities) that the
Subcommittee believes warrant independent technical advice or review prior
to the Subcommittee rendering advice, and support the Subcommittee
including logistical support for meetings, travel requirements, and the needs
of technical consultants or specialists;

Actively involve the Subcommittee early in the planning and implementation
of CDC and ATSDR health research and their public health activities at
Fernald, as well as the planning and scheduling of subcommittee meetings
and agendas; =

Work with individuals, interested groups, and thz Subcommittee to determine
how best to respond to the health concerns of exposed and potentially
exposed communities;

Provide the Subcommittee with timely responses to their reccommendations,
questions, and concerns about CDC and ATSDR health research and their
public health activities. Explain how the recommendations, comments, or
concerns were incorporated into the decision-making process, and if not -
incorporated, give the reasons for not accepting or acting on them;

Respond in writing to written Subcommittee recommendations with provision
for adequate time for the Subcommittee to review, and respond to, such
agency responses prior to final agency action;

Provide all materials and present any information on studies and public health
activities, as well as CDC and ATSDR programs and goals requested by the
Subcommittee, except as prohibited by law;

Continue individual agency public involvement activities (e.g., newsletters,
fact sheets, technical workshops, media relations, accessible study
documents, etc.) seeking regular, periodic evaluation of such activities by the
Subcommittee and committing to seek resources to implement additional
recommended public involvement activities;

Provide regular CDC and ATSDR activity updates to Subcommittee members;

iy
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Draft Document Including 2-25-95 Revisions

Pursuant to Section 6.0, receive and review written nominations for

Subcommittee members, and select and notify members;

Identify contact persons for ATSDR, NCEH and NIOSH, who will attend
Subcommittee meetings in an ex officio (non-voting) capacity and serve as
the primary liaisons from the agencies to the Subcommittee;

Keep the local, state, and federal governmental organizations informed of
CDC and ATSDR health research and their public health activities;

Conduct and coordinate scientific peer reviews of study methods and
findings and consider nominations of peer reviewers that are recommended
by the Subcommittee;

Oversee and approve all activities of the logistical support contractor; and

Coordinate with other established local, state, and federal government
groups or panels involved in current health related studies, projects, and
regional environmental remediation and/or restoration. The agencies will
seek to coordinate meetings and avoid duplication of public involvement
activities. ‘ ‘

5.0 Responsibilities of the Fernald Health Effects Subcommittee

1.

Provide recommendations to CDC and ATSDR on their health research and
public health activities at Fernald, including but not limited to: the selection,
design, scope, prioritization and adequacy of health research; selection of
lead agency for particular studies; reviewing of study documents;
identification of potential contractors and tasks to be included in requests for
proposals; dissemination of findings; recommendations for future work; and
related matters;

Review regularly, and advise CDC and ATSDR on their public information and
involvement activities and budget for studies and public involvement efforts.

Encourage a wide range of community, and scientific viewpoints for input
into Subcommittee deliberations and provide opportunity for public comment
at the meetings;

Address at Subcommittee meetings, public recommendations, questions, and

R ' : 3:10001'03
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concerns about CDC and ATSDR health research and their public health
activities. The Subcommittee may present public recommendations,
questions and concerns to CDC and ATSDR. A public record of the meeting
will be available (e.g., Public Environmental Information Center, PEIC),
including the Subcommittee's discussion on how the recommendations,
comments, or concerns were considered in the decision-making process, and
whether incorporated or not incorporated, with the reasons for accepting or
rejecting them (e.g. time, cost, personnel, or technical capability, or
regulatory constraints);

5. Review and advise CDC and ATSDR on ways to coord.inate with other
established groups or panels and avoid duplication of public involvement
activities; '

‘6. Encourage members to share information with and provide feedback from
and report to the constituencies they represent;

7. Review the CDC and ATSDR written record of meetings and agency
responses for accuracy, content, and follow-up;

8. Follow the progress of CDC and ATSDR activities;
9. Review and approve the minutes of Subcommittee meetings;

10. The Subcommittee shall be involved in the production and review of all public
involvement activities, including newsletters, fact sheets, media relations,
workshops, and other activities; and

11. Determine when the Subcommittee has completed its work and consider a
sunset clause.

6.0 Composition and Selection of Subcommittee Membership

The Subcommittee will consist of 12 to 20 individuals. This range allows for
flexibility in determining a balance of diverse interests to represent the concerned
and affected populations and bring valuable technical or experiential qualifications
to the Subcommittee. Members of the Subcommittee should represent a diversity
of interests.
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Draft Document Including 2-25-95 Revisions

interested local, state and federal officials, as well as representatives from
other existing panels will be welcome at all Subcommittee meetings. State health
agencies will be requested to designate representatives who will work with the
Subcommittee and attend all meetings as non-voting liaison representatives.

Members of the Subcommittee should represent a diversity of interests. In
selecting such a representative group, CDC and ATSDR should attempt to select
individuals who represent the following interests or groups:

Potentially exposed populations

Potentially Affected workers (past and present)

Local health providers.{public and private)

Local Environmental Organizations

Scientific/medical expertise

Communities of color

Native American Tribes (at their discretion and direction)
Others with interest

In addition to these interests and groups being represented, it is critically
important that the chosen members have specific qualities that will assist them and
the Subcommittee to be effective. Suggested qualities are listed in the attachment.

