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FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE 
A U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY SITE-SPECIFIC ADVISORY BOARD 

REVISED AGENDA 

June 10, 1995 

1. Time and Place 

The next regularly scheduled meeting of the Task Force will be 
on Saturday, June 10, 1995, from 8:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m., at the Joint 

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

8:OO 
8:30 

8:50 
1o:oo 
10: 15 
11:ao 
12: 15 
12:30 

Continental Breakfast (optional) 
Call to Order 
Approval of Minutes 
Chair’s Remarks 
Identification and Discussion of Unresolved Issues 
Break 
Discussion of Draft Final Report 
Opportunity for Public Comment 
Wrap Up 
Adjourn 

3. 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. 

4 .  Chair’s Announcements 

5. Other Meetings of Interest (calendars enclosed) 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This report represents the formal record of the recommendations of the 
Fernald Citizens Task Force to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the Ohio Environmental Protection 
Agency (OEPA) regarding environmental remediation of the Fernald 
Environmental Management Project. The Fernald Citizens Task Force was 
established in August 1993 by DOE as a site-specific citizens advisory board for the 
Fernald facility. The Task Force is also chartered under the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act. 

The Fernald Citizens Task Force was created to provide DOE, EPA, and OEPA 
with answers to four specific questions: 

1) What should be the future use of the Fernald site? 
2) What residual risk should remain following remediation and what 

remediation levels should be used? 
3) Where should the waste be disposed? 
4) What should be the priorities among remedial actions? 

The Fernald Citizens Task Force successfully completed this mission and a detailed 
description of recommendations for each of these issues forms the centerpiece .of 
this. 

The report also presents background information on the Fernald site and the 
Fernald Citizens Task Force that is necessary to understand the recommendations 
and how they were developed. This background information is presented to frame 
the Task Faroe’s understanding of the site and its environmental conditions. As 
such, this information also serves to limit the Task €ke”s recommendations to the 
extent that this information is accurate. While we are confident that the 
information provided to the Task Force was the best currently available, should any 
key information prove to be erroneous or change significantly in the future, then 
certain recommendations may need to be revisited. 

A final purpose of this report is to provide the reader with a complete 
understanding of the Fernald Citizens Task Force and how it developed its 
recommendations. Section III provides a description of the organization of the Task 
Force, and Section IV describes the process used to make decisions.. Selected 
materials have also been included as appendices to present a more detailed record of 
the Task Force’s operations and deliberations. 



11. OVERVIEW OF-THE FERNALD FACILITY - 

History 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) facility at Fernald, Ohio, was first 
established under the auspices of the Atomic Energy Commission as the Feed 
Materials Production Center. Ground was broken on May 16,1951, and production 
beganfon October 11, 1951. For the better part of 40 years, the plant produced 
uranium metal for use in nuclear weapons. While production levels fluctuated 
substantially over time, during the period of operations over 500 million pounds of 
high-purity uranium metals were produced for use throughout the nuclear 
weapons complex. The facility operated in this capacity until 1989, when the end of 
the Cold War brought about a halt in production and Femald's mission was 
changed to environmental restoration. It is now referred to as the Fernald 
Environmental Management Project and is owned and operated by the U.S. 
Department of Energy. 

Remedial activities began in 1986 under a Federal Facility Compliance 
Agreement between DOE and EPA, although little had been accomplished when the 
facility was placed on the National Priorities List in 1989. A new consent agreement 
completed in April 1990 and amended in September 1991 is the guideline by which 
remedial operations have been conducted. This consent agreement identified a 
specific schedule for remedial investigation (RI), feasibility study (FS), and record of 
decision (ROD) activities. Since that time, DOE has been engaged in a thorough 
investigation of the facility and surrounding lands to provide a detailed 
understanding of the environmental damage and human health risks created by 
uranium production at Fernald. As of this writing, these investigations are nearing 
completion and decisions are being reached as how to best remediate these problems 
according to the schedule laid out in the consent agreement. This schedule 
identified key milestones for each of five operable units as described below: 

Alternative 
Screening 

RI Report 

FS Report 

Proposed 
Plan 

Draft ROD 

1/1/91 4/18/91 3/23/95 10/31/90 4/16/93 

10/12/93 10/19/91 3/13/96 4/19/93 6/24/94 

3/7/94 3 / 15/93 8/7/96 9/10/93 11/16/94 

3/7/94 3/15/93 8/7/96 9/10/93 11/16/94 

12/6/94 12/10/93 5/2/97 6/10/94 8/2/95 
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Setting 

The Femald facility consists of 1,050 acres of land located approximately 17 
miles northwest of downtown Cincinnati in a primarily rural setting. Surrounding 
properties consist of agricultural and residential development with some light 
industry within a two mile radius. Production operations were concentrated within 
a 136 acre industrial area in the center of this property. The property surrounding 
the former production area consists of a number of uses including several large 
open pits for waste storage to the west, forested wetlands to the north, a small creek 
which dissects the eastern edge of the site from north to south, and open fields 
leased for cattle grazing at the perimeters. A map of the site identifying these major 
divisions is shown in Figure 1. 

The Great Miami Aquifer underlies the entire 1,050 acre site. The Great 
Miami Aquifer is a sole source drinking water aquifer, meaning it is the major 
source of drinking water in the region. Significant natural features of the site 
include the wetlands noted above and Paddys Run, an intermittent stream which is 
home to an endangered species of crayfish. At certain intervals, Paddys Run charges 
the Great Miami Aquifer. Paddys Run ultimately discharges to the Great Miami 
River which lies approximately one-half mile to the south and east of the site. The 
soil immediately beneath the site consists of a clay rich glacial overburden of up to 
50 feet thick at the northeast corner of the site and thinning to nothing near Paddys 
Run. This clay layer contains silty sand lenses which contain a perched aquifer 
system that is not used as a source of drinking water. Beneath the clay layer is a 
thick sand and gravel layer containing the Great Miami Aquifer. 

Contamination 

Production and disposal activities, wind, and runoff during 38 years of 
operation have resulted in widespread contamination from uranium and other 
hazardous and radioactive chemicals both on and off the 1,050 acre site. This 
material includes drummed nuclear waste materials, bulk waste in pits and silos, 
mixed waste, and contaminated soil and debris. Based on the cleanup levels 
recommended by the Task Force, over three million cubic yards of waste and 
contaminated material will require disposal. However, if background conditions 
were sought, many times this volume of material would need to be managed. 
Figure 2 provides a breakdown of waste materials by location, volume, and severity 
according to Task Force recommended cleanup levels and identifies potential 
options for disposal. 

As many as 100 contaminants of concern have been identified at Fernald 
consistent with what is found at industrial operations. Chemical contaminants 
include solvents, asbestos, PCBs, and heavy metals which are found throughout the 
production area and to some degree in site soils and groundwater. In addition, 
Fernald is heavily contaminated with radioactive compounds including uranium, 

3 000808 
FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE 

- .  . ., 



8 8 {? {j 
Final Report, First Review Draft June 5,1995 

Figure 1. Major Physical Divisions at Fernald 
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Figure 2. WASTE VOLUMES AND DISPOSITION OPTIONS 
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thorium, radium, and radon gas. By far, the most prevalent contaminant found in  
the soil and groundwater at Fernald is Uranium. In the Fernald Dose 
Reconstruction project, the Centers for Disease Control estimated that as much as 
1,000,000 pounds of uranium was released into the environment during Femald‘s 
operation. Very high concentrations of uranium exist in soils in the production 
area. Airborne deposition of uranium has resulted in widespread contamination. 
While most of the heavy uranium particles fell to the ground within close 
proximity of the production area, enough was carried further to exceed background 
concentrations for a distance of up to five miles covering an area of 11 square miles. 

The highest level contamination is found in three concrete storage silos to 
the west of the production area. Two of these silos contain approximately 9,700 tons 
of the so-called K-65 wastes, radium residues from the processing of pitchblende (a 
uranium-rich ore) that was conducted both at Fernald and in St. Louis. The silos 
were constructed in 1951 to provide temporary storage of the material and were 
never removed. Silo three contains metal oxide wastes from refinery operations 
and a fourth silo was never used and remains empty. North of the silos are six 
waste pits that contain solid and semi-solid wastes of varying types and 
concentrations. Flyash and sludges from industrial operations were also disposed in  
landfills west and south of the site. In the production area, there are numerous 
contaminated buildings and equipment requiring decontamination and disposal, 
and thousands of drums of waste awaiting off-site disposal. The soils beneath the 
production area are extremely contaminated as a result of leaks, spills, and runoff 
during production at depths exceeding 20 feet. 

Leaching of contamination through soil and runoff of contamination into 
Paddys Run have resulted in a large plume of contamination in the Great Miami 
Aquifer beneath the Fernald site and some distance to the south of the site. 
Contamination of numerous wells has resulted in a number of homes being 
provided bottled water. Five pumping wells are in operation and have successfully 
halted spread of this plume pending future remediation. 

In addressing the contamination problems at Fernald, DOE and EPA divided 
the site into five operable units. These units are each comprised of areas of the site 
that pose similar as listed below: 

1) Waste pits 
2) 
3) 
4) Silos 
5) 

Other waste units: including south field contamination and flyash piles 
Production area: waste, equipment, and buildings 

Environmental media: soil and groundwater. 

A map identifying the location of these operable units on the site is shown in 
Figure 3. Because technical information was developed separately for each operable 
unit, and because the regulatory schedule is based on them, the Task Force generally 
followed this organization in its consideration of the site. 
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Figure 3. Operable Unit Locations 
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III. TASK FORCE ORGANIZATION AND APPROACH 

Planning for the Fernald Citizens Task Force began with DOE Fernald and its 
contractors in early 1993. Since that time, a great deal of time and energy has been 
devoted to the development and operation of the Task Force. A timeline of key 
activities are identified below and described in detail in the following sections. 

Janua y 1993 
- Februay 1993: 
March 1993: 

April 1993: 
May 1993: 

June 1993: 

July 1993: 

August 1993: 

September 1993 
- November 1993: 

December 1993: 
Januay 1994: 
Februa y 1994 
- August 1994: 

September 1994: 
November 1994: 

December 1994: 
Januay 1995: 

Februay 1995: 
April 1995: 
May 1995 
July 1995: 

DOE and its contractor begin organizing ideas for 
establishing an SSAB at Fernald. 
DOE decides to use an independent convenor to establish 
SSAB, identifies criteria for convenor. 
Search for convenor. 
Dr. Eula Bingham hired as convenor, begins work on 
charter and identification of potential stakeholders. 
Bingham works within Ross, Crosby, and Morgan 
townships to evaluate stakeholders, receives 
recommendations from local trustees. 
Bingham sends out letter to local residents announcing a 
public meeting to discuss SSAB. Meeting is held, trustees 
from all local townships attend. 
Bingham delivers membership slate to DOE, entire slate is 
accepted. Bingham selects John Applegate as Chair. 
First meetings of the Task Force held. Group works to 
complete charter and develop ground rules. Focus is on 
site orientation and background. 
Douglas Sarno hired as consultant to Task Force. 
Task Force approves 18 month work plan. 
Focus on technical site information and evaluation of 
alternative future uses and cleanup levels. Futuresite 
exercise is developed to evaluate alternative future uses. 
Task Force finalizes and approves consensus values. 
Task Force releases Interim Report identifying 
recommendations for cleanup levels and future use. 
Task Force approves revised work plan for 1995 activities. 
Task Force holds public workshop to discuss waste 
disposition issues. 
Task Force releases waste disposition recommendations. 
Task Force releases recommendations on site priorities. 
Task Force releases final future use recommendations. 
Task Force releases final report. 

FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE 8 
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Convening the Task Force 

Though small in size by DOE standards, Fernald has established a large 
national reputation, including being featured on the cover of Time magazine. In 
the 1980s, when it was discovered that the Fernald facility had been contaminating 
local drinking water for many years, the Department was sued by local residents and 
paid out significant damages for this contamination. Strong grassroots citizen 
activity was established and trust of the Department and its contractors was 
nonexistent. In 1985, the Fernald Residents for Environmental Safety and Health 
(FRESH) was established and has been among the leaders in reforming remediation 
efforts throughout DOE. The 1991 revised Consent Agreement between DOE and 
EPA stipulated that a number of important and far-reaching decisions about the 
cleanup of the facility were to be made over a several year period. As this work 
progressed, DOE managers at Fernald recognized that many of these decisions would 
have a profound impact on the long-term interests of local citizens and that direct 
citizen involvement was therefore essential to developing sound decisions. In the 
spring of 1993, DOE decision makers at Fernald decided that a citizens advisory board 
would be the most effective means of getting focused stakeholder input to the most 
pressing issues regarding remediation of the facility. 

