
- Week-of March 24,2000 - -- 1 6-  28 8 0  FCAB UPDATE 

(last update was dated February 25,2000) 

FERNALD MONTHLY PROGRESS BRIEFING 
Future Public Use Roundtable: ALL CAB members please attend 
Tuesdav, April 11. 2000. 6:30 o.m. 

Services Building Conference Room 

STEWARDSHIP COM MlTTEE 
Wednesdav. April 12. 2000. 6:30 p.m. 

REMEDIATION COMMITTEE 
Thursdav. April 13. 2000, 6:30 p.m. 

Large Laboratory Conference Room 

Large Laboratory Conference Room 

*Note the Committee Meeting Nights Have Not Switched as Reported at 3/15 Stewardship. 
Please if you will not be able to attend any meeting, please call the FCAB office and let us know: 648-6478. 

Final minutes of the November 6 FCAB meeting 
Copy of DOE ROD on low level and mixed low level waste 
New clippings 

The stewardship committee is beginning to work with DOE to identify public use of the site. 
The process will include a number of public workshops and will begin with the informal public 
roundtable on April 11 in place of a traditional public briefing. Please be sure to attend this 
roundtable and invite all potentially interested stakeholders to take part in evaluating important 
aspects of how the ecologically-restored and protected areas of the Fernald site will be used 
by the public following remediation. 

Please contact Doug Sarno, Phoenix Environmental 
Phone: 51 3-6484478 or 703-971 -0058 Fax: 51 3-648-3629 or 703-971 -0006 
E-Mail: DJSarno@theperspectivesgroup.com 



Minutes from the November 6,1999 Meeting 
Chair 
James C Bierer 

v i  Ckir 
Thorn E. Wagner 
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The Fernald Citizens Advisory Board met from 8:30 a.m. until 12:15 p.m. 
on Saturday, November 6,1999, in the Alpha Building, Hamilton-Cleves 
Highway, Hamilton, Ohio. The meeting was advertised in local papers 
and was oDen to the public. 
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lOfficj 1 Gary Stegner 

Phoenix Environmental Staff Douglas Sarno 
Crystal Sarno 

FDF Staff Tisha Patton 
Sue Walpole 

Approximately 20 spectators also attended the meeting, including 
members of the public, the media, the Silos Independent Review Team, 
the Silos Critical Analysis Team, and representatives from Department of 
Energy and Ruor Daniel Fernald. 
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1. Call to Order 7 - 2 8 8 0  
Jim Bierer called the meeting to order at 8:30 a.m. 

2. Remarks and Announcements 

Bierer asked if there were any announcements. 

Susan Brechbill remarked that she believed that the Ohio Field Office had not 
adequately publicized their successes. In the coming week, a number of delegates 
from the Ohio Field Office will be in Washington DC meeting with different offices to 
discuss the many success stories at Fernald. 

Doug Sarno announced that the International Association for Public Participation has an 
annual awards process for programs demonstrating outstanding public participation. 
John Applegate submitted the Femald CAB as a nominee, and Fernald has won this 
years "Organization of the Year" award. This award is a testament to the vision of both 
the stakeholders and DOE. The award will be presented in Canada on November 17. 
As no DOE representative will be able to attend, Doug will accept the award on behalf 
of Fernald and we will plan a local celebration afterward. 

Jack Craig provided an update on the cattle grazing issues. DOE is in the process of 
finalizing new lease with the cattle owner. Fences will be moved and cows relocated 
from the northern woodlots within the month. 

3. Report on SSAB Chairs Meeting 

Doug Sarno, Tom Wagner and Tisha Patton attended the SSAB Chairs Meeting, held in 
Richland, Washington in September. At the Chairs meeting each SSAB chair was able 
to present their individual concerns to DOE and Tom reiterated the Femald concerns 
about holding stakeholder meetings during the week. Secretary Richardson addressed 
the chairs in a video conference call and Assistant Secretary Huntoon was on hand the 
day before the meeting to address concerns raised by the Chairs. A significant amount 
of time was spent planning for the upcoming SSAB's Stewardship Meeting, as well as 
the DOE guidance to SSABs, trying to clarify and refine the guidance. 

Doug noted that it was time for the FCAB to conduct its annual evaluation of workplans, 
committee structure, and membership guidelines. DOE HQ is getting very strict about 
membership guidelines. Some SSABs have been waiting for up to six months for new 
members to be approved. While this has never been a problem for the FCAB, they 
should be aware of it in the future as they assess member terms and work to install new 
members. A meeting of the steering committee will be scheduled for January to 
evaluate these issues. 
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4. Report on Stewardship Workshop and Next Steps for the Stewardship 
Committee - 

Five CAB members were able to attend the SSAB Stewardship Workshop in Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee in November along with DOE, FDF, and Ohio EPA representatives. Doug 
was the facilitator for the meeting. The result of this workshop was a series of 
statements called "Next Steps for Stewardship". It is being left up to individual SSABs 
as to how they would like to use these statements in crafting site-specific 
recommendations. The FCAB will be addressing stewardship issues throughout 2000 
and come up with a set of specific recommendations for the site. 

There will be no committee meetings in December. The next stewardship committee 
meeting in January will be a scoping meeting for stewardship. The meeting will be used 
to identify the scope of stewardship issues at the Fernald Site and how they affect 
remediation. From that meeting the committee will begin to identify what needs to go 
into a site stewardship plan. 

A schedule for the year 2000 will be sent to FCAB members in the next mailing from 
Phoenix Environmental. 

5. Silos Technology Comparative Analysis 

Doug Sam0 introduced the issue. DOE will be making a decision on the preferred 
technology to treat materials in Silos 1 and 2 and deliver a draft proposed plan to 
USEPA by February 1, 2000. DOE has conducted a detailed evaluation of two 
technologies - vitrification and chemical stabilization and produced a Feasibility Study to 
document this evaluation. The FCAB Remediation Committee has been meeting with 
DOE and FDF over the past few months to evaluate the Feasibility Study. There have 
been two panels working with DOE to evaluate the quality of the Feasibility study and to 
help assess the silos issue. 

The CERCLA process requires DOE to evaluate the options against nine criteria. The 
most important are: Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate 
Requirements, and Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment. Both 
technologies satisfy the requirements of these two threshold criteria. The next criteria 
are referred to as balancing criteria: long term effectiveness and permanence, reduction 
of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment, short term effectiveness, 
implementability, and cost. While there are many differences between the technologies, 
Remediation Committee members did not believe that there are clear winners and 
losers in any of the categories. Overall, Remediation Committee members believe that 
reduction in volume and implementability were the main factors where significant 
differences existed upon which an evaluation could be developed. The volume of 
material from stabilization is much higher than for vitrification, while implementability 
seemed to favor chemical stabilization. Overall, as far as the Remediation committee is 
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concerned, the scales appear basically balanced. Finally, two modifying criteria must 
be taken into account: community and state acceptance. 