In the interest of maintaining public trust and credibility, individuals who have
a conflict of interest may not participate as Subcommittee members. The rules for
conflict of interest will follow the guidance under the Ethics and Government Act.

CDC and ATSDR will solicit written nominations for membership on the
Subcommittee from interested individuals, organizations, and concerned interest
groups through widely distributed media releases and mass mailings for a period of
30 days. CDC and ATSDR will then select and notify nominees within 45 days of
the end of the outreach period. Each nominee selected will be contacted to verify
his/her commitment to serve on the Subcommittee. All nominees will be informed
of their status and who was selected for the Subcommittee. CDC and ATSDR.will
announce the selections and the overall basis for the selections made. Every effort
will be made to create a Subcommittee that reflects the community's interests
regarding health concerns, varied viewpoints, general knowledge of the Fernald site
and special minority issues.

Once established, the Subcommittee will be asked to provide
recommendations for adding, replacing, and rotating members (following FACA
requirements). In doing so, the Subcommittee shall carefully consider the need to
assure that a diversity of views in the community/region is fairly represented.
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7.0 Travel Expense Reimbursement

Subcommittee members will be reimbursed by the federal agency for
expenses related to their participation in Subcommittee meetings, which includes
travel to and from Subcommittee meetings and per diem according to Federal
Travel Regulations. In addition, the federal agency will reimburse members as
special government employees according to established guidelines.

8.0 Subcommittee Meetings

The Subcommittee will meet locally at least four (4) times and no more than
eight (8) times a year. It is understood that initially more meetings may be
necessary to update the Subcommittee on scientific issues, studies, or other
important topics. The meetings will be announced, open meetings with public
comment sessions and generally be one - to two-days. In addition, an evening
meeting to obtain further public comment may be held in conjunction with each
Subcommittee meeting. Any meetings of subgroups formed to the site specific
Subcommittee will also be open public meetings.

The designated federal official must be present at all Subcommittee

meetings. A transcriber will be present at all Subcommittee meetings and a written
record will be kept. .

. 000112
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318 "~ The Subcommittee will evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of meetings
319 on a regular basis using evaluation methods developed jointly by the Subcommittee
320 and the agencies.

321

322

323 9.0 Operating Procedures

324

325 - Upon the establishment of the Subcommittee, members shall develop with
326 agency approval appropriate ground rules and operating procedures to allow for the
327 efficient and productive operation of the Subcommittee. Such rules and procedures
328 shall include those for the establishment of subgroups, membership on which shall
329 not be restricted to Subcommittee members. In addition, the Subcommittee should
330 recommend for adding and replacing members.
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ATTACHMENT

Suggested Guidelines for Selecting Members of
The Fernald Health Effects Subcommittee

The following list of personal qualities was developed by the Hanford
Community Involvement Workgroup, including representatives of community
interest groups and Native American Nations involved at the Hanford DOE site.
These personal qualities should be considered by CDC and ATSDR in their review of
nominees and selection of members to the Fernald Health Effects Subcommittee. It
is understood that these are only suggested guidelines and that persons with one or
more of these qualities may help the effectiveness of the Subcommittee.

List of Personal Qualities:

and
.

Able to represent and be sensitive to the concerns of multiple constituencies.
2. Has demonstrated basic diplomatic sensibilities and shown open-mindedness.

3. Can represent vitally interested groups and will report back to his or her
constituency or group.

4. Has proven merit, pertinent expertise, and genuine interest-and concern;
should not be token or "political” appointees.

5. Understands and concurs with the fundamental purpose of the
Subcommittee's missions and does not have a clear record of contradictory -
goals or agendas.

6. Has demonstrated sound judgerhent and common sense.

7. s not overly fearful of public speaking and will not dominate or prevent
others from speaking.

8. Believes in constructive participation and not destructive sabotage; should
not resort to personal attacks.

il ~ | 000114
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373 9. Is capable of making rational arguments and can offer support, backing, or
374 evidence for his or her position.
375 .
376 10. Is earnest, serious, and has consistency and conscientiousness regarding
377 meeting attendance and work.
378
379 11. Is capable of accepting reasonable compromise and can engage in productive
380 dialogue toward reaching consensus.
381
382 12. Has a genuine sense of urgency and acknowledges the importance of
383 timeliness in work related to human health issues.
384 \
385 13. Is a technical expert who is skilled in communicating his or her area of
386 knowledge to the lay public and has respect for people of diverse
387 backgrounds and educational levels.
388
389 14. Does not have a conflict of interest.
390 ' _
391 15. Accepts the public's expectation that the Subcommittee have a
392 proportionately larger number of representatives from the affected
393 populations than other groups.
394 :
395 16. Is sensitive and compassionate regarding the affected pubhc $ anger,
396 confusion, and suffering.
397

e | 000115
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FERNALD CITIZENS T AsSK FORCE