About the same time, a model of citizen participation was emerging from the 
Federal Facilities Environmental Restoration Dialogue Committee (FFERDC) as 
described in its February 1993 Interim Report. The Executive Summary of this 
report is included in Appendix A. The report recognized that those individuals 
affected by the cleanup (affected stakeholders) were not provided sufficient 
opportunity for meaningful dialogue or input to the cleanup process and that better 
opportunities were needed for the full spectrum of stakeholder interests and 
concerns to be voiced. To rectify this situation, the report recommended creating 
independent public bodies called site specific advisory boards (SSABs) to provide 
policy and technical advice to the regulated and regulating agencies with respect to 
key cleanup decisions. The report suggested that the creation of SSABs would 
improve decisionmaking by: 

1) Providing a setting for direct, regular contact between agencies 
and a diverse set of stakeholders; 

2) Providing a forum for stakeholders and agencies to understand 
the competing needs and requirements of the government and 
the affected communities; 

3) Providing a forum for discussing citizen issues and concerns, 
thus enabling the development of a more complete and 
satisfactory plan or decision; 
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4) Enabling citizen review and the evaluation of plans and their 
technical adequacy in more depth than is possible in most single 
opportunity public participation efforts; 

5) Permitting a more detailed consideration of issues than is 
possible as a result of the minimal legal requirements identified 
in various state and federal laws; and 

6 )  Broadening consideration of issues to include values as well. as 
fa&. 

This concept was ultimately adopted by DOE, and the Fernald Citizens Task 
Force was established as one of the first SSABs in the nuclear weapons complex. To 
establish the SSAB, it was decided that an independent convener would be used to 
provide timely and fair identification of potential SSAB members. In May 1993, 
DOE hired from the University of Cincinnati, Dr. Eula Bingham, a former 
Administrator of the Occupational Safety and Health Administration. Her role was 
to identify potential candidates for membership on the board, interview the 
candidates, and deliver a slate of recommendations to DOE. Over the course of the 
summer of 1993, Dr. Bingham employed a combination of public meetings, mass 
mailings, and personal recommendations from local officials and stakeholder 
groups to identify potential candidates for the board. DOE accepted and duly 
appointed the complete slate of candidates presented by Bingham and the board was 
formally established in August 1993 as the Fernald Citizens Task Force. 

To give the board initial direction, the convener was also asked by DOE to 
identify a chair for the Task Force and to develop a draft charter for the board i n  
conjunction with the DOE, the U.S. Environmental Protection . Agency, and the 
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency. Dr. Bingham identified John Applegate, a 
professor of environmental law at the University of Cincinnati, to serve as the 
chair. The charter she drafted laid out a mission for the Task Force focused on four 
specific and far-reaching issues: future use, cleanup levels, waste disposition, and 
cleanup priorities for the Fernald site. 

Membership 

The slate identified for membership on the Task Force by Dr. Bingham 
included 14 members and two alternates. Two identified members cited time 
constraints and asked not to be placed on the board. One stepped down completely 
and another switched places with an alternate. An additional individual petitioned 
for membership immediately after the board was established. The charter members 
recommended to DOE that he be appointed, which was done, bringing the total 
membership back to 14. Representatives from DOE, EPA, and OEPA were each 
placed on the Task Force as non-voting ex officio members. To provide for member 
continuity over time, half the members were given two year terms and half were 
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given three year terms. This report was completed within the original terms of all 
members and al l  fourteen members have served on the Task Force for the entire 
period. The alternate members were kept fully informed of all activities of the Task 
Force; however, they attended no meetings and did not participate in any Task Force 
deliberations. L 

In accordance with the FFERDC report, the fourteen members of the all- 
volunteer Task Force represent a broad spectrum of interests and backgrounds that 
are critical to the cleanup decisions at Fernald. Eight members live or work in the 
direct vicinity of the site. The, remaining members were selected to reflect a 
combination of skills, interests, and constituencies that are important to the 

' remediation of the Fernald property. All live and work within the greater 
Cincinnati area. Brief profiles of members are provided in Appendix 8. 

Charter and Ground Rules 

The first few meetings of the task Force were devoted to site orientation and 
determining a path forward as a group. Using the charter drafted by Dr. gingham as 
a starting point, the Task Force worked in these first few months to clearly identify 
its mission, formalize the charter, and develop ground rules. The Charter and 
Ground Rules are included in Appendix C. 

The Task Force formally reports to the Assistant Secretary for Environmental 
Management for DOE, the Regional Administrator of EPA Region V, and the 
Director of the Ohio EPA. This report represents the completion of its original 
charter to provide recommendations regarding future use(s) of the Fernald 
property, cleanup levels, cleanup priorities, and waste disposition. 

Organization and Staffing 

Task Force meetings were held monthly, originally on a weekday evening and 
then on Saturday mornings to provide more time. Every effort was made to hold 
these meetings in the direct vicinity of the site, however space requirements and the 
desire to keep costs down resulted in the meetings being held in a number of 
locations, some further away. All meetings were open to the public and widely 
publicized in local papers and through mass mailings. Sufficient space for public 
attendance was always provided. 

Most of the Task Force's work was conducted in the regular monthly meetings 
of the entire Task Force. On several occasions, important issues were raised which 
were either outside of, or more in depth than, the immediate scope of the Task 
Force mission. In these instances, the Task Force elected to establish a subcommittee 
to address the issue and report back to the total board. Subcommittees generally 
contained three to five board members and were chaired by a member charged with 

11 
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completing the product required. In total, three subcommittees were formed to 
address membership, groundwater cleanup standards, and waste disposition issues. 

In accordance with the Charter, the Task Force chair was responsible for overall 
organization and administration of the Task Force. Administrative support was 
provided by DOITS site contractor, FERMCO. One full-time professional staff 
member and needed clerical support worked under the direction of the chair to 
provide the many organizational and logistical activities necessary to plan and run 
Task Force activities. In addition to this dedicated staff, FERMCO provided 
continuous and invaluable support to all aspects of Task Force operations. 

The Task Force believed that it was also essential to obtain independent 
technical support to assist in developing accurate information. To achieve its 
ambitious mission, the Task Force realized that it had to focus its time and energy 
effectively to make the best use of limited resources. Meeting more than once per 
month for approximately four hours was seen as untenable. Though certain 
individuals were able to devote more time, most were not. The Task Force realized 
early on that significant staff support was needed to help gather and synthesize 
pertinent information and develop a detailed decision-making process if they were 
to provide meaningful input in the time allotted. 

The Task Force decided that technical and facilitation support was best obtained 
outside of DOE and the site contractor. This would provide the needed combination 
of independence and neutrality in a trusted technical resource for the issues that 
they were charged with addressing. The Task Force created a selection 
subcommittee and, working with DOE, selected and contracted with Douglas J. 
Sarno of Phoenix Environmental. Sarno began working with the Task Force in  
December 1993. In addition, the Task Force retained funds to contract with outside 
experts on specific issues should the need arise. This was done only once, to hire an 
expert to review risk assessment results for cattle grazing on leased property at the 
Fernald site. 

Approach to  Achieving the Mission 

In its first months, the,Fernald Citizens Task Force established a general 
strategy for conducting its business. Because of the enormous breadth of its mission, 
a clear organization of issues was needed to focus the Task Furce’s efforts. The site 
decision making process was well under way and considerable time pressures were 
placed on the Task Force. It became apparent to the Task Force that a decision with 
regard to the future use of the Fernald property following remediation would both 
give direction to its deliberations and also provide needed insight to all of the 
recommendations required of the Task Force. Remediation levels were directly tied 
to the exposure scenarios generated as a result of the expected future use of the 
property. These risk levels, in turn, would drive total volumes of waste material, 
which would help to determine appropriate locations for the long-term disposal of 
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wastes, and ultimately the desired timing of activities. 
envisioned future use as the center of its decision-making process. 

Thus, the Task Force 

The first task for the Task Force consultant in December 1993 was to develop a 
detailed work plan for the Task Force to achieve its mission based on this future use 
focus. It was essential to schedule the decision making process so that needed 
information was developed and recommendations were made in time to affect DOE 
decision making. The Task Force was feeling pressure in that the DOE decision- 
making process was already well along, there was not sufficient time to catch up, 
much less provide meaningful input into the process. Indeed, several of the five 
operable units were well on their way to Records of Decision. 

To overcome this dilemma, the workplan was developed by first defining the 
existing timeline for DOE decision making at the site and identifying where the Task 
Force would have to provide input in order for its recommendations to be effective. 
In doing this, it was realized that the key decisions in which the Task Force would be 
providing input were actually not to be made for another 18 months, at the time of 
the operable unit five Record of Decision. This gave the Task Force sufficient time 
to do their work with the level of detail they desired. A detailed workplan was th.en 
developed to follow an 18 month schedule focusing on the four key 
recommendations that the Task Force must make. This schedule is shown 'in 
Figure 4. A key to this workplan was the conscious decision of the Task Force not to 
review and evaluate each decision and piece of information that would be released 
by DOE over that time period, but to focus solely on achieving its own objectives in  
the time available. As the work progressed, the Task Force learned a great deal 
about how site decisions were being made and the potential impact of the Task Force 
on decision making. Following the release of its interim report in November 1994, 
the Task Force refocused its efforts for the remainder of its 18 month program. As a 
result, a new work plan was developed to further define and refine activities for 
1995. 

Getting Broad Public Involvement 

The Task Force recognized from the beginning of the process that it could not 
represent the full public interested in the Fernald remediation. Therefore, a 
number of ongoing activities were put into place to ensure that the broader public 
opinion was gathered as input to all Task Force recommendations. Particular focus 
was placed on public input surrounding the most controversial decisions, such as 
waste disposition. To ensure all sides of the issue were heard, the Task Force mailed 
personal invitations to stakeholders identifying the issues and decisions to be 
addressed in upcoming meetings. Two Task Force sponsored workshops were held 
to ensure public understanding and involvement in cleanup levels, future use, and 
waste disposition issues. Specific activities conducted to ensure public 
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understanding of, and comment on, the Task M s  process and 
recommendations have included: 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

.e 

e 

e 

open monthly meetings with active public participation, 
a June 9,1994, public workshop on the Futuresite exercise, 
a January 25,1995, public workshop on waste disposal options, 
presentations at the February 1994, June 1994, October 1994, and March 
1995 DOE community meetings, 
face-to-face meetings between the Task Force chair and members with 
other stakeholder groups, 
attendance by members and staff at all DOE public meetings and 
workshops, 
a Task Force mailing address and message line for public comment, 
disseminating information through community channels, 
news releases, 
advertisement of all meetings in local papers. 

A summary of public outreach activities and comments received is presented 
in Appendix D. 
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IV. TASK FORCE DECISION MAKING PROCESS 

Goal Setting and Planning 

Creating clear focus was a key component of the Task Farce’s success. Clear 
goals were established with regard to the four areas in which the Task Force was to 
develop recommendations. Using these goals and an understanding of the 
activities required to achieve them, a detailed workplan was developed in which 
the purpose of each meeting was clearly identified. By identifying a clear path 
forward, the Task Force was able to avoid some of the burnout that often occurs 
early in a long-term process when little progress is apparent. Each meeting was 
clearly scoped out in the workplan which spanned the full eighteen month period. 
In particular, focus was placed on identifying the specific questions to be addressed 
in the meeting, the information to be evaluated, and the expected outcome of each 
meeting. 

Developing and Disseminating Information 

When the Task Force was first established in August 1993, the site 
investigations had been underway for several years. Not surprisingly, the Task 
Force was well behind site officials in its level of knowledge about site characteristics 
and cleanup alternatives. To bring them up to speed, it was determined that much 
of the first half of 1994 would have to be approached as a learning period. This 
presented several challenges: how to present large volumes of detailed technical 
information to a group of individuals with a variety of backgrounds and experiences 
and in a very short period of time, and how to keep the p p ’ s  interest over a 
period of months when little action or progress would be perceived. These 
challenges were met by approaching the group as executive decision makers- 
focusing on the decisions that had to be made and the information critical to 
making those decision, rather than simply trying to present all of the information 
that was available. It was clear that to do the latter would result in information 
overload and paralyze the process. 

It was the job of the consultant in conjunction with the chair to make the 
initial determination as to which information was critical to decision making and to 
present it to the board. These information needs were incorporated into, the 
workplan and then discussed and amended with the entire group. It was then up to 
the entire group to finalize the level of detail and type of information that was 
needed to make the decisions at hand. In this way, the group understood what was 
to be presented and discussed at each meeting and was invested in the process itself. 