The goal of this meeting is for the CAB to determine how to make its recommendations 
regarding this issue. 

Terry Hagen of Fluor Daniel Fernald led a presentation on the benefits and drawbacks 
of both vitrification and chemical stabilization. The feasibility study provides an 
evaluation of each technology against each of the CERCLA criteria. These results were 
summarized for the FCAB. 

Steve McCracken of the DOE Independent Review Team was asked about the 
conclusions of the Team. IRT members individually conducted their own analysis and 
then discussed those analysis among each other. The analyses ended up very similar. 
There are four points that IRT members felt were most important in assuring the 
success of the technology that is ultimately implemented. First is the overall capability 
of the Vendor, regardless of the technology. Second is DOE’S and FDF’s ability to 
manage the project. Third is the success or failure of the Silo 3 project and 
Accelerated Waste Retrieval project, how these projects go will greatly impact the ability 
to finish the overall job. Fourth is the use of the labor force, concern was expressed 
that the current contractual agreements has Fernald workers working for someone to 
which they do not report. 

Todd Martin of the Critical Analysis Team also agreed that implementability was the 
most important criteria in developing a preferred alternative. The CAT evaluated the 
risks associated with achieving the project’s objectives. On the highest level, there are 
significant risks with each technology but they are different. For Vitrification, there will 
be difficulty dealing with off gasses and a high temperature environment. For Chemical 
Stabilization, the remote operations and the ability to achieve desired waste loadings 
will be an issue. 

The IRT recommendations concentrated on two themes. First, get on with the project, 
the process of redoing the Feasibility Study with another year to go before a ROD is 
signed is taking too long. Second, provide flexibility in the ROD so that alternatives are 
available to deal with the very real likelihood of failure without going through this 
process again. Martin noted that if the CAT had to vote on which technology to select, 
they would come down right on the fence, it really comes done to an issue of what you 
value most. 

It was noted that secondary waste is going to be a big problem with both technologies. 

Lisa Crawford pointed out that when there is the public meeting, the most important 
issue - by far, will be public health and safety. She also stressed that the CAB and 
agencies involved really listen to the Nevada stakeholders to be sure they understand 
what is important to them. 
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Don Paine of FDF pointed out that with vitrification there was a greatly increased 
chance of worker injury or death. Neither process would be easy, but vitrification was far 
more complex and his vote would be to Keep It Simple. 

French Bell commented that the public would be very likely to inquire about worse case 
scenarios. 

Ken Moore asked when in the public involvement process does the CAB make a 
recommendation. Doug Sarno said that input was necessary as soon after the 
December 1 availability session as possible, work on drafting the proposed plan is 
about to get undenvay. it was decided to hold a Remediation Committee meeting on 
December 6* at 6:OO pm. All FCAB members are strongly encouraged to attend the 
meeting . 

6. Public Comment 

Bierer opened the floor to public comment. There was none. 

7. Adjournment 

Jim Bierer adjourned the meeting at 12:15 p.m. 

I cerhfy that these minutes are an accurate account of the 
g of the Fernald Citizens Advisory Board. 

Dat6 
d Federal Official 



r. Jim Bierer 
Chairman 
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Department of Energy 

F E 5  24 2000 
Washington, DC 20585 

Fernald Citizens Advisory Board 
P.O. Box 544 
Ross, OH 45061 

Dear Mr. Bierer: 

Enclosed is a copy of the Department of Energy (DOE) Record of Decision 
(ROD) announcing the Department’s configuration for treatment and disposal of 
low-level and mixed low-level radioactive waste. The ROD is provided under the 
May 1997 Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, 
which analyzed the potential environmental impacts of low-level and mixed low- 
level waste treatment and disposal. On December 10, 1999, the Department 
announced its preferred alternatives for these waste types. The enclosed ROD is 
consistent with those preferred alternatives. 

For the management of low-level waste (LLW), the Department has decided to 
perform minimum treatment at all sites, and to make the Hanford Site in 
Washington and the Nevada Test Site (NTS) available to all DOE sites for LLW 
disposal. In addition, DOE will continue, to the extent practicable, disposal of on- 
site LLW at the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory 
(INEEL), the Los Alamos National Laboratory in New Mexico, the Oak Ridge 
Reservation (ORR) in Tennessee, and the Savannah River Site (SRS) in South 
Carolina. JNEEL and SRS also will continue to dispose of LLW generated by the 
Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program. 

For mixed low-level waste (MLLW), the Department has decided to treat MLLW 
at the Hanford Site, INEEL, ORR, and SRS. Sites will either treat their MLLW 
on-site or ship it to one of these sites, consistent with the Site Treatment Plan 
negotiated among DOE, the host state and/or the Environmental Protection 
Agency under the Federal Facility Compliance Act. In addition, the Hanford Site 
and NTS will be available to all DOE sites for MLLW disposal. 

If you have any questions or require additional information about the 
Department’s LLW and MLLW treatment and disposal ROD, please contact me 
or have a member of your staff contact Ms. Martha Crosland, Director of the 
Office of Intergovernmental and Public Accountability, at (202) 586-5944. 

Sincerely, 

Carolyn L. Huntoon 
Assistant Secretary for 

Environmental Management 

Enclosure 3 
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[6450-01-P] 

Record of Decision for the Department of Energy’s Waste Management Program: 
Treatment and Disposal of Low-Level Waste and Mixed Low-Level Waste; 
Amendment of the Record of Decision for the Nevada Test Site 

AGENCY: Department of Energy 

ACTION: Record of Decision 

SUMMARY: For the management of low-level waste (LLW) analyzed in the Final 
Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (WM PEIS), the 
Department of Energy (DOE) has decided to perform minimum treatment at all sites and 
continue, to the extent practicable, disposal of on-site LLW at the Idaho National 
Engineering and, Environmental Laboratory (INEEL), the Los Alamos National 
Laboratory (LANL) in New Mexico, the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR) in Tennessee, 
and the Savannah River Site (SRS) in South Carolina. In addition, the Department has 
decided to make the Hanford Site in Washington and the Nevada Test Site (NTS) 
available to all DOE sites for LLW disposal. INEEL and SRS also will continue to 
dispose of LLW generated by the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program. For the 
management of mixed low-level waste (MLLW) analyzed in the WM PEIS, the 
Department has decided to treat MLLW at the Hanford Site, INEEL, ORR and SRS, and 
to dispose of MLLW at the Hanford Site and NTS. The Department also has decided to 
amend its 1996 ROD for the NTS Environmental Impact Statement, to implement the 
Expanded Use Alternative for waste management activities at NTS. 

The Department acknowledges the impacts this decision will have in the States of Nevada 
and Washington, which will continue their role in supporting the nation’s goal to clean up 
the nuclear weapons complex. much as they supported the nation’s nuclear weapons 
program. This decision enables the Department to integrate waste management activities 
among sites to promote expeditious, compliant, and cost effective cleanup. 