Chair: A U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY SITE-SPECIFIC ADVISORY BOARD
John S. Applegate '
Members:
James Bierer
Marvin Clawson MEMORANDUM
Lisa Crawford
Pam Dunn
Dr. Constance Fox
Guy. Guckenberger TO: Task Force Membe
Darryl Huff
Jerry Monahan
Tom B. Rentschler FROM: John S. Applegate,
Robert Tabor :
Warren E. Strunk
Thomas Wagner DATE: May 22, 1995
Dr. Gene Willeke ’
%&:ﬁm RE: Transmittal of Approved Minutes from March 28, 1995
Jackie Embry Meeting, April 8, 1995 Meeting, and the "Recommendations
Ex Officio: , Regarding Future Use of Fernald Property"
1. Phillip Hamric
Graham Mitchell
Jim Saric .
I have enclosed the minutes of the March 28, 1995 meeting and the
April 8, 1995 meeting, as approved by the Task Force at its May 6, 1995
meeting. I have also included the "Recommendations Regarding Future Use of
Fernald Property". If you have any questions, please call me at 556-0114 or
Judy Armstrong at 738-0003.
JSA:rmt
Enclosure
_C:PA:(FCTF):95—1071
P. O. Box 544 - Ross, Ohio 45061 513-648-6478
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Chair:
John S. Applegate

Members:

James Bierer
Marvin Clawson
Lisa Crawford
Pam Dunn

Dr. Constance Fox
Guy Guckenberger
Darryl Huff .
Jerry Monahan
Tom B. Rentschler
Robert Tabor
Warren E. Strunk
Thomas Wagner
Dr. Gene Willeke

Alternates:

Russ Beckner
Jackie Embry
Ex Officio:

J. Phillip Hamric
Graham Mitchell
Jim Saric

FERNALD CiTiZzENS T AsSk FoRrcE

A U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY SITE-SPECIFIC ADVISORY BOARD

Minutes from March 28, 1995 Meeting

-69035

The Fernald Citizens Task Force met from 5:06 p.m. until 6:24 p.m. on
March 28, 1995, at the Ross Fire House, 2565 Cincinnati-Brookville Road,
Ross, Ohio. The meeting, which was advertised in local newspapers, was open
to the public; time was reserved for accepting public comments.

Members Present:

Members Absent:

Deputy Designated
Federal Official
Attending:

Task Force Staff:

John Applegate

Marvin Clawson

Lisa Crawford

Pam Dunn

Constance Fox

Phil Hamric, DOE

Darryl Huff

Gene Jablonowski, U.S. EPA
Tom Rentschler

Tom Schneider, Ohio EPA (for Graham Mitchell,
OEPA)

Warren Strunk

Bob Tabor

Gene Willeke

James Bierer

Guy Guckenberger
Jerry Monahan
Thomas Wagner

Gary Stegner, DOE Fernald Area Office for Ken
Morgan, DOE Ohio Field Office

Doug Sarno, consultant
Judy Armstrong

Ruth Triplett

Chris Varner

P. 0. Box 544

Ross, Ohio 45061 513-648-6478
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About 25 spectators, including members of the public and representatives from
FRESH, DOE, U.S. EPA, Ohio EPA, the Ohio Department of Health, the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, FERMCO, Ross Township

A U {‘3 ;.‘; o Trustees, and other interested parties.
"RV Y

1.  Remarks:

Chair John Applegate called the meeting to order by stating that there
were no announcements or new business and that he would like to get
on with the old business and keep the session informal.

2. Site Priorities Discussion:

Applegate said that the priorities issue which is left over from the
meeting on March 11, is complicated by budget cuts. Everyone
thought that funding would remain relatively constant and that
determining cleanup priorities would be simpler. Under the
circumstances now, it is much more complicated in that each little piece
affects the other pieces. The Task Force is in a difficult position to
suggest a schedule, and should possibly keep it’s eyes on a broader
picture. Applegate suggested that a detailed look at management’s
priorities may be a task for after July 1995, given present time:
constraints.

Applegate stated that there are two items potentially in conflict with
each other: 1) the Amended Consent Agreement that separates Fernald
into Operable Units, and 2) funding. He believes that the Task Force
can make the most immediate impact within these two items. The Task
Force is not DOE or the regulators, and can do things differently and
present specific ideas.

Applegate asked Jack Craig, Director of the Fernald Area Office, if
there was any new budget information to share with the group. Craig
replied that no new information had been received other than the Senate
had approved a recision of $100 million from the Department of
Energy’s Fiscal Year 1995 budget and the House of Representatives
had approved a $145 million recision. He said that he had no idea how
Fernald would be affected by this situation, and that he also hadn’t
talked with the regulators about it yet.

Gene Jablonowski, U.S. EPA, said that EPA is not in a position to talk
yet about what it sees, other than about the site’s Remedial

2

Q00115




LR

 ~6905

Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) documents. He said that the
Amended Consent Agreement doesn’t set due dates, but does establish
process and sequencing. Applegate asked him to explain the system
after the Record of Decision (ROD) is issued. Jablonowski eéxplained
the RI/FS document submittal process, and added that the Remedial
Action (RA) documents should have costs and timelines included. He
stated that the costs and timelines are somewhat covered in the RODs
before the Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) documents. He
said the RAs and workplans associated with these documents establish
firm dates which the U.S. EPA fully expects DOE to abide by.