Gathering and presenting information was done by the consultant. One 
important function of the information presented to the Task Force was to overcome 
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individual preconceptions about the site and cleanup options, and work as a group 
to develop sound solutions. This could only be done if the information was 
accurate and unbiased and presented to them in an understandable and useful form. 
It was determined early on that to attempt to gather or develop new site 
information was simply not practical. However, it was clear that the formats of 
existing information did not fit the needs of the Task Force. The consultant, 
therefore, identified the information needs and worked closely with the DOE and 
site contractor to obtain the needed information. The consultant then created 
formats for use by the Task Force to portray the information in the most. effective 
manner for decision making. Once the chair and the consultant were confident that 
the information was accurate and useful to the Task Force, it would be formally 
placed in the Toolbox and a Task Force logo affixed. Other information was used 
occasionally if necessary, but not placed in formal Task Force format. 

Another important function of the Task Force consultant was to evaluate the 
validity of the information presented to the Task Force. Early in the process, there 
was a great deal of mistrust in the information coming from DOE. The consultant 
would explain the origin and utility of the information presented so that members 
understood how it related to their deliberations. The Task Force was given open 
access to site staff and information and often this resulted in information given to 
the Task Force as soon as it was created. This sometimes resulted in key pieces of 
information changing over the course of Task Force deliberations. Because of the 
way the information was presented and the role of an independent consultant, these 
changes were simply incorporated into the decision process. Much of the 
information and formats used for the Task Force were used later by the site, and the 
level of trust in this information remained high. 

To discuss this information during Task Force meetings, materials were 
enlarged into posters to allow the entire group to work together. A cornerstone of 
each meeting was also an "information bin" which was used to record questions and 
issues that were not yet addressed by existing information and were deemed 
important. It was the job of the consultant to answer these questions by the 
following meeting. 

About halfway through their decision making process, the Task Force had 
caught up to the site decision making to the degree that it was requesting 
information and considering issues that had yet to be contemplated on site. In 
several instances, Task Force requirements led site decision makers to create 
understandings of information in new and useful ways for both the Task Force and 
the site. 

Decision Ma king Approach 

Early in the process, members of the Task Force realized that decision making 
could not proceed until some vision of the future use of the Fernald property was 
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established. As previously discussed, the work plan and the entire Task Force 
approach was built upon this understanding. Therefore, the future use of land and 
natural resources on and surrounding Fernald were the first order of business for 
the Task Force. 

The Task Force began by identifying a broad range of plausible uses for the 
Feinald faality following cleanup. Next, the Task Force identified all of the issues 
and concerns that were important to consider in evaluating options for the future of 
Fernald. These issues were refined and incorporated into Consensus Values for the 
future use of Fernald and are presented in Figure 5. These consensus values were 
used throughout the decision-making process to provide guidance for the 
development and evaluation of alternative recommendations. In addition, these 
concepts were further distilled into the discrete evaluation criteria listed below: 

Long-term Safety: effectiveness of available technologies over time, long- 
term monitoring, and ownership of the Fernald property are seen as 
crucial to the long-term acceptability of any cleanup scenario. 

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

On-Site Disposal Requirements: the volume of soil that will be excavated 
and the ultimate size of any on-site disposal facility will greatly determine 
the overall impact of the cleanup on local communities during and after 
construction. . 

Impact on Natural Resources: excavation of the large quantities of 
contaminated soil present at Fernald will have a significant impact on the 
flora, fauna, sensitive habitats, farmlands, and wetlands that comprise the 
Fernald site and surrounding properties. 

Transportation and Off-Site Disposal Requirements: the Task Force is 
sensitive to the impacts on and potential risks to communities along 
transportation routes and at the ultimate disposal facility. 

Community Impacts and Benefits: disruption of adjacent lands and the 
long-term economic, social, and aesthetic impacts on local communi ties 
and work force of the Fernald cleanup are likewise of significant 
importance. 

Cost: as a taxpayer-funded project, the total cost of cleanup is important. While 
Task Force members repeatedly expressed their unwillingness to trade lives for 
dollars, the Task Force recognizes that DOE budget projections indicate real 
limitations on available resources in the future. 
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Figure 5. TASK FORCE CONSENSUS VALUES 

ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES 
Idenhfy and preserve significant natural ecosystems with a special emphasis on naturally occurring 
wetlands, Paddys Run, and threatened and endangered species. 
Minimize impacts on the environment during remediation and maximize restoration of environment 
after remediation. 
Ensure that any waste left on-site be controlled to prevent further contamination of the Great Miami 
Aquifer, air and soils on and off-site. 
Any future site use must be protective of the environment. 

SOCIAL AND HUMAN VALUES 
Future uses must have a positive impact on the surrounding communities, including: 

Acceptable risks to the current and future residents and workers of the Femald community with a 
special emphasis on the effects on children and future generations. 
Input and involvement from the public at large. 
Compatible with current and projected off-site uses. 
Special emphasis on promoting history, research, and education. 
Demonstrating how a negative situation can be tumed into a positive by not repeating the mistakes 
of the past which resulted in the current conditions at Femald. 

ECONOMIC VALUES 
Emphasis should be placed on future uses which provide some level of continuing employment for 
area residents, but not necessarily in categories that have traditionally been present at the site. 
Futures uses and ownership should be structured so that local tax revenues or payments in lieu of 
taxes are provided. 
Where practical, infrastructure should be used to enhance the suitability of the property for future 
use subject to environmental and health values. 
The cleanup of the Femald facility should be done in such a way as to reduce the stigma of past 
practices at the site and assist in the continuing use and development of surrounding properties. 

- 

.) 

LONG TERM MANAGEMENT VALUES 
A long-term control mechanism for the site must be established to ensure the perpetual moral arid 
financial responsibility of the Federal government for the continued management, monitoring, and 
emergency response capability regarding all wastes left on the facility. 
Long-term uses and institutional control mechanism must be reconciled with local zoning and 

All selected uses resulting in waste being left on site must have the built in flexibility to provide for 
future changes in use and better cleanups should financial, technical, or demographic changes 
warrant. 
A long-term mechanism must be established to ensure citizen involvement in the control, 
management, and future decisions at the site 

planning. 

GENERAL USE VALUES 
Any future use plan must recognize that a mixed use strategy may be the most effective for the long- 
term use of the site. 
Emphasis should be placed on reducing the physical barriers and physical evidence of the past use 
of the site and focus on ways that Femald can be a better neighbor to the surrounding community 
Under no circumstances should a post-remediation future use be permitted at the facility which 
requires the importing of hazardous, radioactive, mixed or solid waste for any reason. 
All uses and cleanup plans for all waste, shipments, and treatments must explicitly recognize all 
political, safety and health impacts. 
Future uses of the site must be focused on non-hazardous activities. 
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By constantly weighing the pros and cons of alternatives as they related to 
these criteria, the Task Force was able to narrow options and ultimately to reach 
consensus. The Task Force did not use any formal quantitative models to conduct 
these analyses, and, other than overall health and safety, no one criterion was 
clearly ranked as more important than another. Instead, a number of tools were 
developed to help to create a complete understanding of the opportunities, 
constraints, risks, costs, and benefits associated with alternative approaches to 
remediation. 

Ultimately, decisions were arrived at through a parliamentary process. Once 
all aspects of a decision were thoroughly discussed, a motion from the floor was 
offered that approximated the sense of the group. If the motion was seconded, 
detailed discussion would then ensue to refine the language to represent exactly 
what the Task Force wished to get across. Often, these motions would require a 
detailed discussion of rationale and constraints on the recommendation being 
proposed. The Task Force would generally map out these supporting arguments 
and task the chair to develop a formal recommendation for approval at the 
following meeting. The chair and the consultant would prepare the formal 
recommendation between meetings and circulate drafts for review. This allowed all 
members to consider fully the ramifications of the recommendation and for absent 
members to review and evaluate the recommendation before approval. Additional 
discussion and amendment would be conducted at a subsequent meeting before the 
final recommendation was brought to a vote. 

Decision Making Tools 

The main tool used by the Task Force was a system of organizing and 
presenting information. To get the information across, the consultant and the chair 
devised an approach at presenting information in as simple and clear a way as 
possible. Information for each decision was broken down into discrete pieces and 
organized to focus on the key tradeoffs or alternatives. Using heavy emphasis o n  
charts, graphs, maps, and tables and the use of color, most ideas were presented on a 
single sheet of paper. Rarely did a single concept require more than two or three 
pages. 

All of the materials developed were organized into a single three ring binder 
for each member referred to as the 'Tool Box," which was organized by different 
topics for easy reference. In some cases, information was readily available in  
existing site documents and modified for use by the Task Force. In other cases, the 
Task Force consultant worked directly with DOE and its contractor to develop the 
information required. 

All of the information in the Tool Box was geared to providing the 
knowledge needed to understand the risk presented by the Fernald site and the 
various costs and benefits of the alternatives the Task Force wished to consider. Key 
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information in the Tool Box included physical and chemical characteristics of 
Fernald and surrounding lands, current land and natural resource uses, 
information on risk and risk analysis, alternative cleanup levels, waste 
management options, and detailed descriptions of alternative future use scenarios. 
The future use descriptions are supplemented by charts and maps showing volume, 
cost, disposal cell size, and off-site transportation requirements for different options. 
Also included are color-coded maps that identify the scope and depth of excavation 
of soil required for each alternative. Selected figures and tables used in the Tool Box 
have been used as figures in this report and are further included in Appendix E. 

Another decisionmaking tool was an exercise called Futuresite to show how 
achieving different levels of land use impacted the cleanup requirements for the 
site. In particular, it provided an insight into costs and volumes resulting from the 
remediation of contaminated soil to achieve different objectives. The exercise was 
designed as a three dimensional representation of contamination at the site. A large 
site map was divided into a grid, with each square containing a stack of colored chips 
representing the actual volumes of contaminated soil and materials found at that 
location on the site. By removing different color chips from the board, participants 
could illustrate the volumes of contaminated material that would have to be 
moved to achieve different land uses. The cleaner the participant required the site, 
the more material would have to be removed from the board. The participant 
would then be forced to make the decision as to what to do with that material, either 
on-site of off-site disposal. Associated costs and requirements were then applied to 
calculate total volumes and costs of the selected option, truck and train transport 
requirements, and the size of on-site disposal facilities. This exercise formed the 
foundation for understanding the waste disposition and cleanup level decisions that 
were to be made. The exercise was used widely throughout the site by DOE and the 

the site. Through many repetitions by different groups, several remediation and 
future use scenarios were developed which could be compared and evaluated. 
Analysis of these scenarios was the first step in reaching consensus on future use 
and cleanup levels. 
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contractor as well and helped shape and widen perceptions and understandings of 
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Another tool that was used extensively in decision making was a magnetic 
white board portraying the site and major attributes of the site remediation problem. 
The Task Force used magnetic blocks, wipe-off markers, and clear overlays to portray 
and compare remedial options. This board allowed the Task Force to physically 
portray and work through the many options available regarding future use 
partitioning of the site, cleanup level zones, impacts of remediation, and size and 
location of on site disposal facilities. These tools, combined with the Tool Box, 
provided the focus for decision making needed by the Task Force. 

Additional information regarding Task Force operations has been provided 
in Appendix F: Summary of Task Force meetings and Appendix G Task Force 
Budget and Administration. 
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V. TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS 

All of the recommendations presented in this report have been previously 
reported to DOE, EPA, OEPA, and the public in order to make the most immediate 
impact on the decision making process. The first recommendations on cleanup 
levels and preliminary future use were presented in November 1994 in an interim 
report which also described the process that had been used to that point. Subsequent 
recommendations on waste disposition, priorities, and final future use were 
developed and released as fact sheets in February, April, and May 1995, respectively. 

We recognize that these are recommendations only, and that we are not in a 
position to make actual decisions. Still, we approached these recommendations as 
we would have had we been decision makers. We believe the value of this Task 
Force as an addition to other forms of direct citizen involvement is in the attempt to 
bring a diverse group of interests together to recommend one approach to 
remediation that everyone can support, rather than each individual or group 
continue to express the position that best supports their specific interests. As such, 
the focus throughout our process has been on ideas and not individual preferences. 
Coming into this process we all had very different expectations and preferences 
regarding the remediation of Fernald. These recommendations are the result of 
careful and thorough consideration of all of the important health, social, economic, 
and political constraints and ramifications associated with remediation of the 
Fernald property. These recommendations do not represent a negotiating position, 
but are our best effort at developing a reasoned and balanced approach to 
remediation. We believe that these recommendations, if taken in total, will 
provide remediation of the Fernald property that is protective of human health and 
the environment, maintains the integrity of surrounding communities, and 
prevents unnecessary expense. 