.FOR FURTHER INFORMATION: Copies of the Final WM PEIS and this Record of 
Decision (ROD) are available in DOE public reading rooms and selected libraries located 
across the United States; the WM PEIS also is available on the internet at 
www.osti.eov/brid?e (select “Ad\*anced Search,” go to the box labeled “Select Field” and 
scroll down to “Identifyins Number.” then key in “DOE/EIS-0200-F”). A list of the 
public reading rooms can be accessed on the Internet at httu://www.em.doe.gov under 
“Publications” and then “List of Publications.” To request copies of the WM PEIS, this 
ROD, or a list of the readingroomsand-public libraries, contact:-The Center for 
Environmental Management Information, P.O. Box 23769, Washington, DC 20026-3769; 
telephone .1-800-736-3282 (in Washington. DC. 202-863-5084). 

. 

. 

For further information on the WM’PEIS or this ROD, contact: Ms. Karen Guevara, 
WM P E E  Program Manager. U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Environmental 
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Management, 19901 Germantown Road, Germantown, h4D 20874; telephone 301- 
903-498 1. 

For general information on DOE'S National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, 
contact: Ms. Carol M. Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance 
(EH-42), U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Environment, Safety and Health, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20585-01 19; telephone 202-586-4600, or 
leave a message at 1-800-472-2756. 

. -- _ _  SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

The WM PEIS (DOE/EIS-O20OF), issued in'May 1997;studied the potential nation-wide 
impacts of managing four types of radioactive waste (LLW, MLLW, transuranic waste, 
and high-level waste) and non-wastewater hazardous waste generated by defense and 
research activities at 54 sites around the United States. The WM PEIS analyzes the 
potential environmental impacts of broad alternatives for DOE'S waste management 
program, and was designed to provide part of the basis for DOE decisions on 
programmatic configurations of sites for waste management activities. W PEIS 
analyses include evaluating potential impacts associated with transporting wastes by 
truck and by rail. 

Three RODS have been issued under the WM PEIS. These are the transuranic waste 
ROD (63 FR 3629, January 23, 1998), the non-wastewater hazardous waste ROD (63 FR 
41 8 10, August 5, 1998), and the high-level waste ROD (64 FR 46661, August 26, 1999). 

This ROD applies only to the treatment and disposal of LLW and MLLW as analyzed in 
the WM PEIS'. DOE prepared this ROD in accordance with NEPA (42 U.S.C. $4321 et 

After the Final Whl PEIS w s  issued in May 1997. DOE issued "Accelerating Cleanup: Paths t o  
Closure." In that document. DOE provided esiiniates of waste volumes that would result from the 
planned operations and accelerated cleanup processes at DOE sites. Because some of the estimates 
differed from those provided In thr W\ t  PEIS. DOE examined the LLW and MLLW volumes to 
determine if the updated volume csiimates constitute significant new information relevant to 
environmental concerns that \vould \\arrant preparation of a supplemental EIS or a new PEIS. This 
examination extended only to LL\\' and MLLW volumes. because the transuranic, hazardous and 
high-level waste volume esiimaies did not change from those analyzed in the Final WM PEIS. 

The treatment and disposal site locations were chosen based on factors that would not be affected by 
the changed waste volume estimates. Waste volume considerations could have influenced the choice 
of treatment and disposal sites only if the estimated volume of LLW, the estimated volume of MLLW. 
or the expected nationwide distributiqn of waste had changed dramatically, none of which occurred. 
Therefore. DOE has concluded that its decisionmaking process for LLW and MLLW can proceed 
without preparing a supplemental EIS or a new PEE.  

I 

.. . 
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seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality’s regulations for implementing NEPA (40 
CFR Parts 1500- 1508), and DOE’S NEPA Implementing Procedures (1 0 CFR Part 102 1). 

Definitions of LLW and MLLW 

Low-Level Waste is all radioactive waste not classified as high-level waste, transuranic 
waste, spent nuclear fuel, or by-product tailings containing uranium or thorium from 
processed ore (as defined in Section 1 l(e)2 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 [42 U.S.C. 
201 1 et seq.]), and not classified as hazardous waste under the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). Test specimens of fissionable material irradiated for research 
and development only, and not for the production of power or plutonium, may be 
classified as LLW provided that the concentration of transuranics is less than 100 
nanocuries per gram. Since the World War I1 Manhattan Project, DOE and its 
predecessor agencies have generated LLW from a variety of activities, including weapons 
production, nuclear reactor operations, environmental restoration activities, and research. 

Mixed Low-Level Waste is managed according to requirements established under RCRA 
for hazardous waste and the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 for its radioactive components. 
The hazardous component of MLLW is subject either to Environmental Protection 
Agency regulations promulgated under RCRA or State hazardous waste regulations 
promulgated under RCRA. DOE has generated MLLW as a result of research, 
development, production of nuclear weapons, and environmental restoration activities. 

Alternatives Considered for Treatment and Disposal of LLW and MLLW 

In the Wh4 PEIS, the term “alternative” generally refers to a nationwide configuration of 
sites for treating, storing, or disposing of a waste type. The WM PEIS analyzed No 
Action, Decentralized. Regionalized, and Centralized Alternatives for LLW and MLLW 
treatment and disposal. As shown in Tables 3.4-2 and 3.6-2 for LLW, and Tables 3.4-1 
and 3.6-1 for MLLW, the number of sites considered for treatment and disposal of LLW 
and MLLW under the action alternatives is greatest for the Decentralized Alternatives 
and fewest for the Centralized Alternatives. The WM PEIS action alternatives for LLW 
and MLLW did not include storage alternatives; LLW and MLLW will be stored at the 
site where they are generated until they are treated and disposed of. 

For LLW treatment, in addition to these categories of alternatives, the WM PEIS 
evaluated two treatment upproucIics: minimum treatment and volume reduction. 
Minimum treatment is defined as the least amount of LLW treatment required to allow 
either on-site disposal or transportation to another site for disposal. Minimum LLW 
treatment includes hasic handling.-packaging. and- solidi ficat-ion of liquid and fine 
particulate LLW. Therefore, in all LLW alternatives, all sites with LL Wperform at least 
miuinritm treatment oti all of their LL M’. regardless of whether the waste is further treated 
using volume reduction methods and regardless of whether the waste is to be disposed of 
on-site or at another site. For volume reduction, the WM P E E  analyzed thermal 
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treatment (e.g., incineration), compaction, and size reduction (e.g., shredding) to 
decrease the volume of LLW needing disposal. 

For MLLW treatment, the WM PEIS analyzed thermal treatment (e.g., incineration), 
separations processes, evaporation, and solidification (e.g., grouting) to meet RCRA land 
disposal restrictions. 

The following summarizes the alternatives that DOE analyzed for treatment and disposal 
of LLW and MLLW. 