Tom Schneider, Ohio EPA, added that the dates in these documents
become enforceable against DOE when the documents are accepted and
approved by the EPAs. Darryl Huff asked if the RODs can be
changed? Jablonowski responded that RODs can be amended by the
regulators, DOE, and the public. Schneider stated that Ohio EPA
agrees with the position of U.S. EPA that the Amended Consent
Agreement dictates the site progress.

Doug Sarno explained the ten year unconstrained timeline for cleanup
and funding, pointing out the shortfalls in the funding on the chart he
created. (Chart is attached to the minutes.) Craig stated that Quality
Assurance is not in any particular department, and the breakdown on
the chart can be somewhat misleading. Lisa Crawford questioned why
the cost didn’t drop in later years? Craig said it should, but that Mike
Yates, FERMCO, can explain this better. Yates and Sarno will meet
later for an explanation.

Sarno stated that there are items that can be cut that won’t affect the
cleanup, according to the regulators, so efficiency will or should
prevent cleanup timelines from being affected. He suggested that

‘Fernald should be managed like a private sector site.

Pam Dunn asked how much of the costs on the chart were for
processes and DOE orders left over from the Cold War? Craig
responded that he couldn’t think of any, but would get back to her.

Gene Willeke said that he had some comments regarding last month’s
chart. He said legacy waste costs and the organization of the OUs are

- a concern to him. He felt that the Task Force should identify landlord

costs and discuss how those can be reduced.

Applegate stated that there are a number of costs not addressed by the
Amended Consent Agreement, like the cost of staying in compliance
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with the agreement, and the cost of security for the Uranium and
Special Nuclear Materials still on site. Sarno stated that some of the
decisions regarding those items were above the Fernald level, as far as
decisionmaking goes. The items may be removed, as far as we know,
but no one at Headquarters has taken charge of them yet. He suggested
that the Task Force could make a strong recommendation for DOE to
focus on someone taking charge of making the decision about Uranium
and Special Nuclear Materials. Willeke agreed with the suggestion and
said that other Site Specific Advisory Boards (SSABs) might be utilized
for support..

Lisa Crawford asked if the Special Nuclear Materials are sent off the
site, does that mean less compliance costs and more money for
cleanup? Craig answered a firm yes. Dunn spoke up about the fact
that Oak Ridge would probably take most of the materials, and that
Oak Ridge doesn’t have an SSAB in place yet. Craig answered that the
Task Force shouldn’t wait for the Oak Ridge SSAB.

Sarno said that the recommendation by the Task Force doesn’t have to
be presented in a combative way. Crawford agreed and suggested a
strong letter with actual numbers. Sarno also suggested that the Task
Force make clear that its belief that cleanup can be done differently.
DOE should treat Fernald like a true cleanup site. He said the Task
Force could recommend changes in how the cleanup is viewed and how
the money is spent.

Applegate suggested that base services costs could be potentially cut,
and asked if anyone knew how much Safe Shutdown would save?
Craig responded that DOE did have the numbers, but he couldn’t state
them off the top of his head. He said DOE-FN could examine these
costs further, such as the offices in the buildings and the costs of
services to them, etc. Willeke said that the OU3 buildings could go
down any time.

A discussion followed about management costs not decreasing in the
later years of the ten year schedule. Sarno said that he was not
vouching for the numbers he used on the chart, and that this was the
most recent information available. Craig said that the costs should
drop after the year 2001. He said DOE is looking for offsite office
space so they can shut down the site buildings, but they still need office
space presently. Rentschler asked if DOE was spending more money
to save money? Craig said the answer is no because there isn’t more
money.

000120



! «6905

Marvin Clawson asked if Superfund was just more bureaucracy? A
discussion followed about the process of Superfund. It was observed
that the rules inhibit progress somewhat, but they’re not going away.
The National Priorities List will stick around, RCRA overlaps with
CERCLA and DOE orders, and the delays continue in DOE-HQ
approving documents. Dunn stated that Superfund is the driving force:
that makes DOE clean up Fernald.

Applegate asked if there were any other general overhead type costs
that the Task Force could look at cutting, such as Legacy Wastes and
Thorium? Schneider said that the Task Force should be careful how it
defines Legacy Wastes. He said that not all RCRA waste is Legacy
Wastes and that it won’t be off the site by 1996. Dunn suggested that
DOE lawyers should be asked to find out where the overlap is
regarding compliance with the different environmental laws.

Applegate suggested general working efficiencies as another item of
concern. A discussion followed on how Fernald could work smarter.
The work force restructuring was mentioned and the voluntary
reduction in force. Craig stated that the reduction in staff will continue
over time. Crawford said that it was important that the work force
actually does drop in numbers. Applegate agreed and asked for
specific numbers. Jablonowski stated that maybe the figures on how
many people are needed to do specific work could be added to the
RODs and RAs.