Recommendations on Site Cleanup Levels 

Summary 

The recommendations of cleanup levels were presented in the Task Fora's 
interim report in November, 1995. The Fernald Citizens Task Force identified 
specific cleanup levels based on total uranium in soil and groundwater as this 
makes up the bulk of the contamination at Fernald. Of primary concern to the Task 
Force in establishing these cleanup levels was protection of the great Miami Aquifer 
and consistent protection of human health across all media and land uses. The Task 
Force sought to balance the absolute requirement to protect human health and 
safety with the desire to minimize the impact on the environment resulting from 
remediation itself. To achieve background conditions would require surface soil 
excavation for five miles surrounding the site, a condition the Task Force found 
unacceptable. Ultimately, the Task Force arrived. at recommended cleanup levels 
which were protective and required little off-site excavation. These levels were 

, 
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based on cleaning and protecting the aquifer to conform with maximum 
contaminant levels under the Safe Drinking Water Act, keep cancer risks to within 
one in ten thousand, and non-cancer risks below a hazard index of one. 

Detailed Recommendations 

Past impacts of the Fernald site on the Great Miami Aquifer must be 
remediated and any future impacts controlled so that groundwater 
quality meets the standards of the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

The excess risk of contracting cancer posed by exposure to Fernald 
contamination under any use of land, on or off the Fernald property, 
shall never exceed one in ten thousand (1 x 104). This is a maximum 
level; the other recommendations of the Task Force regarding aquifer 
protection and hazard index override this risk level to make 
remediation more stringent. Additionally, the Task Force 
recommends limiting land use even in cases where the concentrations 
achieved in the soil would allow for less restrictive uses, to provide for 
an additional margin of safety. 

All contaminated soils and other waste sources both on and off the 
Fernald property must be reduced to levels that will provide safety 
from non-cancer toxicological effects at a level equivalent to a hazard 
index of one. 

All contaminated soils and other waste sources both on and off the 
Fernald property must be reduced to levels that will prevent 
contaminants from leaching into the aquifer at concentrations 
exceeding Safe Drinking Water Act levels. . 

Key Issues Evaluated 

Because protection of the aquifer was one of the consensus values, The Task 
Force took an in-depth look at the options for dealing with groundwater 
contamination. We evaluated three distinct endpoints: cleaning to the 1x104 
drinking water risk, which is 3 parts per billion (ppb) for uranium, cleaning to the 
EPA maximum contaminant level (MCL), which is proposed at 20 ppb for uranium 
(equivalent to a risk of 2xlP5), and not cleaning at all but letting the aquifer flush 
itself over time. 

In comparing these alternatives, the Task Force evaluated a wide range of 
issues. Due to the prevailing groundwater flow through the Fernald site, all 
contamination would ultimately reach the Great Miami River where the volume of 
water would dilute the contamination to low levels. The primary threat of the 
contamination to drinking water sources has been largely checked by homeowners 
seeking alternate sources and a new water line currently being installed. On the 
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surface, it appeared that dilution might be a viable approach to dealing with 
groundwater contamination. However, if left unchecked, as much as four thousand 
surface acres and 32 billion gallons of water would ultimately be impacted requiring 
widespread condemnation of the aquifer for many generations according to current 
projections. The Task Force views the social, environmental, and potential legal 
and administrative costs of such an approach as unacceptable. 

The Task Force also evaluated. measures to contain the contaminated 
groundwater within the site boundaries. The current pumping wells appear to have 
successfully stopped migration of the south plume. However, any such interim or 
containment measure would only result in the need for virtually perpetual action 
due to the long half-life of uranium. Thus, interim or containment measures 
would require repeated replacement of water treatment facilities at the end of their 
useful lives, approximately every thirty to forty years. With the constant risk of 
losing funding for new construction activities, the Task Force was not willing to 
take such an approach. Ultimately, such approaches would result in higher costs 
than for a total and rapid cleanup today. Decisive action now will be able to provide 
cleanup to MCLs within the life span of a.single treatment plant. 

The Task Force concluded that Fernald's impact on the Great Miami Aquifer 
is a significant concern and the only viable course of action is to seek a complete and 
rapid cleanup. The Task Force opted to recommend cleanup to MCLs. MCLs are 
widely accepted, protective of human health and the environment, and both 
technologically and practically achievable. The Task Force believes that attempts to 
clean up the aquifer to 1x104 levels would likely result in a great deal of expense to 
chase very little contamination, would require much longer periods of time to 
achieve results, and offer little ultimate benefit in the overall protection of human 
health and the environment. 

In looking at cleanup levels for soils, the Task Force evaluated risks 
throughout the range of risks considered acceptable by EPA for Superfund cleanups 
of 1x104 (1 in 10,000) to 1~10-6 (I in I,OOO,OO~) excess chance of contracting cancer in a 
lifetime. The Task Force evaluated this range of risks across a broad spectrum of 
land uses in evaluating the overall level of cleanup that should be required at 
Fernald. Evaluating the impacts of applying different risks across different land uses 
allowed the Task Force to compare numerous factors including total soil volumes 
requiring excavation; off-site disposal requirements; on-site disposal requirements 
and disposal cell size; total cost; environmental impacts; and technical, legal, 
economic, and social implementability. The most striking concern in making this 
decision was the volume of soil that would require excavation beyond the Fernald 
property boundary if a 10-6 residential scenario were chosen. At this risk level, a 
total of 5,200,000 cubic yards of soil would be removed from off property alone. 
Disposal of this amount of material combined with the on-site volumes would 
require a disposal cell of approximately 400 acres, and approximately 430,000 
truckloads or 1,350 trainloads for shipment. 
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The Task Force is also concerned about the serious ecological damage that 
would occur from widespread excavation. At 1x104 cleanup levels, the required 
excavation would rob 11 square miles of surrounding homes and farmlands of vital 
top soil, mature trees, and vegetation and would cause enormous disruption to 
lives and livelihoods during construction. Though ultimately the top soil would be 
replaced and vegetation replanted, it would be generations before the ecosystems 
fully recovered. The short-term risks to current residents and workers due to 
disturbance and resuspension of contamination and construction accidents far 
outweigh the very small reductions in long-term risk that would be achieved. 
Moreover, because the 5 pprn cleanup level for resident farmer at 1x104 is so close 
to background levels of uranium of 3.7 ppm, it would be difficult to even 
distinguish where this contamination occurs. Finally, it is important to the Task 
Force that risk criteria be consistently applied across the site and 1x104 was rejected 
as an option for groundwater cleanup. 

The Task Force looked carefully at the levels of contamination that have 
actually been found off the Fernald property. Several interim cleanup (removal) 
actions and the tilling action of farming on much of the off property land has 
resulted in eliminating much of the detectable contamination. In all cases, the 
contamination is well below the cleanup requirements to protect for a resident 
farmer exposure at 1 x 104 (130 pprn), and only marginally above the resident 
farmer requirements at 1 x 10-5 (15 pprn). It is only as we approach background (3.7 
ppm) that uncertainty would drive high volumes of soil removal. Taking into 
consideration the existing low levels of contamination found off the Fernald 
property and the desire to limit the disruption of off-site homes and farms, the Task 
Force decided on a maximum residual risk from Fernald soils of 1 x 104. 

The Task Force selected the 1 x 104 risk, however, with the full 
understanding that uranium concentrations in soil necessary to meet the goal of 
fully protecting the aquifer to MCLs over the long term are even more stringent. At 
most locations both on and off the Fernald property a total uranium concentration 
of 100 ppm is required to prevent leaching into the aquifer above MCLs, which is 
lower than the 130 ppm concentration necessary for a resident farmer exposure 
scenario at 1 x 104. Further, as a result of the high solubility of uranium found in 
the former production and sewage treatment areas, the uranium concentration 
required to protect the aquifer in these areas is 20 ppm. Additionally, the Task 
Force's commitment to safe cleanup levels requires the consideration of 
toxicological impacts in addition to carcinogenic impacts. For uranium in a resident 
farmer scenario this requires cleanup to 50 pprn in order not to exceed a hazard 
index of 1. In taking this approach, the Task Force has deliberately provided a level 
of protection above the stated risk maximum. This 50 ppm concentration would 
apply at all off-property locations, but not on the Fernald property as the Task Force 
does not recommend allowing such intensive uses of Fernald. However, sampling 
results to date indicate that there are actually few places outside the former 
production area where concentrations actually exceed 50 pprn already. 

' 
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In sum, the specific cleanup levels for total uranium recommended by the 
Task Force for the Femald facility are as follows: 

20 ppm within the former production and sewage treatment areas, 
100 pprn within all other points on the Fernald property, 
50 pprn for all locations off the Fernald property. 

As noted above, we understand that, for the most part, cleanup of total 
uranium to the levels recommended will result in the excavation and safe disposal 
of al l  of the contaminants of concern found at the Fernald site. There will be 
exceptions, however, and for them our general clean-up criteria apply: 

cancer risks not to exceed 1 x 10-4, 
protection of aquifer to MCLs, 
non-cancer risks not to exceed hazard index of 1. 

Recommendations on Waste Disposition 

Summary 

The Fernald Citizens Task Force evaluated the political and logistical 
considerations involved in disposing over three million cubic yards of 
contaminated material and determined that a balanced approach in which some 
waste was disposed on site and some was disposed off-site was most prudent. Of 
paramount importance was that the highest level wastes be taken off-site for safe 
disposal and that no new wastes come to Fernald for disposal. The Task Force, 
therefore, concurred with existing DOE decisions that the most highly contaminated 
materials be disposed off-site and then recommended that an on-site disposal facility 
be constructed to accept materials with low levels of contamination from the 
Femald site only. 

Detailed Recommendations 

The Fernald Citizens Task Force recommends the construction of an on-site 
disposal faality to accept, from the Fernald site only, materials solely with low levels 
of contamination meeting the site-specific waste acceptance criteria. However; on- 
site storage of low-level materials at Fernald is acceptable only in the context of the 
considerations laid out in the following section and under the following conditions, 
such considerations and conditions being inseparable from the recommendation: 

The Fernald Citizens Task Force strongly and unanimously opposes the use 
of the Fernald site for the permanent disposal or long-term storage of any 
waste or contaminated materials originating from other locations. 
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Any on-site disposal facility will be built for long-term performance using the 
best design, technology, and engineering available. 

Any on-site disposal facility at Fernald will be designed to make the least 
possible negative aesthetic impact. The Fernald Citizens Task Force and the 
public at large shall be explicitly involved in the process for determining the 
ultimate appearance of the disposal facility. 

Any on-site disposal facility at Fernald will provide an adequate buffer area to 
minimize negative impacts to neighboring properties and the future use of 
the Fernald property. The Fernald Citizens Task Force and the public at large 
shall be explicitly involved in the planning and design process for the 
disposal facility. 

The U.S. federal government will retain permanent ownership of any 
property containing the disposal facility. 

The U.S. federal government will continually monitor the disposal facility 
and report these findings in a timely manner to residents and interested 
parties. 

The U.S. federal government will commit to retrieve and treat or redispose 
of the material contained in the disposal facility if a new, proven, and 
economically justified technology to manage these materials should become 
available. 

The U.S. federal government shall have in place adequate procedures to 
identify and correct any and all failures in performance of the disposal facility 
before any increased risk to public health occurs. 

The U.S. Department of Energy commits to the above conditions. 

U.S. Department of Energy budget adjustments in the short or long term will 
not adversely impact the substance of this recommendation. 

Key Issues Evaluated 

Waste disposition was the most difficult decision faced by the Fernald 
Citizens Task Force and the only one in which complete consensus could not be 
achieved. The Task Force spent a great deal of time collecting and evaluating data 
regarding the ramifications of on-site vs. off-site disposal. A great deal of time was 
also spent in working with other local stakeholders through meetings and 
workshops. The evaluation of disposal options actually began with the Futuresite 
exerase where it first became evident how many trucks or trains would be required 
to haul the millions of cubic yards of material off site. It was this realization 
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combined with the associated short-term risks of transportation that most members 
found to be most compelling in recommending on-site disposal. 

Another compelling argument was the desire to get the most hazardous 
materials off the site as soon as possible. A balanced approach in which Fernald 
showed willingness to deal with at least part of the problem on site was seen as the 
most prudent in achieving this goal. It was strongly believed that exhibiting an 
unwillingness to deal'with part of the problem at Fernald would result in political 
ramifications from receiving states with the result of not being able to get any waste 
sent off site. Additionally, most Task Force members were very sensitive to the 
safety concerns of other citizens living along transportation routes and in the 
vicinity of receiving facilities. 

The need to explain fully the decision rationale for selecting partial on-site 
disposal was seen as strong enough to make the considerations for the 
recommendation part of the recommendation itself. These considerations are 
presented in the following paragraphs. 