No Action Alternative. For each waste type, the WM PEIS analyzed a single “no action” 
alternative involving the use of currently existing or planned waste management facilities 
at DOE sites. Although the no action (or “status quo”) alternative may not comply with 
applicable laws and regulations, analysis of such an alternative is required under NEPA 
regulations, and provides an environmental baseline against which the impacts of other 
alternatives can be compared. Under the No Action Alternative for LLW, LLW would be 
treated using existing facilities and then disposed of at the six existing DOE LLW 
disposal sites as follows: INEEL, LANL, and ORR would each dispose of its own LLW; 
and the Hanford Site, NTS, and SRS would each dispose of its own waste and waste fiom 
specific DOE sites: Under the No Action Alternative for MLLW, no new facilities would 
be constructed, not all MLLW would be treated to meet RCR4 land disposal restrictions, 
and MLLW would be placed in indefinite storage. 

Decentralized Alternative. For each waste type, the WM PEIS analyzed a single 
decentralized alternative for treating and disposing of waste at a large number (16) of 
DOE sites. Unlike the “no action” alternative, a decentralized alternative may require the 
siting, construction and operation of new facilities or the modification of existing 
facilities. Under the LLW Decentralized Alternative; as shown in Table 7.3-2, LLW 
would undergo only minimum treatment at all DOE waste generating sites and would be 
disposed of at 16 DOE sites. Under the MLLW Decentralized Alternative, as shown in 
Table 6.3-2, MLLW would be treated on-site at DOE waste generating sites and would be 
disposed of at 16 DOE sites. 

Reeionalized Alternatives. .For each waste type, the WM PEIS analyzed several 
alternatives to consolidate wastc management activities by transporting wastes to fewer 
sites for treatment or disposal. For LLW, the WM PEIS analyzed seven Regionalized 
Alternatives. with volume reduction treatment at 1 1  or fewer DOE sites, followed by 
disposal at up to 12 sites. For M L L W .  the WM PEIS analyzed four Regionalized 
Alternatives, ranging from treatment at 37 DOE sites to treatment’at only four sites, 
followedby disposalat 12.s ix  or u m g l e  DOE site. 

Centralized Alternatives. For each waste type, the WM PEIS analyzed one or more 
alternatives for consolidating wastc management activities at a small number of 
centralized sites for treatment or disposal. For LLW, the WM PEIS analyzed five 
Centralized Alternatives. with volume reduction treatment at seven sites or at .a single 
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site, followed by disposal at a single site. For MLLW, the WM PEIS analyzed one 
Centralized Alternative, with MLLW treatment and disposal occurring at a single site. 

Preferred Alternatives. The WM PEIS identified preferred alternatives using criteria 
established (after considering public comments) in Section 1.7.3 of the Final WM PEIS. 
For LL W treatment, DOE identified its preferred alternative to be minimum treatment of 
LLW at all sites that generate LLW (the Decentralized Alternative). For MLL W 
treatment, DOE identified its preferred alternative to be a combination of regionalized 
and decentralized alternatives, consisting of treatment at the Hanford Site, INEEL, ORR 
and SRS, or on-site treatment, as would be consistent with Site Treatment Plans issued 
under the Federal Facility Compliance Act, Pub.'L. 102-386. . ' 

The Final WM PEIS also identified DOE's preferred alternatives for LLW and MLLW 
disposal as regional disposal at two or three disposal sites, to be selected from the six 
candidate sites at which DOE currently disposes of LLW or MLLW: the Hanford Site, 
INEEL, LANL, NTS, ORR, and SRS. On December 10,1999, DOE published (64 FR 
69241) a Notice of Preferred Alternatives announcing its preferred LLW and MLLW 
disposal sites. For LL W disposal, DOE identified its preferred alternative to be disposal 
at the Hanford Site and NTS. In addition, to the extent practicable and consistent with 
current practice, DOE would continue disposal of on-site LLW at INEEL, LANL, ORR, 
and SRS. INEEL and SRS also would continue to dispose of LLW generated by the 
Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program. This preferred alternative for LLW disposal is a 
combination of the preferred LLW disposal alternative identified in the Final WM PEIS 
(i.e, regionalized disposal at two sites - the Hanford Site and NTS) and the Decentralized 
Alternative described in the Final WM PEIS (disposal of on-site generated LLW at four 
sites - INEEL, LANL, ORR, and SRS): For MLL W disposal, DOE identified its 
preferred alternative to be disposal at the Hanford Site and NTS (a Regionalized 
Alternative). 

Public Comments on Preferred Alternatives and DOE Responses 

In response to the December 1999 Notice, the Department received eight letters as 
discussed below. 

The Governor of Nevada. in the context of addressing concerns about DOE's activities 
regarding Yucca Mountain (which is outside the scope of the WM PEIS), urged the 
Secretary of Energy "to continue to assist the state in assuring that adequate health, 
safety, and environmental safeguards are in place to ensure the safety of Nevada's 
citizens upon receipt of the additional low-level and mixed waste at the NTS." The 
" M i t w o n o f  Impacts.from .Tusttment.d. Disposal-of LLW-and MLLW' section of this 
ROD includes several commitments that address this request, including: 1) assistance to 
States, Tribal and local governments. and other public entities concerning human health, 
environmental, and economic impacts; 2)  stringent application of administrative controls, 
including disposal facility waste acceptance criteria and stable waste form requirements; 
3) implementation of transportation planning and control programs to reduce 
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transportation risk; and 4) rigorous quality assurance programs for the characterization of 
LLW and MLLW. Previously, the Department entered into a Memorandum of 
Agreement with the State of Nevada (July 1998) to provide State regulators with greater 
involvement in waste disposal matters. 

In a separate letter, the Nevada Department of Transportation indicated concern with 
vehicle configuration and routing as it would relate to safe operations on various highway 
systems. While the WM PEIS evaluated potential impacts associated with transporting 
wastes by truck and by rail (as noted in the “Background” section of this ROD), this ROD 
does not make transportation routing or mode decisions. In implementing this decision, 
DOE will comply with all applicable Department of Transportation regulations. In 
addition, as mentioned above, a later section of this ROD lists mitigation measures DOE 
will continue during LLW and MLLW treatment and disposal; two of these address the 
Nevada Department of Transportation’s concern: 1) training to ensure DOE and non- 
DOE emergency response personnel are knowledgeable of emergency response 
procedures; and 2) implementation of transportation planning and control programs to 
reduce transportation risk. 