Lisa Crawford asked if a workshop could be given on the ten year plan
that had been hand out previously by Gary Stegner, DOE-FN. She
would like the $3 billion savings explained thoroughly. Rentschler
asked if DOE’s future plans and costs could be explained in simple
terms. Craig said that DOE was preparing something presently.

Opportunity for Public Participation:

Applegate asked for public comments. Don Thiem, Ross Township
"Trustee, directed a question to Ohio EPA which Tom Schneider
answered.

No further comments were made at this time.
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Discuss Recommendation Issue Items:

Applegate asked if anyone had suggestions to list for creating the
priorities and schedule recommendation? A discussion followed with
the members of the Task Force offering suggestions for the
recommendation and raising questions that they would like to have
answered. The list reads as follows:

Questions:

L 10 year schedule - why the Iull in 98 - *99?
® Measures of efficiency?
L Adequacy of staffing levels?

Statement:

Fernald is different - Model for cleanup - Change the System (exist to
go out of business)

Recommendation suggestions:

Special Nuclear Materials

Safe Shutdown

Legacy Waste

Simplify overlapping regulations
Staffing levels

Applegate summarized the discussion by stating that there are three
different types of issues: 1) DOE Headquarters, 2) DOE Fernald, and
3) information needs. He asked Sarno to write the recommendation for
review by the Task Force before the next meeting. Sarno said he
would have a draft recommendation ready by early next week.

‘Materials Distributed at Meeting (Attached):

] Agenda

L Chart - Funding Requirements vs. Expected Funding for
Unconstrained 10 Year Remediation Scenario

L Table - Comparison of Criteria to Remedial Actions
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Next Meeting:

The next meeting of the full Task Force is the regularly scheduled
monthly meeting on April 8, 1995, at 8:30 a.m., at the Joint
Information Center in Fairfield, Ohio.

The meeting adjourned at 6:24 p.m.
Approved May 6, 1995

I certify that these minutes are an accurate
account of the March 28, 1995, meeting of the

Id Cins Task Force.
i} q@ﬁ(’
Date'

John . Applegate':,v dhalr,
Ferntld Citizens Task Force

P Ry

/Ken Mofgarl - Date
Deputy Desigrfated Federal Official
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John S. Applegate

Members:

James Bierer
Marvin Clawson
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Guy Guckenberger
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Jerry Monahan
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Robert Tabor
Warren E. Strunk
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Alternates:
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FErRNALD CiTIZENS T ASK FORCE

A U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY SITE-SPECIFIC ADVISORY BOARD

Minutes from April 8, 1995 Meeting

The Fernald Citizens Task Force met from 8:40 a.m. until 12:23 p.m. on
April 8, 1995, at the Joint Information Center, 6025 Dixie Highway, Fairfield,
Ohio. The meeting, which was advertised in local newspapers, was open to the
public; time was reserved for accepting public comments.

Members Present:

Members Absent:

Deputy Designated
Federal Official
Attending:

Task Force Staff:

John Applegate

Jack Craig, DOE (for Phil Hamric, DOE)
Pam Dunn

Guy Guckenberger

Darryl Huff

Gene Jablonowski, U.S. EPA
Graham Mitchell, Ohio EPA
Jerry Monahan

Tom Rentschler

Bob Tabor

Thomas Wagner

Gene Willeke

James Bierer
Marvin Clawson
Lisa Crawford
Constance Fox
Phil Hamric, DOE
Warren Strunk

Ken Morgan, DOE Ohio Field Office

Doug Sarno, consultant
Judy Armstrong

Ruth Triplett

Chris Varner

P. O. Box 544

Ross, Ohio 45061 513-648-6478
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About 15 spectators, including members of the public and representatives from
FRESH, DOE, U.S. EPA, Ohio EPA, the Ohio Department of Health, the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, and FERMCO.

1. Call to Order and Approval of Minutes:

Chair John Applegate called the meeting to order and extended
sympathy to Jim Bierer, who was absent, and his family for the death
of his mother-in-law. He announced that Connie Fox and Lisa
Crawford were out of town.

The draft minutes of the March 18, 1995, meeting of the Task Force
were approved without amendment.

2. Remarks:

Applegate said that, after today’s decision on priorities, there remain
two items to discuss, a future use recommendation and the path
forward. He said that the May meeting agenda had been left
deliberately flexible to allow the opportunity to tie up loose ends, and
to talk about production and approval of the final report. He asked the
members to think about these items and to submit their ideas to him as
soon as possible.

Applegate announced that the Baseline Environmental Management
Report (BEMR) had been released by DOE Headquarters. He felt that
clarification of some possible misconceptions was in order. The BEMR
is NOT a proposal for the extent of DOE cleanup, but is an attempt to
get a handle on the expected total cost of cleanup. He said it was more
an estimate than a plan and referred to Bob Tabor, who agreed with
this assessment. Tabor said that he understood the BEMR to be a
comprehensive cost estimate for all sites, not a budgetary document to
be used as such.

Ken Morgan said that the BEMR was a framework or guidance, a way
of comparing the costs using different levels of cleanup as the variables
such as doing nothing versus baseline costs, faster or slower cleanup,
cleaner or not so clean, etc.