All members of the Task Force live or work in communities that are 
impacted by the decisions being made at Fernald, and eight of 14 live 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 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. The 
Task Force believes 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. The 
Task Force ultimately arrived at this recommendation in consideration of the 
following issues, the understanding of which is critical to the entire 
recommendation: 

The more quickly source materials are taken out of the environment, the 
better the aquifer is protected and the more quickly it can be restored. The 
Fernald Citizens Task Force believes that an on-site disposal facility is the 
quickest way to protect the aquifer and the overall environment. 

The hazard of the material to be placed in the on-site disposal facility is very 
low. The maximum level of contamination that will be allowed in the 
disposal facility would allow for a land use as a developed park under cleanup 
levels recommended by the Task Force. The material is to be contained in a 
disposal facility solely for the purpose of protecting the aquifer over the long- 
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term, and failure of the disposal facility would not present any immediate or 
significant threat to human health. 

In the off-site option, the risk of transporting the expected 2.4 million cubic 
yards of low-level contaminated soil and debris from the Fernald site to Utah 
and/or Nevada includes an estimated six fatalities to the public along the 
transportation routes, while relatively little health and safety risk is incurred 
by the public under the on-site option. Both on and off-site options require 
similar levels of work in excavating, loading, unloading, and disposing of 
materials; therefore, the risk to remediation workers in both options is 
roughly equivalent. The Fernald Citizens Task Force believes the on-site 
option is the most responsible with regard to overall safety. 

The cost of off-site disposal is three times that of on-site disposal. The Fernald 
Citizens Task Force believes that under current and foreseeable budget 
conditions, an off-site decision would greatly delay cleanup and may prevent 
any progress at all. An on-site disposal facility is thus more viable under the 
current budget and political constraints. 

Both states of Utah and Nevada have written to Fernald encouraging a 
balanced approach to cleanup. The Fernald Citizens Task Force is concerned 
that if the decision were made to send all Fernald waste and contaminated 
materials off site, we would face the likelihood of reprisals from other states 
resulting in our not being able to send any waste off site. The Fernald 
Citizens Task Force believes that it is of paramount importance that the off- 
site shipment of the most hazardous materials be the first priority of cleanup, 
and carried out expeditiously. 

Because the entire Fernald property is situated over a sole-source aquifer, only 
the lowest level materials, as defined by the site specific waste acceptance 
criteria, will be allowed into .an on-site disposal facility. The waste acceptance 
criteria for Fernald were established by modeling the proposed disposal 
facility over a thousand year period to prevent any contamination from 
reaching the aquifer at levels that would exceed the federal maximum levels 
of contamination for drinking water. This modeling assumed only natural 
materials in providing protection of the aquifer and excluded consideration of 
man-made liners that are subject to failure over the 1,000 year period. 

The Fernald Citizens Task Force wants to prevent any waste or contaminated 
materials coming to Fernald from other sites for permanent disposal or long- 
term storage. Under the Federal Facilities Compliance Act of 1992, that 
potential exists. By managing the Fernald materials fairly and effectively, the 
Fernald Citizens Task Force believes we will be in a more equitable position 
to prevent a decision to send outside wastes to Fernald. 
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The decision regarding waste disposition was highly controversial. A very 
vocal public emerged opposing any contaminated material disposal on site. In order 
to fully listen to and evaluate all points of view, the Task Force spent a great deal of 
time on this decision, provided extra publicity for meetings, met with community 
members, and conducted a special workshop to present the information and 
materials being used in the decision making process. While ultimately the 
supporting considerations and conditions were approved unanimously, one 
member of the Task Force was unable to support the decision to place a disposal 
facility at Fernald. This member believed the arguments to recommend on-site 
storage of materials containing low level contamination were outweighed by the 
following: 

The contamination problems at Fernald did not evolve from local concerns 
or result in sufficient local benefit to warrant the long-term impact on local 
communities from a disposal facility. 

Facilities in the western U.S. are geologically better suited for the long-term 
management of this material than is Fernald. 

Local communities do not wish to incur the stigma associated with a disposal 
facility . 

A disposal facility on the Fernald property limits the land available for 
productive reuse by local communities. 

Recommendations on Priorities for Remediation 

Summary 

Originally, site priority recommendations were envisioned as a sequencing of 
activities according to their importance to the concerns and goals of stakeholders. 
However, as dramatic cuts in the DOE budget began to occur, the nature of the 
problem shifted. Suddenly, the Task Force was faced with remediation time frames 
stretching out to 25 years and at total costs of twice what was expected in order to 
work within projected annual budgets. The most important aspects of cleanup for 
the Task Force were to remove the highest level contaminants from the site as 
quickly as possible and to conduct remediation as cost-effectively as possible. That 
combination left the most rapid cleanups as the only viable alternatives. As 
remediation schedules and logistics were evaluated for the accelerated remediation, 
it became clear that little opportunity existed to release some portions of land more 
rapidly than others, or to cost-effectively complete demolition of the production 
area before other activities. The Fernald Citizens Task Force recommended that 
Fernald accelerate remediation on a seven to ten year schedule to both provide rapid 
protection of human health and the environment and control overall costs. 
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Detailed Recommendations 

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 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 Wastes. 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 
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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 major 
remediation sites: its decision making is nearly complete, needed technologies are 
in place, and its size is manageable. With the above reforms, a relatively modest up- 
front 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 from a slow moving and expensive 
dinosaur, to a model of government/contractor efficiency. Given the tools and the 
reforms, Fernald can lead the way. 

Key Issues Evaluated 

Originally, site priority recommendations were envisioned as a sequencing of 
specific remedial activities according to their importance to the concerns and goals 
of stakeholders. However, as dramatic cuts in the DOE budget began to occur, the 
nature of the problem shifted. Suddenly, the Task Force was faced with remediation 
time frames stretching out to 25 years at total costs of twice what was expected, i n  
order to work within projected annual budgets. The most important aspect of 
cleanup for the Task Force were to remove the highest level contaminants from the 
site as quickly as possible and to conduct remediation as cost-effectively as possible. 
That combination left the most rapid cleanups as the only viable alternatives. As 
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remediation schedules and logistics were evaluated for the accelerated remedia tion, 
it became clear that little opportunity existed to release some portions of land more 
rapidly than others, or to cost-effectively complete demolition of the production 
area before other activities. Therefore the focus of prioritization became how to 
obtain funds necessary to conduct remediation as quickly as possible in as cost- 
efficient manner possible. 

Recommendations on Future Use 

Summary 

The Femald Citizens Task Force focused its future use recommendations on 
creating a broad understanding of how the Fernald site could best be used following 
remediation rather than to identify specific detailed ideas for future use of the 
property. The Task Force recommended that residential and agricultural uses be 
avoided on the property. However, it was also important to the Task Force that the 
land be used productively. For this reason, the cleanup levels recommended for 

The Task-Force the site provide for all uses other than residential or agricultural. 
also recommended that a sufficient buffer be provided between the on-site disposal 
cell and any other uses of the property. Ultimately, the Task Force recommended 
that specific uses of the property would be best determined closer to the time of 
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reuse and by the people most impacted by that use within the guidelines set forth. 

Detailed Recommendations .!% 
3 

. i t  In evaluating future uses for the Fernald property, it was not the intention of 
the Fernald Citizens Task Force to identdy specific uses of the land in the sense of 
planning or zoning. 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 decision making regarding specific 
future use and ownership of the property. Moreover, these specific decisions will be 
better made closer\to the time when actual use is being contemplated as actual reuse 
of any Fernald property is at least a decade away. It was the mission of the Task 
Force, however, 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, The Task Force has divided 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, the following recommendations 
have been developed: 
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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. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

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 
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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. 

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. 

Key Issues Evaluated 

Discussion of future uses of the Fernald property were the cornerstone upon 
which al l  of the Task Force recommendations were built. In the end, however, 
most members felt uncomfortable in providing too specific recommendations about 
how the land should be used. It was felt that this should be done closer to the time 
of actual reuse of the property which is at least a decade away, and with greater input 
from existing individuals and institutions with local responsibility for these 
activities. The Task Force was most concerned with the ability of area residents to 
maintain their homes and livelihoods in a safe and continuous manner with as 
little negative economic impact as possible. Having some benefit from the property 
following remediation was a strong theme in all discussions. Ultimately, the 
location of a disposal facility on site largely drove the makeup of the future use 
recommendations. Though it was recognized that the disposal facility posed no 
direct danger to human health through direct contact, it was felt that the perception 
of the facility was strong enough to warrant strict isolation from any surrounding 
uses. Ohio solid waste landfill siting requirements were evaluated in determining 
an appropriate buffer space. Most felt that the facility should be as inconspicuous as 
possible and that uses of the land should be as unobtrusive as possible. In the final 
analysis, the consensus values developed early in the process provide the best 
overall understanding of the guiding issues the Task force believes should be 
followed in contemplating future use of Fernald. 

I 

Impact Of Recommendations 

While the Task Force has not yet received formal response from DOE with 
regard to the recommendations, the ongoing nature of input from the Task Force 
has resulted in dramatic changes to site decisionmaking and decisions. As a result 
of close coordination and ongoing sharing of ideas and information, the Task Force 
recommendations and site Records of Decision have been very similar. Because the 
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Task Force and operable unit five (soil and groundwater) decision making was going 
on simultaneously, many of the concepts and recommendations of the Task Force 
were incorporated into DOE'S process. The cleanup levels presented in the Operable 
Unit Five Proposed Plan are sufficiently similar to.those recommended by the Task 
Force to allow the same future use scenarios. The Task Force and the public at large 
were able to reverse a proposed decision to cap Operable Unit Two materials i n  
place. Our recommendations to accelerate cleanup helped to bring that alternative 
to national level debate, and may yet be successful. 

- 
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Respectfully submitted by the Fernald Citizens Task Force: 

John S. Applegate, Chair 

James Bierer 
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Lisa Crawford 

Pam DUM 

Dr. Constance Fox 
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Tom Rentschler 

Robert Tabor 

Warren E. Strunk 

Thomas Wagner 

Guy Guckenberger Dr. Gene Willeke 

July, 1995 
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VL NEXTSTEPS 

NOTE: This section has been included for Task Force review. The 
original outline ended with the previous section. The decision whether 
this or a similar section should be included in the final report is to be 
made at the June meeting. 

Though the mission of the Task Force is complete with the formal presentation 
of its recommendations, the actual implementation of many of these 
recommendations will not be realized until the remedial design stage and beyond. 
Some ongoing function of the Task Force is contemplated to monitor the 
implementation of Task Force recommendations in both the design and 
construction phases and perhaps the long-term monitoring of the facility. The Task 
Force will reconvene in the fall of 1995 to evaluate options for conducting these 
,functions. 

What to do next presents an interesting challenge for the Task Force. From 
its inception, the Task Force has had a dual mission. Its charter identifies specific 
subjects for its consideration, and the Task Force followed those instructions closely, 
regularly avoiding opportunities to be side-tracked by other, more immediate issues. 
This, of course, is precisely the role implied by the term "task force." On the other 
hand, the charter. provides for staggered terms and reappointment, and dissolution 
by action of the membership, suggesting the need for a longer term existence. 
Having completed its original mission by delivering the recommendations 
summarized above, the question arises what should the Task Force do next. 
Paramount in this evaluation is whether the Task Force should continue to exist or 
not. 

Dissolution of the Task Force at this time is an attractive possibility for a 
number of reasons. First, it is consistent with the task-oriented approach we have 
taken: once the task is over, the group dissolves. Second, it avoids 
institutionalization of the group. The Task Force was careful to conduct substantial 
community outreach to avoid the kind of isolation that typically occurs with a 
group that has formed internal cohesion, works closely with governmental 
agencies, and develops a greater degree of knowledge than the average observer of 
the site. While we were largely successful through the outreach efforts to avoid this 
isolation, the threat remains and is likely to increase over time. Third, member 
burn-out must be considered. The time required of members for this effort cannot 
be overstated. The high degree of faithful attendance at (often inconvenient) 
meetings was truly astonishing, and can at least be partially attributed to the task 
orientation of the effort. A focused goal and process were essential to maintaining 
this degree of interest, and the idea of being finished at some definite point in the 
future is part and parcel of such a task orientation. 
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The above arguments notwithstanding, the dissolution of the Task Force at 
this time would not serve the best interests of the DOE or the community. DOE has 
a continuing need for organized, informed citizen input. The remediation process is 
a long-term enterprise (10-20 years), and it is certain that conditions will change as it 
proceeds. The Task Force's recommendations are not self-executing, so a continuing 
presence for monitoring, clarifying, and (if necessary) revisiting recommendations 
would be useful. Important and far-reaching decisions in the CERCLA remediation 
process do not end with records of decision. Detailed design plans have still to be 
developed, and they involve many potentially controversial choices. (For example, 
a major local concern about the disposal facility recommended by the Task Force is 
its stigmatizing impact on local property values; a well crafted design that takes such 
concerns into account can alleviate much of that effect by making the facility as 
unobtrusive and aesthetically pleasing as possible.) Indeed, difficult choices are 
often faced far down in the remediation itself as unexpected field conditions could 
result in the need for changes to established designs. Furthermore, legal 
requirements have changed during the Task Force's own deliberations, and more 
changes can be expected. Where DOE and its regulators must exercise discretion, 
informed public input would be helpful. And finally, the vagaries of the budget 
process are likely to call for decisions on priorities throughout the remediation 
period. 