The Hanford Advisory Board (one of several site-specific advisory boards chartered 
under the Federal Advisory Committee Act) advised that before off-site LLW and 
MLLW are imported into the Hanford Site, “there should be adequate opportunity for 
public education and involvement.” The Department believes it has provided adequate 
opportunity for public education and involvement during the process of reaching the 
decisions presented in this ROD. The Department provided a 150-day public comment 
period for the WM PEIS and received more than 1,500 comments. The Final Wh4 PEIS 
responded to these, including comments of the Hanford Advisory Board. In addition, 
since publication of the Final WM PEIS, the Department has continued to share 
information and discuss the pending decisions in various public forums. The pending 
decision was among the topics discussed in the lntersite Discussions convened by the 
League of Women Voters in the Summer of 1998 and a LLW Seminar sponsored by the 
Nevada Citizens’ Advisory Board in August 1998. both of which were attended by 
members of the Hanford Advisory Board. Further, the Department issued a September 
1998 ltlformatioti Pockopc 011 Pctrtlrr~g L L  Ct’ ~ t i r l  MLL W Disposal Decisions, which was 
provided to all site-specific advison, boards (including the Hanford Advisory Board), and 
others. 

In a separate 1etter:the Hanford Advisory Board also advised that no off-site wastes be 
disposed of in LLW burial grounds on the Hanford Site until regulators determine 
whether waste previously disposed of there has been accurately characterized as LLW 
and not M U W .  This site-specific implementation issue is beyond‘the’scope of the WM 
PEIS. However, DOE will consult with regulators to determine an appropriate course of 
action. ’ 
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An individual from Washington State stated that DOE was in violation of NEPA when it 
named preferred disposal sites because the May 1997 WM PEIS only covered LLW and 
MLLW treatment. In fact, however, the WM PEIS analyzed both treatment g& disposal 
of LLW and MLLW. 

The State of Arkansas Department of Finance and Administration noted its support of the 
Department’s stated preferences for LLW and MLLW disposal and offered no further 
comments. The State of Missouri’Office of Administration stated that the agency had 
completed its review and had no comments or recommendations to offer. A letter from 
the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources provided no comments or 
recommendations on the December 1999 notice. i. 2 

Upon consideration of comments received during the WM PEIS public comment period 
and, as detailed above, on the December 1999 notice, the Department has reached the 
following decisions for LLW and MLLW treatment and disposal. 

LLW Treatment 

Tables 7.16-1 and 7.16-2 in the Final WM PEIS compare alternatives with respect to the 
treatment of LLW. In general, the tables present estimates of potential worker and off- 

. site population fatalities, the ability of sites to meet air and groundwater quality 
standards, and costs for the various LLW alternatives analyzed in the WM PEIS. Chapter 
7 also discusses other types of LLW impacts, including cultural resource and 
environmental justice concerns. All of the environmental factors were considered in 
identifying environmentally preferable alternatives and in making the decision stated 
below. 

Environnienrallv Preferable Alrertiatives: For LLW treatment, seven of the alternatives 
analyzed in the WM’PEIS (the Decentralized, Regionalized 1, 3 , 6  and 7, and Centralized 
1 and 2 Alternatives) would result in similarly low environmental impacts and are the 
environmentally preferable LLW treatment alternatives. These alternatives involve only 
minimum treatment (as defined earlier). and thus would result in the fewest potential 
worker fatalities. No alternativc would present environmental justice concerns. None of 
these alternatives would result in off-site transportation risks for treatment, because each 
site would treat its own waste on-site. 

Decisioti: The Department has decided to implement the Preferred Alternative specified 
in the Final Wh4 PEIS for the treatnient of LLW. Under this decision, each site will 
perfom minimum treatment on its LLW. although each site may perfom additional 
t r e a t m e n t a s . w o u l d . b e ~ ~ ~ l . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a l l  costs, -This decision does not preclude 
DOE’S use of commercial treatment facilities, consistent with current DOE orders and 
policy. , 

Basis for Decisioti: DOE has decided to pursue minimum treatment as its overall strategy 
for LLW treatment because volume reduction would not offer sufficient benefits to offset 
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the increase in human health effects and costs it would entail. All DOE sites with LLW 
must perform at least minimum treatment on all of their LLW, regardless of whether the 
waste is further treated using volume reduction methods. A programmatic volume 
reduction treatment strategy would pose greater worker hazards, because workers would 
be exposed to risks from additional treatment processes. The analyses did not 
demonstrate that these more immediate worker risks would be offset by corresponding 
long-term human health or environmental risk reduction due to volume reduction. 
Volume reduction also could pose additional transportation impacts; because not all sites 
have volume reduction treatment facilities, some LLW would have to be shipped for 
treatment. Finally, volume reduction would cost twice as much as minimum treatment, 
and the increased treatment costs generally would not be offset by potential savings from 
disposing of less waste or other benefits. . ,  

Disposal of LLW - -  . 

Tables 7.16- 1 a d  7.16-2 in the Final WM P E S  compare alternatives with respect to the 
disposal of LLW. In general, the tables present estimates of potential worker and off-site 
population fatalities, the ability of sites to meet air and groundwater quality standards, 
and costs for the various LLW alternatives analyzed in the WM PEIS. Chapter 7 also 
discusses other types of LLW impacts, including cultural resource ahd environmental 
justice concerns. All of the environmental factors were considered in identifying 
environmentally preferable alternatives and in making the decision stated below. 

Givironmentallv Preferable Alternatives: For LLW disposal, the Decentralized and 
Regionalized Alternatives pose the least environmental impacts and are the 
environmentally preferable disposal alternatives. The Decentralized and all Regionalized 
Alternatives pose similar transportation fatality impacts, which are lower than for the 
Centralized Alternatives. Potential fatalities from facility operation are low and similar 
for all alternatives. No alternative would present environmental justice concerns. 

Decision: The Department has decided to establish regional LLW disposal at two DOE 
sites: the Hanford Site and NTS. Specifically. the Hanford Site and NTS will each 
dispose of its own LLW on-sitc. and will receive and dispose of LLW that is generated 
and shipped (by either truck or rail) by other sites that meets the waste acceptance 
criteria. In addition. DOE will continue. to the extent practicable, disposal of on-site 
LLW at INEEL. LAKL. ORR. and SRS. INEEL and SRS also will continue to dispose 
of LLW generated by the Naval Kuclear Propulsion Program. 

Use of the term “regional” disposal does not impose geographical restrictions on which 
DOE sites mayship waste to ~-dispa.sd.’be;.. t h e - t m  is used.only to be consistent with 
the WM PEIS analysis of regionalized alternatives. This decision also does not preclude 
DOE’S use of commercial disposal facilities, consistent with current DOE orders and 
policy. 
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This decision is the preferred alternative that DOE announced in the December 1999 
Notice discussed above. Under this decision, DOE will implement a combination of the 
preferred LLW disposal alternative identified in the Final WM PEIS (i.e., regionalized 
disposal at two DOE sites - the Hanford Site and NTS) and the Decentralized Alternative 
(disposal of on-site generated LLW at four sites - INEEL, LANL, ORR, and SRS). 