Applegate then opened the floor to Darryl Huff who asked to change

two words in the second paragraph of the "Recommendation For An
On-Site Disposal Facility At Fernald" document. Huff said that the
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sentence is misleading when it states "All members of the Task Force
live and work in communities that are impacted by the decisions made
at Fernald, and eight out of 14 live and work in the direct vicinity of
the site.” He thought the word AND should be replaced by the word
OR in both places of the sentence.

Guy Guckenberger moved to reword the recommendation for the clarity
that Huff suggested, and several Task Force members seconded the
motion. The Task Force voted unanimously to change the sentence.

Site Priorities Draft Recommendation Discussion:

Applegate shifted the discussion to cleanup priorities, calling attention
to the handouts of the draft priorities recommendation document. (The
Task Force had received a draft of the document in the mail and was
asked to send comments to Doug Sarno before this meeting. One
version of the draft document showed the original draft document with
the changes marked, and the other was a single spaced version with
everyone’s comments incorporated into the text.) Applegate recognized
FERMCO Executive Vice President, Mike Yates, who was attending
the meeting to answer budget questions.

To start the discussion, Doug Sarno reviewed graphs showing the 7 and
10 year budget scenarios. The draft recommendation calls for
accelerated remediation under the 7 year scenario and recommends
actions to make this scenario work. Sarno pointed out that both the 7
and 10 year plans reduce overall costs and are obviously faster than the
25 year scenario.

' Pam Dunn asked if this scenario included 3 shifts a day for 7 years?-
Yates answered that only rarely are 3 shifts needed other than for the
vitrification plant. He also said the 7 year scenario included the cost of
the groundwater cleanup within those 7 years.

Yates stated that the 7 year plan has some time risks. The schedule is
very tight, especially with planning work. Also, the requirement to
conduct Operational Readiness Reviews (ORR) in accordance with
DOE Orders will likely slow things down. FERMCO has not yet had
to conduct an ORR.
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Jerry Monahan asked what recommendations the Task Force would
have to make with respect to DOE orders in order to implement the 7
year plan.

Sarno stated that the Task Force recommendation is to waive redundant
or inapplicable DOE requirements that overlap with state and federal
regulations, and don’t apply to this particular cleanup. He said that the
regulations under discussion apply more to all the paperwork that has to
be done.

Graham Mitchell said that the DOE orders keep the cleanup from
proceeding at the pace it should. He said that many of the states are
asking DOE to evaluate the orders and regulations that slow down the
process.

Applegate asked everyone to read the draft recommendation before the
discussion continued. Guckenberger then suggested that the substantive
changes be reviewed.

A general discussion followed with much word-smithing in each section
of the recommendation. The sections are as follows:

° Special Nuclear Materials - expedient removal from Fernald

® Legacy Wastes - expedient removal from Fernald

o Safe Shut Down - shift the culture from operations to
environmental remediation

° Ongoing Maintenance Activities - reduce these to a minimum to
cut costs

o Overlapping Regulations - waive DOE requirements that overlap
with state and federal regulations

L Budgeting for the Long Haul - under current budget constraints -

25 years escalated cost - $5.7 billion --- without constraints - 7
years escalated cost - $2.7 billion

In regard to the safe shutdown section, Mike Yates said that Plant 4
was shut down last week and the implosion would occur in
approximately one year.

Willeke turned everyone’s attention to the suggestion that Doug Sarno
made that current money is. being spent on maintenance of buildings
rather than being focused on cleanup. It was suggested to use explicit
language when stating "change the culture” from an operational facility
to a remediation facility.
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Tom Rentschler suggested that the recommendation go to Secretary
O’Leary. Applegate agreed that it was time to address the
recommendation to the people who make specific decisions for the site.

Sarno said that the rationale behind choosing the 7 year scenario as the
basis for the formal recommendation is to send a strong message to
DOE Headquarters that the time is right for action.

Rentschler said that he wanted to add the language "a window of
opportunity exists for a win-win situation for Fernald and DOE."
Everyone agreed that conditions are right for Fernald to become a
prototype for successful DOE remediation. Specifically, Fernald’s
RI/FS studies are nearing completion and the Fernald project is a
manageable size.

After more rewording and discussion, Rentschler made a motion to
adopt the recommendation as amended. The Task Force unanimously
approved the amended recommendation, and voted to transmit the
recommendation to Secretary O’Leary and Assistant Secretary Grumbly
personally with a request for a response on a specific date.

Discussion on Future Use Recommendation:

Applegate guided the meeting to the future use issues with a recap of
past Task Force decisions. He stated that two constraints on future use
previously developed by the Task Force are no new agricultural use, no
residential use, and the existence of a disposal facility. He said that
there was no new information other than the second opinion report.on
the risk of grazing at the site that the Task Force had requested from
the Georgetown Risk Group in Washington, D.C..

Jerry Monahan asked if the report should be interpreted that the study
by DOE was not very good? Doug Sarno said that the report basically
said that DOE results appeared adequate to show little risk from
grazing, but that more data would be useful.

Applegate asked the Task Force if the release of property that is not
part of the cell or the buffer zone were a good idea.