There are also other issues altogether waiting in the wings. Focused as the 
Task Force was on specific issues, others were necessarily-and, in our view, wisely- 
put off for another day or another group. The best example of that is detailed land 
use planning and associated economic development. The kind of future use 
exercise undertaken by the Task Force is a generalized one-basically, setting 
boundaries on possible uses rather than making specific recommendations for use- 
and targeted at  present-day regulatory choices rather than long-term community 
development needs. The Task Force believes that specific land-use 
recommendations for Fernald are best made closer to the time when the property is 
available for non-DOE use, and by persons intimately concerned with local and 
regional economic development, land-use planning, and zoning. The Task Force 
could move into such a role, though with some revision of its current membership 
which is not well suited to detailed land use planning and economic development 
tasks. There would be clear advantages in using an existing, smoothly running 
advisory operation instead of creating new ones for new issues. 

Given that the arguments to maintain the Task force are persuasive, the most 
sensible option is to retain the Task Force in essentially its present form-a small 
group representing a broad range of stakeholders-but meeting less frequently. This 
arrangement would take advantage of the administrative and information- 
gathering infrastructure that has been painstakingly created for the Task Force, as 
well as the high degree of recognition that the Task Force has built up in the 
community, as documented in public awareness surveys. Such an arrangement 
would also guard against the haphazard revisiting of the original recommendations 
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by an entirely different group of citizens. Willingness to serve on intensive advisory 
boards like the Task Force will be diminished if their conclusions are casually 
superseded by others. 

. 

The primary challenge of continuing the Task Force will be to create and 
maintain focus over a more diffuse set of issues than faced under the initial charter. 
Without focus and intensive development of specific issues, the group's 
recommendations will not have the weight that the original recommendations did. 
It may also stray into micromanagement of random issues, which likewise .will 
detract from the group's authority. Focus could best be created by organizing around 
a series of short-term, intensive evaluations over the long-term cleanup operations. 
Timing of activities would have to be coordinated carefully with significant 
anticipated decisions, and ways must be found to keep the Task Force apprised of 
current and developing issues at the site. A system of regular communication with 
DOE and continuity of Task Force staff will be keys to success. 

The difficulties of maintaining an effective Task Force over the long term are 
significant, but in our view this continuity is essential. It is important that we build 
on the success and credibility of the original mission by ensuring the effective 
implementation of the concepts and spirit embodied by the Task Force 
recommendations. Focus, teamwork, knowledge, and self-discipline-all of which 
are important ingredients of the Fernald Citizens Task Force's success-are difficult 
to replicate. The continuation of the Task Force is the most effective approach to 
ensuring balanced representation of local citizenry in decisions that will impact 
lives and livelihoods at Fernald for many generations. 

40 000045 FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE 



6 9 8 6  

Schedule for the Final Report 

June 10. 1995 Review the f i r s t  review draft of the f i n a l  report. 

June 23, 1995 

June 29-30. 1995 Sarno i n  Cincinnati t o  complete f i n a l  draft. 

June 30, 1995 Mail draft f i n a l  report t o  the Task Force members. 

Second draft and a l l  appendices for John Applegate's review. 

Ju7y 8 ,  1995 Review the draft f i n a l  report a t  the Task Force meeting. 

Ju7y 10. 1995 

Ju7y 14, 1995 Send the f i n a l  report t o  the printer. 

Sarno i n  Cincinnati this week t o  complete report. 

Ju7y 21, 1995 F i n a l  report due back from the printer. 

Ju7y 26, 1995 John Applegate i n  Washington D . C .  t o  present f i n a l  report t o  
Assistant Secretary Thomas Grumbly, Cindy Kelley, and Jim 
Owendoff. Ken Morgan t o  organize) 

Ju7y 28, 1995 The mass mai l ing  of the F i n a l  Report of the Fernald Citizens 
Task Force t o  be mailed o u t .  

Ju7y 31, 1995 Report release event w i t h  John Applegate and the entire 
Fernal d C i  t i  zens Task Force. 
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A t  l e a s t  one member of t h e  Task Force has expressed concerns t h a t  6988 , -  
t h e  Task Force began and concluded i t s  work wi th  no o b j e c t i v e  
evidence of h e a l t h  r i s k s  having be'en prof fered .  A t  l e a s t  one member 
be l i eves  t h a t  t h e  r i s k s ,  as presented  t o  t h e  Task Force, were couched 
i n  words and terms which, by t h e i r  use,  irnplied a deadly  consequence, 
y e t  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  o r i g i n s  of t h e  Maximum Contamination Levels for 
var ious  nuc lea r  and non-nuclear exposures were never  e s t ab l i shed .  

EPA qropoued gu ide l ines ,  EPA 1.laximun Contamination Levels,  and o t h e r  
measures suppl ied  t o  t h e  Task Force,  a re  rooted,  o t h e r  sources  

'suggest,  no t  i n  o b j e c t i v e ,  empir ica l  human long-term d i s e a s e  a n a l y s i s ,  
bu t  i n  a r b i t r a r y  e x t r a p o l a t i o n  of decades-old massive-dose t e s t s  
on l a b o r a t o r y  c r i t t e r s .  

A l l  Task Force members accept  t h a t  c e r t a i n  r ad ionuc l ides  can  cause  
d isease ,  bu t  a t  l eas t  one member i s  u n c e r t a i n  which ones, what kind 
of exposure, and how much exposure t o  humans i s  r e a l l y  acceptab le ,  and tkQP.63' 
a t  l e a s t  one Task Force member wonders i f  t h e  t rue  r i s k ' i s  much 
lower th;n t h e  Task Force ' s  presumptions and hence whether t h e  
c o s t  of  t h e  remediat ion i s  g r o s s l y  excess ive .  . 

\ 
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69 8-'6 
.The Utility Radiological Safety Board of Ohio 

, . . .  

May 31,1995 r 

r . .  
/I 

~ Mr. John Applegate, 
Fernald Citizens Task Force 
Box 5p4 . I  , I  I 

,,, Ross, OH 45061 ' ' !  !I.' . .  ..!.I , .. 
' , 1 ,  Ai;:' , ; , , ' . , : .  

I .  

Dear Mr. Applegate: L 
1 

This letter is to inform you that the Utility Radiological Safety Board of Ohio (URSB) is now accepting letters of 
interest from volunteers interested in serving on the URSB Citizens Advisory Council (CAC) on Nuclear Power Safety. 

The URSB is comprised of the Directors of the Ohio Departments of Agriculture, Health, and Industrial Relations, 
the Ohio Emergency Management and Environmental Protection Agencies, and the Chairman of The Public Utilities 
Commission of Ohio. The URSB was established by the Ohio Legislature to coordinate the activities of its member 
agencies responsible for monitoring the safety of nuclear power plants. 

I 

1 The CAC is com ised of one environmental group representative, citizens, local government officials, engineers, 
scientists, and industry representatives. The purpose of the CAC is to advise the URSB on measures and factors 

' affecting the safe$ of the nuclear power plants. The CAC also provides a forum to bring constituent matters of nuclear 
power interests he State's attention. 

The URSB is s fically seeking a representative from an environmental organization who is familiar with 
radiation safety, to serve on the CAC for a two year term. Additionally, the URSB is seeking a local elected official 
from the Perry Nuclear Plant emergency planning Zone; a citizen at large, knowledgeable in nuclear power issues; and 
a health commissioner from one of three nuclear plant emergency planning zones. 

\ , 
I 

\ 

l If you or a member of your organization are interested in applying, please send a one page statement summarizing your 
background and interesas in nuclear power safety to my attention at the address printed below. Letters of interest must 
be received by June 16,1995. 

Please be adviseld that service on the CAC is voluntary and that statutory provisions only allow for the 
reimbursement of travel expenses incurred by members conducting CAC activities. However, the URSB attempts to 
accommodate the CAC by holding meetings central to the majority of the members. 

Thank you for your consideration. We trust that you or a member of your organization will be interested in serving on 
the URSB Citize dvisory Council. I may be reached at (614) 466-4821 if you have any questions. 

I 

1 '  

EAB:jc 
. .  '. .'! . ' . . .;, . : .  , 

Sincerely, - 

/@/Bpi Edith A. Binford 

. URSB Secretary v 

' I  j (PO0048 
I J 
! 

I , I  

The Utility Radiolopcal Safety Board of Ohio - 180 E. Broad St. - Columbus, Ohio 43266-0;73 
Department of Agriculture - Department of Health - Departrnkt  of Industrial Helations - Emergency Management Agency 

Environmental Protection Agency - The Public Lltilities Commission 
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//99] From; Susan W a l p o ? e b a t  FESP-02-A 6/9/95 7:35AM (2638 bytes: 58 I n )  
To: Judy Armstreng a t , '  FEAS-01-ASI-A, Rachel Clark,  Amy Engler,  Jeannie  F o s t e r ,  

Kathy Graham,.Jack,Hoopes,  Chuck Hundertmark, Nancy Huser, James Jackson a t  
FEST-03-A, Pete. Kel 1 ey ,' Jul i e Loerch, Paul  Mohr a t  FEST-01-A, 
Perry Richardson, Sarah Snyder,, Jan Tyler ,  Susan Walpole, Sherry" Webb 

Subject:  Hel icopter ,  I ,  ' 
_______-_I--------------------- Message Contents i------------------------------ 

/ . j !  
* I  I .  . . i  

PA IS PARTIALLY SUPPORTING THIS EFFORT. LOOK AT THE LIST TO SEE 
IF  A N Y O N E , > C A N  SUGGEST OTHER SHnTS. 
TO ME. THANKS. 

PASS THAT SUGGESTIONS ON 
! 

SUE 

The helicopter ae r i a l s  purchase order h a s  been issued and we 
are planning t o  shoot  t h e  photos and video on Thursday, June 
1 5 t h .  
Fr iday ,  June 16th .  

I f  the weather does not coopera te ,  we w i l l  try again on 

Thc fo l lowing  i s  the feedback I have go t t en  frorn each o f  the  
CRU's and PA t o  d a t e .  
a r ea  t h a t  you fee l  we should cover,  p l ease  call me a t  648-4893 
or page me a t  920-7919. 

Areas t o  be documented: 

1 )  Former P l a n t  7 a r ea  
2 )  Former P l a n t  1 S i l o s  a rea  \ 

3 )  V i t r i f i c a t i o n  P i l o t  P l a n t  
4 )  Advanced Waste Water Treatment Facil  i t y  
5) Former F i r e  Tra in ing  F a c i l i t y  
6 )  Parking l o t  behind Building 45 
7 )  T h i r d  S t r e e t  D i r t  P i l e  
8) P lan t  1 Pad Area 
9 )  Plant 4 
10)  P lan t  9 
11) P lan t  5 
12)  Boi 1 e r  P1 ant/Water Treatment Faci 1 i t y  
13) Lab Roof P r o j e c t  
1 4 )  Se rv ices  Bui lding Roof P ro jec t  
15) Waste P i t  Area ( a l l  angles )  
16)  Proposed Area f o r  Waste Disposal Cell 
17 )  New T r a i l e r  Complex in  Waste P i t  Area 
18) S i l o s  1-4 (all angles)  
19) Data Logging T r a i l e r s  West o t  % l o  3 
29) Bags 5 Equipwent North o f  D a t a  Logging T r a i l e r  
21 )  Radon Treatment Building 
2 2 )  Entrance t o  Decant Sump Tank 
23)  Quotisct H u t  X3 
2 4 )  Various Wide Angles o f  S i t e  ( a l l  d i r e c t i o n s )  
25) Publ ic  Water Supply Route ( i n  r e fe rence  t o  t h e  s i t e  and t h e  

26) Sou th  F ie ld  Area inc luding  Storin Water Retent ion Basins 
2 7 )  Proposed area for Reburial o f  Indian Remains ~ 

2e) View o f  s i t e  showing t h e  proximity of  our  neighbors 

I f  you f ind  t h a t  we have not  l i s t e d  a n  

- 

archeologica l  d i g s )  

(Trai ler  p a r k  on 128,  Knollman Farm, homes on North & Vest. 
s i d e s  of  the f a c i l i t y )  

T h a n k s  t o  everyone f o r  t h e i r  c o n t i n u e d  support  and cooperat ion 
on this pro jec t .  I f  you have any ques t ions ,  p l ease  c a l l  me a t  000049 
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'1 - I . .  . r , k '  1952.and 1989. ~ During:past production processes, signifi- ' . 
.. . cantlevels-of radiological .and cherriical c o n d . a n t s  were 

f 

A ,  . l r  ., 
* L c  . -. releasedinto the air, water, q d  soil. h e r e  is a large ' \ 
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field) for:me,entire Fernald site. c - 

under CERCLA consi.sts of: three general phases. '-Fiist is site - 

7 -  . - , .. ~ 

\ 

,< / 
J -. I .  

c 

.. 
f -  . In  ve$broad terms, the process of remediating sites i 

xchaiacteiization. This .phase determines what-contaminits : 

- -.. I_ . 1. - - -  

I \ 

~ -. 