Basis for Decision: DOE’s decision is based on low impacts to human health, operational 
flexibility, and relative implementation cost. The Hanford Site and NTS provide 
environmental safety benefits inherent to and sites, where evaporation rates exceed 
rainfall by approximately 10 to 1 or more. The local geology at NTS greatly restricts the 
potential for any contamination to move into the groundwater,.which is located 800 feet 
below the surface. Both the Hanford Site and NTS LLW disposal facilities have 
expansion capability and can dispose of a wide range of radionuclides. Using two 
disposal facilities provides operational flexibility to align waste streams with facility 
waste acceptance criteria and access to an alternate disposal facility should the other 
facility’s operations be interrupted for any reason. 

MLLW Treatment 

Tables 6.16- 1 and 6.16-2 in the Final WM PEIS compare alternatives with respect to the 
treatment of MLLW. In general, the tables present estimates of potential worker and off- 
site population fatalities, the ability of sites to meet air and groundwater quality 
standards, and costs for the.various MLLW alternatives analyzed in the WM PEIS. 
Chapter 6 also discusses other types of MLLW impacts, including cultural resource and 
environmental justice concerns. All of the environmental factors were considered in 
identifying environmentally preferable alternatives and in making the decision stated 
below. 

Eiiviroitmeritall~~ Preferable Alterriatives: For MLLW treatment, all action alternatives are 
environmentally preferable because their potential environmental impacts (including 
transportation impacts) are not substantially different, are small, and present long-term 
benefits. The No Action Alternative could pose less risk than action alternatives to 
workers and communities surrounding DOE’s sites for the first 20 years. Longer-term 
risks from no action are likely to esceed those for the first 20 years, not only fiom 
continuing routine storage operations. but also from degradation of storage facilities and 
containers. (Under the No Action Alternativc. MLLW would be indefinitely stored rather 
than disposed of.) 

Decisiott: DOE has decided to impicnient the Preferred Alternative specified in the Final 
WM P E E  f o r h e  treatment ofMLLN‘- DOE will-conduct regional MLLW treatment at 
the Hanford Site. INEEL. ORR. and SRS. or on-site, as would be consistent with current 
Site Treatment Plans. Current Sitc Treatment Plans were negotiated among DOE, the 
host state, and/or the Environmental Protection Agency under the Federal Facility 
Compliance Act. and may undergo periodic renegotiation. Use of the term “regional” 
treatment does not impose geographical restrictions on which DOE sites may ship waste 
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(by either truck or rail) to a given treatment site; the term is used only to be consistent 
with the WM PEIS analysis of regionalized alternatives. DOE’s decision does not 
preclude DOE’s use of commercial treatment facilities, consistent with DOE orders and 
policy. 

Basis for Decision: The four regional treatment sites offer unique treatment capabilities 
needed by other sites in the DOE complex. This decision takes advantage of 
infrastructure capabilities that already exist or have been decided upon at the Hanford 
Site, INEEL, ORR and SRS - which are capable of MLLW treatment to meet RCRA land 
disposal restrictions. The decision also avoids environmental impacts and costs 
associated with construction of new facilities. 

Potential impacts from the selected configuration are within those estimated for 
regionalized and decentralized alternatives as analyzed in the WM PEIS. With the 
appropriate project-specific NEPA review,. any site could conduct MLLW treatment on- 
site. The potential environmental impacts of all alternatives for treatment of MLLW 
evaluated in the WM PEIS are small, with no individual alternative clearly showing the 
lowest overall impacts. The No Action Alternative is not acceptable because it would not 
meet DOE’s long-term waste management goals nor comply with applicable RCRA 
requirements. . 

MLLW Disposal 

Tables 6.16- 1 and 6.16-2 in the Final WM PEIS compare alternatives with respect to the 
disposal of MLLW. In general, the tables present estimates of potential worker and off- 
site population fatalities, the ability of sites to meet air and groundwater quality 
standards, and costs for the various MLLW alternatives analyzed in the WM PEIS. 
Chapter 6 also discusses other types of MLLW impacts, including cultural resource and 
environmental justice concerns. All of the environmental factors were considered in 
identifying environmentally preferable alternatives and in making the decision stated 
below. 

Eti\~irotinietitall\. Prefemhle Al!crti(i!i\vs: For MLLW disposal, all of the alternatives 
have low and similar impacts, wi th  Regionalized Alternative 3 being the environmentally 
preferable alternative because disposal would require the fewest engineered 
enhancements to avoid exceeding drinking water standards. No alternative would present 
environmental justice concerns. 

The No Action alternative is bascd on indefinite storage and does not prepare the waste 
for d i s p d , .  Le., pennane~isolaticmfr& the human environment. .For the 20-year 
waste management period considcred in thc WM PEIS, the potential impacts under the 
No Action alternative for MLLW disposal are smaller than those identified under the 
action alternatives. and on this short-term basis. the No Action alternative could be 
considered to be the environmentally preferred alternative. However, the No Action 
alternative does not include shipment (or transportation impacts) of MLLW for disposal. 
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Further, the No Action alternative would not protect human health and the environment 
from such long-term threats as deteriorating containers or loss of institutional control and 
cannot be considered environmentally preferable. 

Decision: The Department’s decision is to establish regional MLLW disposal operations 
at two DOE sites: the Hanford Site and NTS. The Hanford Site and NTS will each 
dispose of its own MLLW on-site, and will receive and dispose of MLLW generated and 
shipped (by truck or rail) by other sites, consistent with permit conditions and other 
applicable requirements. Use of the term “regional disposal” does not impose 
geographical restrictions on which DOE sites may ship waste to a disposal site; the term 
is used only to be consistent with the WM PEIS analysis of regionalized alternatives. 
This decision does not preclude DOE’s use of commercial disposal facilities, consistent 
with current DOE orders and policy. This decision is the preferred alternative that DOE 
announced in its December 10,. 1999 Notice of Preferred Alternatives. 

Basis for Decision: DOE’s decision to regionalize MLLW disposal at the Hanford Site 
and NTS is based on low impacts to human health, operational flexibility, and relative 
implementation cost. The Hanford Site.and NTS are the only two DOE sites that have 
MLLW disposal facilities already constructed. Use of these existing facilities will avoid 
environmental impacts and costs associated with facility construction. Further, DOE 
does not foresee needing a third regional MLLW disposal facility for the estimated 
volume of MLLW to be disposed of during the next 20 years. Using two disposal 
facilities provides operational flexibility to align waste streams with facility waste 
acceptance criteria and access to an alternate disposal facility should the other facility’s 
operations be interrupted for any reason. 