With that question in mind, Sarno recapped what the Task Force had
decided previously, 50 ppm total uranium in soils for off-site property
and 100 ppm total uranium in soils for on-site property, and no new
agriculture use and no residential use on site. He also reviewed the
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Ohio solid waste landfill siting requirements which require that landfills
be 300 feet from the property line, and 1000 feet from the nearest
domicile or residence.

Tabor asked what happens inside the buffer zone? Sarno answered that
it could be used for something, explaining that there is no danger posed
by the cell. The problem is that people could hurt the cell by being on
the cell cover itself. _

Pam Dunn asked if future use was already dictated if DOE maintains
ownership of the land areas for OU1, OU2, and OU4? Applegate
answered that federal ownership does not preclude other uses.

Tom Wagner asked Sarno to show the location of the cell again, and if
that location complied with the 1000 feet requirement, and what would
happen if someone would build within the 1000 feet? Sarno said that
they were complying, but future development could not be controlled
for property off site.

Darryl Huff stated that he thought the cell location was the worst place
on the site to put the cell because of its visibility to the community.
Both Graham Mitchell and Gene Jablonowski stated that it was the best
geology for the cell and that safety couldn’t be sacrificed. However,
every effort will be made to reduce the visual impact of the facility,
and the site’s neighbors will have the opportunity to be directly
involved in design decisions.

Sarno explained the hydrogeology of the site and why the location had
to be the North East corner. Jablonowski said that considering the
slope of the North East corner location, the cell design should blend in
with the natural landscape.

There was a general discussion on the disposal cell location and the
aesthetic possibilities. Doug Sarno suggested that the cell design is an
area where the Task Force and the public-could have input and
influence decisions.

Tom Szymoniak, a FERMCO consultant, shared information about the
study he is doing on the plants and grasses that grow in this area that
might be planted on the disposal facility to be compatible with native
vegetation.

Larissa Gilham, Ohio Department of Health, said that the State of Ohio
legislature is currently considering a bill regarding low level waste

) 00()1,29



- =6905

disposal facilities in Ohio, which also discusses access controls and
environmental monitoring zones.

Applegate suggested that this discussion was more appropriate during
the Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) stage of cleanup, and
shifted the discussion to the effect of the buffer zone on future land
use. Sarno said that the land outside of the cell area is available for
any kind of use, except the previous decided residential and agriculture
restrictions. He said the Task Force could now be more specific on
future land use inside the buffer zone and outside the cell area.

Gene Willeke suggested that the only real reason for the buffer zone is
to protect the cell itself, and that 300 feet was more than adequate.

Sarno said that beyond this distance, land could be available for other
uses with more restrictive uses with closer proximity to the cell.
Applegate agreed, saying that some use should be allowed, otherwise
there was no point in spending huge sums of money for remediation.

Pam Dunn suggested that Native American remains found should be
considered, and a place for them should be made available on the site.

Guy Guckenberger said he had a problem with going too far with land
use decisions without more input from local real estate people about the
sewage and water capabilities of the site. Gene Willeke and Tom
Wagner agreed. Wagner brought up that the area around Fernald will
probably develop 51gmﬁcantly in the next 25 years, and that the land
could potentially be used in the future.

Gene Jablonowski suggested that the Task Force recommend what can’t
be done rather than what will be done, which Applegate said is in
keeping with the Task Force’s idea that specific economic reuse and
development plans are for another day and perhaps another group.

Applegate asked if there were any comments from the audience? When
_there were no further comments, he recapped the discussion stating that
progress had been made on the kind of recommendation to make.
Future use recommendations would focus on concentric uses allowing
greater use farther from the cell. The Issues regarding specific land
use decisions were better made by some future group.

Gene Willeke said that the transitional use issue still needed to be

discussed, such as grazing during construction, partlcularly in light of
the accelerated schedule.
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Guckenberger stated, and Task Force members acknowledged, that it
would be best for members of the local community (i.e., Ross, Morgan
and Crosby Township residents) to confer with DOE about specific
future uses of the site.

It was also decided that federal ownership of Fernald is what everyone
wants at this point in time. Willeke stated that this decision could

change, and possibly should change, as future generations re-evaluate
the circumstances.

Referring to the May 6, meeting, Applegate said that the Task Force
needs to talk about the future use recommendation, to organize the final
report, and to talk about the assumptions that went into the ground
water block modelling (Gene Willeke’s committee). He said that the
May meeting is the last chance for new information, and June and July
will be reserved for the final report. He stated that he would like to

- have a firm enough draft of the final report by the end of June to allow

comments by other stakeholders.

A request was made by Graham Mitchell, Ohio EPA, to ask DOE and
FERMCO to create artists renderings or computer generated graphics
of alternative disposal facility designs so Task Force members and local
residents could see what the facility might look like. Pictures of
UMTRA Project sites where disposal facilities were contoured to match
the surrounding terrain were also requested.

Opportunity for Public Participation:

Applegate asked for public comments. No further comments were
made.’