' .  \ A are preseit -and'at'what levels, wh&e they &e. located h t o  . -~ '  . 

, h ,. ' _i 
-1 

residential population iinmediately adjacent to this relatively - ' : 

small site and the goundwater aquifer beneath the facility is 

'factors' exacerbate the potential for adverse 'impacts to'human 
.I 

,. the &le source of drinking water &the region: These 

health and the environment. . L- \ 

- 

-7- 
Accordingly, the site was pliced on the Nationd 

Priorities 1 Cist in 1989' and is now,being remediated under a 
Comprehensive Environmqntal Response, Compensation, a , 
, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Consent Agreement bi?tween 
the DOE and therU.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

- (EPA). AS discussed below, the DOE is now p0ised'tob;egin . 

' I  . 

and, in some cases, continue cleanup (actual work in @e , .7\ 

. -7' -, where they are-migrating.. Site characterization $so. evalu- 

health and the'envirpmpent.. The'second phase is remedy ' 
' , 

- 

c 1 e - 4  t .=ates the potential impacts of those conEminants on hum*'. 
\ 

._ . , 
? / - 

/ .. - selection. 'This phase develops and evaluates different?, - ~ ~ -. '- . -- , .-, - . '  - - cleanup alternatives and,,with.appropriate public iyolve- ' . . I' - 
* ment, selects a,remedy.- These j%vo phases are commonly 

66 7 7 -  .- -< , \  -\ < 1 -  

A. - - . .referred-to a s  the study" portions :of b e  process.' The 'final. . 
I ,  
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phase is, actual site cleanup. 
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. The study phases of the process. at Femald are essentially ~ ' r l  

-.  complete forthe entire sitd and actual site cleanup. has c -  

-.. stded. The selected cleanup options primarily use-technolo- .-' ' 

. .  \ . ,  - gies i d  process options that have'been successfully imple-- _I . - _  

~ . . ~ mentedat CERCLA sites_throughoutthe country. For the: -. i, . \ 

.one innovative technology selected, extensive testing at .-. - -, ' 

. there -do -not appear to be any significant technicd-issuqs that < .. . 

. - .  . , -  I ,  
. ,-- 
. .  . -~ 

~. - - ?  

? .- . Eernald has proven its applicability to. the site. Accordingly, . / - 
.. .,_. ' - -~ 
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' ,  . I .  I +: would prevent time& implemeAation of-the selyted and ' -  , 

, ;-;p^;opoled remedies at the site. .The most,significant coni , . - . - 

. ,- ,.,, - , . . straint--is related to the extent to which the. cleanup efforts - 

: 1986 &der a\Federal Facilities Comp1iancekgreeme;nt. In 

- , .  
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_ \  

\ .  3 
, ,  

areLfunded: ., - ' .  . 

1 .,* 
\ -. I -  . .  - - ' ,  IGtiaI characterization:of the entire Fernald site began in 

19'9 t, under CERCLA, asegmented- Remedia. Investigation 

._ i 

L- 

\ 
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' ' -  , ad Feasibility'Study /. began,, wwch co,mpletes site-character- . \ 

f 
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- .  
- 1  

7. 

-- 
..- 

~ , j -  --I ization and-supports remedy selection for all five study beas-' 
- r  - .* .- targeted for remediatioG,-this process 'is substantially. corn: -. > '  

, >  

. A  - 2  - ,c -, * ? .  . I .  I -plete. There' are signed or .approved .Records of Decision; I 

- 

which -document remetly;selection, for four of the five oper- A , \  

approved,before. the-end ofJfiscal year 1995. For this opera- ~ 

. f  > , ,  '," '\ ble unit (Operable Unit 3, a proposed remedy has been:. .': . 

identified by the DOE and approved b.y the~U.S. &d Ohio . -i - ., 

.- ,- - 
-l I r  
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-. ;/ .L- .- - --- . m'onths. In addition, 30 short-term removal actions have '. - . ' 
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actions are..designed to eli&nate or control contarqination J 

' Stalieholders at the'Femald site have-been, engaged and 

i' been,completed or,are now in progress at Fehald, 'These _. ' 
, 
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for Environmental Safety .and-Health (FRESHj'and the 
Fernald 'Citizens'Task Force - have been active participants 

Femald cleanup. - F&SH has been instrumental in focus- 
ing Congressiond'attention on Fematd, The Task Force, ~ 

'which was formed by the DOE in 1993 to develop public. 

site, h3s dehered a series:of recoqunendations on future use 

priorities. 411 of the selected and proposed remedies-qe ' 
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L -  . s  
. Construction of the Fernald facjlity began in'l95,f,'with,full production starting'in, 1952. : , 

The Fernald facility was origi-nally built by-the Atomic Energy Commission, which b'ecame the < 1: i 

:Energy Research and Development Administration, and 'the  DOE:^ The facility. produced urani-' 
'Um products including:derbies,. ingots, billets,-fuel.cores, and, targets for- DOE,sites_ in Rocky '; , 

Flats, Cot.; Savannah~.Rive?; S.'d.; Oak'Ridge, Tenn.,, &d Hanford, Wash. Muck of the Fernald 
product 1 .. provided "feed materialsl' used in QOEJproduction reactors .to ,make plutonium and tri- 1 - 

resources on-environmental restbration of 'the Fekald - ,  site. . 

I 

~ - 

, 

i -  . jium. Uranium me'tal. pi-oduct%n was suspended,in July l9&9, and'the .DOE _ . ,  - .  focused 8 ,  . I  its 
- .  , I  
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- - ,  Since 1952, various radienuclides-and chemicals have been dischargedfto the air, soil, and -r . ~,' 

. 

\ -  

water? both on,,and off the .Fernald facili&--The.sadionuc~des'i'nclude those in -the uranium\ and . 
) - .. . , thohum chaids, as well as trace;quantities of some.l&g:lived I _ .  -fissionFproducts - and transuranics. , > 
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* I  ,IA. ! 
In December 1989, &e Fernald siie was;added:to the National Priori?& List, which is the 

, list of Superfund sites most-iin need of cleanup. Production ceased in 1989, andjn February - 1991,,the DOE announced its;intention to formally end the soduction mission at'Fernald. 5 % /  ' 

Closure'of the facility becam2reffective - in June 199 1. 1 ~ \, < 

!, 
L 

~ 

F r  

J 

3 / ' )  \ -J + - f  € , / _- ... -L - - To'addresg the releases-and, threats-of rdeases-of hazardous- substances from containers and 
7 

. facilities at Fernald, the DOE-and the EPA entered into'a eERCL'A Consent Agreement in I 2 
-1990; that agreement wasamended in 1991. In addition to initiating a Remedial Investigation ,- 

- , ,' and Feasibility Study (RWS), the Amended Consent. Agreement sets forth specific, legally- 
~ ' , binding milestones by which progress is measured. Th<e Remedial Investigation and Feasibility' 

< 

I Study stages,,whose purposeis to deterrhne the extent and nature of- the contamination and'to c- 

/ identify, appropriate cleanup remedies, are essentially complete. Of the five digcrete shdy , r' 

r '  , 
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'areas, or- Qperable unitc, created in-the Consent Ageement,-four have approved or signed . , - .  . 
\ - Records of Decision,, ybch  Ge the'legal agreements specifying ,how cleanup wilr proceed at '.- . I 

, 

C; . .  - ,  
Femald: @e EPA has approved.thetRecords of'-Decision .with the .written concurrencerof' >- - 

,. . r  
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' .  The site -. khqacterization'process documented significantconcentrations \ .  of ,radiological and 
'chemical contamina&in the 'soil, groundwater and surfgce water on b d  around the Fernal'd 
facility. This process also concluded that in. the absence of remedial action, these contaminants 
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excavation -of the-wast/" pit .cont&ts, processing and treatment of the waste by _. ,/ 

?' . The remedy is excavation - and-on-sitedisposalbf - the waste materials in an . . , , 

1 .  

1 - I  
e-. 

thermal drying, and'off-sGe disposal at a perrqittedkommercial disposal facility: . .  

- < 

-< 
. ,  * . . , <  - .. 1 .% -\ * . .  F 

, -  J 

" L  I )  

1' - \  
b 

. /  7 -  ~. L. 2 , .  Operable Unit 2. - Recora of. Decision conditionally< approved May -1 995: , .- 
( / \  

. .  

1- 

f. . .>5 

L < . a  , - .  
~ _. 

1 ' >  , 
- >  

:. - . (  , 
' 'I 

;\ ' engineered-facility. 1 1 . ~ 

. . ,  .~ 7 .. '. 6 L ,  - - . . .;] t --_ I. , - I  ' .  - 
Operable Uqit,3 -- Record of. Decisipn for Interim 'Remedial Action signed / j. . = 

support - . .  facilities. in-advance of the' figal Record of Decision; ultimate'disposition. 

k -  

\ 0. ' : 
J ,  \ . - <  - July 1994. .The remedy is-dec_o&amnating and. di$mantlidg,buildings and 

', .!- . ; . 
. 'of the wktes will be deter&ined in-the final Record .of Decision. , .-. 

. 
7 

< 
\ 

.- . 
-.. , 

, 



\ ~. -( : n 
. _  - 

.. . - - - .  L -% .- .> 
,\ > -+ 

- -  -; 

P '  

7 0  
-~ L. ~ . .  . - 6' 

r A . k  . Y -'. 
' 1 .  \ - I - ,  

F .  
. I  

\ \  - .  - .  
, . *  Operathe Unit'4 - Recoid of.D&ision signed DecemljeFl.994. The remedy.is .; ,_ ' ~ 

- . '\L-  : 

' . rthen ship the vi@fied w&te for "-1 .disp;o'sal, I aft.$e Nevada Test Site. C 

to Cem0v.e andvi&fy the. contents of&e Ihree~ siio$and the decant sump tank, 

' ' r '0 Operable Unit 5 - Pioposed rgmedy ,is excavation of con&nated-soil &id 

<. 

I 
<? ' 

- \ -  7 
I -  

. r-. . \ ~  I 

J? 1- 
\-- 

i -  - .  - =J . , 
~ , <. 

\. 
, c . ,  . , .> 

~- 
\ 

b . .  -. 1 .. L 

, -  \ 
. La . , , 1 '  : 't -e 

J - <  I 
> 

.A 

I .  ~, . . sediment &d'on-site:disposal'in an engineered I C ,  Ifacility; .extraction' and 6eatment 
i( <- 

. t: ' 

.- r ? - ~  - : 
' L .  

P . . 
- 3 <"?, 

. >  This proposed-remedy has ,\ ,been lapproved b3 the EPA with-&e~-concugrenck of ~ -L I ~ 

2 -OEPA., Formal public coinment 'on' &e propo& remedy is now being- accepted.' p- I 

i/ -'C , ..I' . : -,,, I \ ,-\ ,l 

,All thg /ap$roved' and: proposed remed&-s_utilize propen techologies-that have been - r  >:; 

, *  . 
, '  

'of the Great Mi& AqGifer andyperched-groundwater containing concencatioris \ ,  - - .  , 

'. ,of confamingnts above established or proposed mkimum concentration levels. r /  - 

, a  

- \  
1 

. < ^  .. 

,' .d 

I ~- - 
' r ,  

- -  1 
7.  ~ , ,  

- -  . ,  . , ,  

. - \ ' ,  
- , I, .. \ - 

c i  P ' d ~ r  . 
~ - ; ?  

I .  I 

- 

J ,  <<-,r- . 

, . r  

x .  

\ ,  ^ , I  \ I  i j: \$ .\ 

5 .  

V?. 

t: . 
\ 

, .  
- ' \ ,  

( ,  i , . 
c -  

3- i* ,- successfullyhapplied at other CERCLA sites,: 
-7- 

I , -  

-J .  -,;I . -  D 

F 2' 
* \ - '  . 
- ,I i 

< . 3.L . .. .& - - 
\., -.I - -\ . 