Mitigation of Impacts from Treatment and Disposal of LLW and MLLW 

Chapter 12 of the WM PEIS describes measures that DOE could take to minimize the 
potential impacts of its waste manasement activities. Mitigation measures are an integral 
part of the Department’s operations, so as to avoid. reduce, or eliminate potentially 
adverse environmental impacts. Some of the more important mitigation measures that 
DOE will continue during the trcatment and disposal of.LLW and MLLW are: 

Development and implementation of pollution prevention plans. 
Assistance to States, Tribal and local _rovernments, and other public entities 
concerning human health. environmental, and economic impacts. 
Development of ”cleaner“ nx.tc treatmcnt. storage and disposal technologies. 
Stringent application of administrative controls. including disposal facility waste 
acceptance criteria and stablc n x t e  form requirements. 
Maintenance andenhanrerucnLof.pollutlon control..systerns to reduce toxicity of air 
and surface water effluents. 
Reuse of existing facilities rather than construction of new facilities. 
Training to ensure workers understand operational safety limits within which a 
facility can operate while limiting risks and adequately protecting the environment. 
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Training to ensure DOE and non-DOE emergency response personnel are 
knowledgeable of emergency response procedures. 
Implementation of transportation planning and control programs to reduce 
transportation risk. 
Rigorous quality assurance programs for the characterization of LLW and MLLW. 

These are routine mitigation measures for which a mitigation action plan is not required. 
Site-specific, non-routine mitigation measures may also be identified and implemented in 
the course of further decision making under site-specific NEPA reviews. 

Amendment of the Record of Decision for NTS 

On December 9, 1996, DOE issued a ROD (61 FR 6555 1) for the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Nevada Test Site and Off-Site Locations in the State of Nevada 
(NTS EIS). That ROD cited the then-pending Final WM PEIS and stated that subsequent 
programmatic decisions “may require changes to the Waste Management Program at 
NTS in the future,” and “that in the interim, pending those programmatic decisions, DOE 
will maintain the current level of LLW and MLLW management activity as described in 
the No Action Alternative in the NTS EIS.” For LLW, the decision meant that “disposal 
of LLW will continue for waste streams from current [DOE approved] on-site and off-site 
generators” and that “approval of other waste generators for disposal is pending future 
programmatic decisions.” For MLLW, the decision meant that “DOE will continue to 
manage MLLW which is currently on-site or which may be generated by DOE at NTS.” 

The NTS EIS addressed the environmental impacts of four operational scenarios: 
1)  Continue Current Operations (No Action), 2) Discontinue Operations, 3) Expanded 
Use, and 4) Alternate Use of Withdrawn Lands. The ROD identified DOE’S decision to 
implement a combination of elements of three of these alternatives. DOE decided that 
most activities would be pursued at levels described by the Expanded Use Alternative. In 
addition, DOE decided to undertake certain public education activities analyzed under the 
Alternate Use of Withdrawn Lands Alternative. As stated above, DOE also decided that, 
pending programmatic decisions. NTS LLW and MLLW management operations would 

’ be conducted under the Continue Current Operations Alternative. 

Under the Continue Current’Operations Alternative. the NTS EIS analyzed the 
environmental impacts for a ten-year period of disposal of 349,294 cubic meters of LLW 
in either of two Radioactive Wastc Managcment Sites (Areas 3 and 5) at the NTS and 
18,285 total shipments via legal tvcight trucks on public highways. Under the Expanded 
Use Alternative, the NTS EIS analyzed 1.04 I .422 cubic meters of LLW to be.disposed of 
and 39.084 shipments. While thcrc is a substantial difference in the volumes of waste 
and numbers ofshpments under thc.two alternatives..DOE.found in the NTS EIS that the 
incremental environmental impacts associated with waste management activities of 
Expanded Use as compared to Continue Current Operations were negligible. 

lnasmuch as DOE is now makin? complex-wide decisions for its LLW and MLLW waste 
management program, which includes continuing to use the NTS for disposal of LLW 
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and initiating use of the NTS for disposal of MLLW, as addressed in the WM PEIS, DOE 
is also hereby amending its December 9, 1996, NTS EIS ROD. DOE will implement the 
Expanded Use Alternative for waste management activities at NTS, including LLW and 
MLLW disposal. This amendment is based on the analysis in the NTS EIS and is tiered 
from the WM PEIS and the associated programmatic decisions for LLW and MLLW. 

Issued in Washington, D.C. this ',8N day of %6- ,2000. 

. - 2 -  

Assistant Secretary - .. 

for Environmental Management 
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The Fernald Citizens Advisory Board met from 8:30 a.m. until 12:15 p.m. 
on Saturday, November 6,1999, in the Alpha Building, Hamilton-Cleves 
Highway, Hamilton, Ohio. The meeting was advertised in local papers 
and was open to the public. 

Members Present French Bell 
Jim Bierer 
Sandy Butterfield 
Marvin Clawson 
Jack Craig 
Lisa Crawford 
Lou Doll 
Pam D m  
Darryl Huff 
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Jane Harper 
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Thomas Wagner 
Gene Willeke 

Designated Federal Official Gary Stegner 

Phoenix Environmental Staff Douglas Sarno 
Crystal Sarno 

FDF Staff Tisha Patton 
Sue Walpole 

Approximately 20 spectators also attended the meeting, including 
members of the public, the media, the Silos Independent Review Team, 
the Silos Critical Analysis Team, and representatives from Department of 
Energy and Fluor Daniel Fernald. 

A Local Advisory Committee Chartered Under the Ehvimmental Management Site-Specific Advisory Board 
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1. Call to Order 

Jim Bierer called the meeting to order at 8:30 a.m. 

2. Remarks and Announcements 

Bierer asked if there were any announcements. 

Susan Brechbill remarked that she believed that the Ohio Field Office had not 
adequately publicized their successes. In the coming week, a number of delegates 
from the Ohio Field Office will be in Washington DC meeting with different offices to 
discuss the many success stories at Fernald. 

Doug Sarno announced that the International Association for Public Participation has an 
annual awards process for programs demonstrating outstanding public participation. 
John Applegate submitted the Fernald CAB as a nominee, and Fernald has won this 
years "Organization of the Year'' award. This award is a testament to the vision of both 
the stakeholders and DOE. The award will be presented in Canada on November 17. 
As no DOE representative will be able to attend, Doug will accept the award on behalf 
of Fernald and we will plan a local celebration afterward. 

Jack Craig provided an update on the cattle grazing issues. DOE is in the process of 
finalizing new lease with the cattle owner. Fences will be moved and cows relocated 
from the northern woodlots within the month. 

3. Report on SSAB Chairs Meeting 

Doug Sarno, Tom Wagner and Tisha Patton attended the SSAB Chairs Meeting, held in 
Richland, Washington in September. At the Chairs meeting each SSAB chair was able 
to present their individual concerns to DOE and Tom reiterated the Fernald concerns 
about holding stakeholder meetings during the week. Secretary Richardson addressed 
the chairs in a video conference call and Assistant Secretary Huntoon was on hand the 
day before the meeting to address concerns raised by the Chairs. A significant amount 
of time was spent planning for the upcoming SSAB's Stewardship Meeting, as well as 
the DOE guidance to SSABs, trying to clarify and refine the guidance. 