Materials Distributed at Meeting (Attached):

1995 Tool Box additional pages

Revised Agenda

Chart - Seven year funding scenario

Chart - Ten year funding Scenario

Proposed word change for page 1 of Recommendation For An
On-Site Disposal Facility

Markup Draft of Recommendation To Establish Site Priorities
And Accelerate Remediation At Fernald 4/7/95
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® ' Draft Recommendation To Establish Site Priorities And
Accelerate Remediation At Fernald 4/7/95

® Future Use Issues, 4/8/95

L Memorandum on Grazing Risks

o Draft Final Report Outline, 4/6/95

Next Meeting: A

The hext meeting of the full Task Force is the regularly scheduled
monthly meeting on May 6, 1995, at 8:30 a.m., at the Joint
Information Center in Fairfield, Ohio.

The meeting adjourned at 12:23 p.m.
Approved May 6, 1995

I certify that these minutes are an accurate
account of the April 8, 1995, meeting of the

id % ns Task Force.
/ — /\«\; S /{3 5T

J Mpplegate, Chair, Datd -
ernald Citizens Task Force

Date

/" Deputy Defignated Federal Official
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x-3: 3 RECOMMENDATIONS
aeroeryl REGARDING FUTURE USE
mryral OF FERNALD PROPERTY

FORCE

One important component of the mission of the Fernald Citizens Task Force
is to make recommendations for the future use of the Fernald property.
Understanding future use as a goal has been instrumental in focusing our
deliberations and our recommendations on cleanup levels, waste disposition, and
site priorities are all intrinsically tied to our vision for the future of the Fernald
property and its ultimate impact on surrounding communities.

It was never the intention of the Fernald Citizens Task Force to identify
specific uses of the land at Fernald following remediation. We believe that those
decisions are best left to the persons who would ordinarily make such decisions:
local planning and zoning officials and the people of the townships in which this
property resides. In particular, residents adjacent to and immediately impacted by
the future use of Fernald should be provided significant access to and participation
in decisionmaking regarding specific future use and ownership of the property.
Moreover, these specific decisions will be better made close to the time when actual
use is being contemplated as actual reuse of any Fernald property is at least a decade
away. We do, however, believe that it is our responsibility to outline the overall
plan for bringing Fernald back to productive and safe uses, and to identify the
general categories of use that should not be provided for as a result of remediation.

Conceptually, we divide the Fernald property into three zones: 1) the land
containing the proposed on-site disposal cell and supporting facilities, 2) a transition
zone surrounding the cell on all sides, and 3) all remaining property at Fernald. In
support of this concept, we offer the following recommendations:

O The on-site disposal facility (zone one) should be tied into the natural
environment to the greatest extent possible consistent with public health and
safety. This includes a natural vegetative cover of native plants, and gentle
slopes keyed into natural contours of surrounding land. Extensive public input
into facility design is anticipated to ensure that the visual impact of the facility
on surrounding properties is minimal.

@ It will be important to isolate the disposal facility from public access to protect
the cover system of the disposal facility and not due to direct exposure risks to
individuals in the area. The barriers to prevent access should be as unobtrusive
as possible, while still providing clear markings and protection from intrusion.
The Task Force prefers combining man-made barriers with natural barriers to
soften the visual impact and to blend in with the total surroundings.

May 6, 1995 FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE Page 1
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@ To limit temptation for trespassing on the cell property and to provide for a
natural transition in uses, the land immediately surrounding the cell and
supporting facilities (zone two) should have limited use. Therefore, the Fernald
Citizens Task Force recommends that a minimum of 300 feet in each direction of
the cell property be reserved for limited use. These uses may include
undeveloped green space and natural habitats, and public access should be clearly
discouraged.

O The remainder of the Fernald property (zone three) should be made available for
the uses most beneficial to surrounding communities, recognizing that a mixed
use strategy may be the most beneficial. While encouraging uses that provide
economic and social benefit to surrounding communities, the Fernald Citizens
Task Force strongly recommends the prohibition of any sort of agricultural or
residential uses, or any uses involving the importing of hazardous, radioactive,
mixed, or solid waste for any reason or the generation of hazardous, radioactive,
or mixed waste.

QO DOE must refrain from making any commitments for potential future uses of
property following remediation until community input has been registered.

@ In planning for the future use of the Fernald property, sufficient space should be
provided for the permanent relocation of any Native American burial sites
exhumed in the vicinity of the Fernald property.

Q All property containing the on site disposal cell (zone 1) and surrounding green
space (zone 2) must remain under federal government control and ownership in

perpetuity.

@ The remaining property at Fernald (zone 3) must remain under federal
government control and ownership until remediation is complete. Any changes
of ownership, leasing, or control of property must be conducted after consulting
with local preferences for use and ownership, and with strict assurances that
necessary monitoring of air, water, and soil will be conducted, maintenance of
the disposal facility will take place, land use restrictions will be clearly enforced,
and a program for prompt response to any future release of contamination is in
place.

O The use of any Fernald property for other than remediation purposes prior to the
completion of remediation should be carefully screened to ensure that such use
does not present any additional health or safety concerns and that remediation
progress is not hampered in any way.

Q All future uses of the Fernald property must protect and enhance existing
natural resources, with particular emphasis on the Great Miami Aquifer, Paddy's
Run, and forested wetlands.

May 6, 1995 FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE Page 2
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