:- -I . .  - - - \  > _. . 
' .  , + L  

J - . I _  

.'-d -In-addition; 30-, short:ter&remo& actions have:been completed'or Bre,now in ,J 3, 1- . ., 1 - * , I .  

.. r' , 

, , , >  progress at Fernald. ?hese actions are, designed toeliminate,.or control contimination. 
\ 1, 

. I ,  . .  . \ ' - f  
. r .- ' .P , t '  I . L- - 

> p . j  , A -  \ 'c 
I_ ,-'*/ 

\ ;fd 1 ) "' - . / -  j 

r_ -7 ~ ,,sotirces prior to final-cleanup;, . '.-: ' ,  . 
-< ' 1 '  

L-, . ,  ~ I (u - fi ; P , ,  . .- 7 '  ' -  ---, . cz; 

. 

\ 

- 2  

7 

/ 
f .-. , 

' , /\- 

,T. ' I 

.I- 

_, , 



, I _  

.~ 
The DOEhas pursued aggressive public involvement with-stakeholders at the Fernald site.. 

< The ' I- c&oriology _of-co&unity involvementdetailed in- the site's Co&nunity.Relations Plan, ' - 
, - .  - demonstrates howjncreased . I ,  stakeholder aw-geness prompted $he DOE to move from the non- 

' par$cipato& "Decide, Announce; Defend"2trategy. to the two-way approach of-share,d decision. 
' ,making. -In this~'approach, DOE and its stakeholders work,together-,tokard, thc commpn goal of I 

~ ' clear?ing up thecsite. In the %eg$ning, the DOE.held public.meetings that simply' provided 
:, forums'for protest and 'accusations. Since then,j the.DOE has made an effott'to mdve from one- 
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Iocal'township trustees, person-to-person c,ommunication thrbugh .the Envoy Program, work- 
,'.> -shops designed' solely to ask stikeholder< their concerns, infbrmational sessions, and- dissemi- , . 

., .merit, in which .a tgtal:of 415 sthkeholiers 'werecinterviewed in personor by telephone, revealed' 
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. Recognizing-the-importance of public involvement in the decision-daking during Femald ' . 
'remediation; the DQE established in.August ,1993 'the- Fernald' CitiFens TasLForce, a site-spe- 
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’ , Thereis some <disagreement ainong‘stakeholhers about .on-site disposal at Fernald. While ’ 
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the‘Fernald Citizens Task Force has i recommended on-site disposal of less-contamintited’ 7 

.matepals-as aqbalanc6& ahd reasonable ,course .. of action, ./> A ”. some stakehplders -have expressed 
,. \ worry.about the- appropriateness of on-site disposal. The DOE is kommitted’o. working with 

..’;”., bese.’stakeholders to;discuss and address tlieir concerns, to the maximum degree-possi6le. . 
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,, . -1 As discussed previously, all cleanup-at FeFald is mandated by the Amended Consent Agreement, 
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' L  . , .  & ,  .-.which specifies th'e@edule ,of.activities$he. DOEpust perfok'and tlie daies by which they must be ,- . 1 .- I -x .\ 

. ' , performed. &Tde. EPA has approveddll%ocumgntation ,and decisions to date. OEPA; -. which has been J . -  
+ L  actively participating,.also has- concurred with- the documentation 'and decisions produced to date. ; 

r -  . ' d e  time frame for remediation is set fo'i-th in. the-Records of Decision. Both EPA and -0EPA:aie. '' 
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, r. u ' . maintaining th'e p&ition'that the- DOE i s  .legally- obligated to complete remedi2ion consistent with-the 3 
.' time kames set -for&i in the Ricogs of Decision! Neither EPA nor QEPA' have'identifiied 'any signifi- ,,,. 

'. 7 -cant' technical-issues that . .  would'preyent timely implementation of the. selected I and,proposed - . <  remedies ; ' 7 
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.- at. the site. -The.regulators agree 'that the,most siinificant%oristrain&s related-to the extent 'to which the - )c 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

.Mr. Jack R .  Craig 
United States Department of Energy 
Feed Materials Production Center 
P . O .  Box 398705 
Ci nci n n a t i  , Ohio 45239-8705 

REPLYTOTHEXITENTION O F  

HRE-8J. . 

RE: Fernald Environmental Remediation 
Progress S ta tus  Report 

Dear Mr. Craig: 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.  EPA) has reviewed .the 
draft Fernald Envi ronmental Remediation Progress Status Report. This document 
accurately represents the current status and pa th  forward for remedi a t ion  efforts 
a t  the Fernald s i t e .  For several years U.S.  EPA, the Ohio Environmental 
Protection Agency ( O E P A ) .  and the United States Department of Energy (U.S. DOE) 
have been working together t o  remediate contamination from p a s t  waste management 
and disposal activities a t  the Fernald s i te .  

Cleanup has already started. as 30 short-term removal actions have been completed 
or are currently being implemented. Four of the five Records of Decision (ROD) 
have been approved by U.S: EPA. and the proposed remedy for the f i f t h  Operable 
U n i t  (OU) has a l so  been approved. Thus the actual study phase. contaminant 
characterization and remedy selection. i s  essentially complete. 

The Fernald s i t e  is  a t  a critical junction w i t h  the study phase ending and actual 
large-scale remediation beginning. The p a t h  forward i s  clear as recommendations 
for the s i t e ' s  future l and  use have been provided by the Fernald Citizens Task 
Force. 

The remedies selected-by U.S. DOE were reviewed by U.S. EPA. OEPA and the public. 
They are remedies which represent a balanced approach for handl ing  the waste 
materials and contaminated media a t  the s i t e ,  by disposing of the most 
contaminated materials off-site and disposing of the remaining materials on-site. 
The se1ected.remedies utilize technologies t h a t  have been implemented a t  several 
Comprehensi ve Envi ronmental Response, Compensation. and L i  abi 1 i t y  Act si tes 
across the country. Many of the remedies have even had smaller-scale studies 
conducted t o  assure thei r appl i cabi 1 i t y  w i t h  the Fernal d materi a1 s . 
1, 
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U . S .  EPA believes i t  i s  important t o  discuss the timeframe over which remediation 
wi l l  be implemented. I n  signing the various RODS. U.S. DOE presented a timeframe 
i n  wh ich  the various actions would be conducted. This remediation timeframe is 
part of one of the nine selection criteria (implementability). which U.S. €PA 
uses t o  consider. review. and ultimately approve the remedies. These timeframes 
were a1 so conveyed t o  the pub1 ic  during the comment period. U. S . EPA bel i eves 
t h a t  according t o  the Amended Consent Agreement (ACA) , the timeframes specified 
i n  the RODS must be followed. 

U.S.  EPA. OEPA. U.S. DOE and the stakeholders have worked hard i n  completing the 
study phase of the cleanup process. and we are ready t o  move ahead. Current 
budget cuts severely threaten the future successes a t  the Fernald s i t e .  Clearly. 
given our posi t ion i n  the cleanup process. funding provided t o  the Fernald s i t e  
w i l l  show direct results. as the remedies have been well researched and are 
supported. 

F i n a l l y ,  the 10 year cleanup scenario. consistent w i t h  U.S. DOE's legal 
ob l iga t ions  i n  the ACA. estimates the t o t a l  escalated costs for remediation a t  
$2.7 Bi l l ion.  The 25 year cleanup scenario. based on U.S. DOE's target budget 
cuts, estimates the t o t a l  escalated costs for remediation a t  $ 5.7 Bil l ion.  The 
cost savings of $3 Bil l ion i s  not only  fiscally responsible, b u t  consistent w i t h  
the desires of the stakeholders t h a t  have been directly involved w i t h  the Fernald 
s i t e  since the 1950's. 

' 

Therefore. U.S. EPA supports the 10 year cleanup scenario as one being both 
f i  scal 1 y responsi bl e and requi red under the ACA. 

I f  you have any questions regarding the above matter. please contact me a t  (312) 
886 - 0992. 

James A .  Saric. Remedial Project Manager 
Techni cal Enforcement Section #1 
RCRA Enforcement Branch 

cc : Tom Schnei der, OEPA-SWDO 
Jack Baubl i t z .  U .S .  DOE-HDQ 
Don Ofte. FERMCO 
Jim Theising. FERMCO . 

Terry Hagen. FERMCO 
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State of Ohio Envimnmmtal Protection Agency 

STREET ADDRESS: MhuloAnDRE59: 

P.O. Box 1049 1800 WaterMark Drive rrtE: (614) 644-3020 FAX: (614) 644-2329 
Columbus. OH 43216-1049 Columbus, OH 43215-1099 

May 12, 1995 

Mr. Jack Craig 
Director 
U.S. DOE FEMP 
P.O. Box 398705 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45329-8705 

Re: Fernald Environmental Remediation 
Status Report 

Dear Mr. Craig: 

I am writing to relay Ohio EPA agreement with the dormation provided in the Fernaid 
Environmental Remediation Progress Status Report. In particular. Ohio EPA strongly supports 
implementation of remediation in the 10 year time frame. discussed in the report, for a number 
of reasons. The 10 year approach will bring about concrete risk reduction and restoration of 
resources in the most fiscally responsible manner. As noted in the report, accelerated cleanup 
will save the taxpayer approximately $3 billion. It also ensures continued compliance with 
current regulatory agreements and shows that DOE is committed to rewarding sites where 
stakeholders, reguiators and site managers work together to establish reasonable and achievable 
future land use, cleanup goals and cost effective strategies to achieve the goals. 

Stakeholder involvement has been a key to the success at Fernald to date. Efforts by DOE, 
USEPA, and Ohio EPA to involve stakeholders, such as FRESH and the Fernald Citizens Task 
Force, early and often in the remedial process have allowed difficult decisions to be made with 
a rare degree of consensus. The Fernald site is a leader for the DOE complex in stakeholder 
participation. All parties involved have shown real commitment to getting the cleanup done. 
Ohio EPA believes it is in everyone's best interest to reward this level of commitment through 
the provision of adequate funding to ensure timely remediation of the Fernald site. 

As the study phase of the Fernald project ends, we are poised on a precipice. We may attain 
great success or fall to mediocrity. The path forward now depends largely upon appropriate 
funding and continued productivity improvements. Ohio EPA believes hard work lies ahead for 
all, but neither technical difficulty nor reguiatory constraint will be the factor limiting success at 
Fernald. Ohio EPA encourages DOE to move forward with the 10 year remediation approach 
referenced in the Fernald Environmental Remediation Progress Status Report and looks forward 
to working hard with DOE and sharing great success at Fern$d. 

DRS/bo 

EPA 1613 (rev. 1/95) 
@ PrinteaonReeydedPaDer 

George V. Voinovich. Governor 
Donald R. Schregardus. Director 
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Chair: 
John S .  Applegate 
Members: 
James Biercr 
,Marvm Clawson 
Lisa Crawrord 
Pam Dunn 
Dr. Constance Fox 
Guy Guckenbcrgcr 
Danyl Huff 
Jeny Monahan 
Tom B. Renrschlcr 
Roben Tabor 
Warren E. Suunk 
Thomas Waencr 
Dr. Gene Willckc 
.-l lrernares: 
Russ Beckncr 
Jackie Embry 
Er officio: 
J .  Phlllio Hamnc 
Graham Mitchell 
Jim S a m  

- 
FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE 
A U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY SITE-SPECIFIC ADVISORY BOARD 

May 12, 1995 

Mr. Jack Craig 
Director 
Fernald Area Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Mail Stop 45 
P.O. Box 538705 
Cincinnati. Ohio 45253 

RE: 

,Dear Mr. Craig: 

The Fernald Environmental Remediation Progress Status Report 

I am writing on behalf of the Fernald Citizens Task Force to express 
our agreement with the contents of the Fernaid Environmental Management 
Project strategic planning document. "Fernald Environmental Remediation 
Progress Status Report. I' a draft of which was distributed at our regular 
meeting on May 6, 1995. 

We believe that it accurately reflects the progress that has been made at 
Fernald and, more importantly, the opportunity that exists to essentially 
complete remediation of the entire site within an accelerated. but reasonable 
time frame. As we have previouslv stated in our recommendations to the 
Department of Energy, we strongly urge remediating Fernald as quickly as 
possible to achieve rapid protection of the aquifer and to realize substantial 
cost savings. 

We fully understand the constraints on funding and the complexities of 
deciding on an accelerated schedule. Nevertheless, we believe that few Other 
opportunities exist within the Environmental Management program that offer 
such good prospects for success on such a large scale. 

Very truly yours. 

\Ip&- 
JSA:rmt 

O O Q O 7 1  

C:PA:(FCTR:95-1067 
Ross. Ohio 45061 513.648-6478 P.  0. Box 544 