Doug noted that it was time for the F CAB to conduct its annual evaluation of workplans, 
committee structure, and membership guidelines. DOE HQ is getting very strict about 
membership guidelines. Some SSABs have been waiting for up to six months for new 
members to be approved. While this has never been a problem for the FCAB, they 
should be aware of it in the future as they assess member terms and work to install new 
members. A meeting of the steering committee will be scheduled for January to 
evaluate these issues. 
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4. Report on Stewardship Workshop and Next Steps for the Stewardship 
Committee 

Five CAB members were able to attend the SSAB Stewardship Workshop in Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee in November along with DOE, FDF, and Ohio EPA representatives. Doug 
was the facilitator for the meeting. The result of this workshop was a series of 
statements called “Next Steps for Stewardship”. It is being left up to individual SSABs 
as to how they would like to use these statements in crafting site-specific 
recommendations. The FCAB will be addressing stewardship issues throughout 2000 
and come up with a set of specific recommendations for the site. 

There will be no committee meetings in December. The next stewardship committee 
meeting in January will be a scoping meeting for stewardship. The meeting will be used 
to identify the scope of stewardship issues at the Fernald Site and how they affect 
remediation. From that meeting the committee will begin to identify what needs to go 
into a site stewardship plan. 

A schedule for the year 2000 will be sent to FCAB members in the next mailing from 
Phoenix Environmental. 

5. Silos Technology Comparative Analysis 

Doug Sarno introduced the issue. DOE will be making a decision on the preferred 
technology to treat materials in Silos 1 and 2 and deliver a draft proposed plan to 
USEPA by February 1 , 2000. DOE has conducted a detailed evaluation of two 
technologies - vitrification and chemical stabilization and produced a Feasibility Study to 
document this evaluation. The FCAB Remediation Committee has been meeting with 
DOE and FDF over the past few months to evaluate the Feasibility Study. There have 
been two panels working with DOE to evaluate the quality of the Feasibility study and to 
help assess the silos issue. 

The CERCIA process requires DOE to evaluate the options against nine criteria. The 
most important are: Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate 
Requirements, and Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment. Both 
technologies satisfy the requirements of these two threshold criteria. The next criteria 
are referred to as balancing criteria: long term effectiveness and permanence, reduction 
of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment, short term effectiveness, 
implementability, and cost. While there are many differences between the technologies, 
Remediation Committee members did not believe that there are clear winners and 
losers in any of the categories. Overall, Remediation Committee members believe that 
reduction in volume and implementability were the main factors where significant 
differences existed upon which an evaluation could be developed. The volume of 
material from stabilization is much higher than for vitrification, while implementability 
seemed to favor chemical stabilization. Overall, as far as the Remediation committee is 
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concerned, the scales appear basically balanced. Finally, two modifying criteria must 
be taken into account: community and state acceptance. 

The goal of this meeting is for the CAB to determine how to make its recommendations 
regarding this issue. 

Terry Hagen of Fluor Daniel Fernald led a presentation on the benefits and drawbacks 
of both vitrification and chemical stabilization. The feasibility study provides an 
evaluation of each technology against each of the CERCLA criteria. These results were 
summarized for the FCAB. 

Steve McCracken of the DOE Independent Review Team was asked about the 
conclusions of the Team. IRT members individually conducted their own analysis and 
then discussed those analysis among each other. The analyses ended up very similar. 
There are four points that IRT members felt were most important in assuring the 
success of the technology that is ultimately implemented. First is the overall capability 
of the Vendor, regardless of the technology. Second is DOE’S and FDF’s ability to 
manage the project. Third is the success or failure of the Silo 3 project and 
Accelerated Waste Retrieval project, how these projects go will greatly impact the ability 
to finish the overall job. Fourth is the use of the labor force, concern was expressed 
that the current contractual agreements has Fernald workers working for someone to 
which they do not report. 

Todd Martin of the Critical Analysis Team also agreed that implementability was the 
most important criteria in developing a preferred alternative. The CAT evaluated the 
risks associated with achieving the project’s objectives. On the highest level, there are 
significant risks with each technology but they are different. For Vitrification, there will 
be difficulty dealing with off gasses and a high temperature environment. For Chemical 
Stabilization, the remote operations and the ability to achieve desired waste loadings 
will be an issue. 

The IRT recommendations concentrated on two themes. First, get on with the project, 
the process of redoing the Feasibility Study with another year to go before a ROD is 
signed is taking too long. Second, provide flexibility in the ROD so that alternatives are 
available to deal with the very real likelihood of failure without going through this 
process again. Martin noted that if the CAT had to vote on which technology to select, 
they would come down right on the fence, it really comes done to an issue of what you 
value most. 

It was noted that secondary waste is going to be a big problem with both technologies. 

Lisa Crawford pointed out that when there is the public meeting, the most important 
issue - by far, will be public health and safety. She also stressed that the CAB and 
agencies involved really listen to the Nevada stakeholders to be sure they understand 
what is important to them. 
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Don Paine of FDF pointed out that with vitrification there was a greatly increased 
chance of worker injury or death. Neither process would be easy, but vitrification was far 
more complex and his vote would be to Keep It Simple. 

French Bell commented that the public would be very likely to inquire about worse case 
scenarios. 

Ken Moore asked when in the public involvement process does the CAB make a 
recommendation. Doug Sarno said that input was necessary as soon after the 
December 1 availability session as possible, work on drafting the proposed plan is 
about to get underway. It was decided to hold a Remediation Committee meeting on 
December 6'h at 6:OO pm. All FCAB members are strongly encouraged to attend the 
m ee ti ng . 

6. Public Comment 

Bierer opened the floor to public comment. There was none. 

7. Adjournment 

Jim Bierer adjourned the meeting at 12:15 p.m. 

I c e w  that these minutes are an accurate account of the 
- b e r m  ' g of the Fernald Citizens Advisory Board. 

f Ferqkld Citizens Advisory Board 

Date 
nzed Federal Official 
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FACT SHEET: Department of Energy Announces lts Decision 
for Treatment and Disposal of Low-Level and Mixed Low-Level Radioactive Waste . 

Today, the U.S. Department of Energy is 
announcing its decision for low-level 
waste (LLW) and mixed low-level waste 
(MLLW) treatment and disposal sites. 

Six DOE sites currently dispose of 
LL W: Hanford, Idaho, Los Alamos, 
Nevada Test Site, Oak Ridge, and 
Savannah River. Of these six, only 
Hanford and Nevada Test Site have 
historically served as regional LLW 
disposal sites. In addition, all sites 
currently treat their own LLW. For 
M U  W, only Hanford and Nevada Test 
Site have disposal facilities, although 
neither site currently accepts waste 
fiom other sites for disposal. In 
addition, Hanford, Idaho, Oak Ridge 
and - Savannah . River host -,existing 

Under the decision being announced 
today, the Department will continue to 
rely for hture treatment and disposal 
on sites that already have the capacity 
and experience to handle LLW and 
MLLW. This decision, the result of 
some two years of additional study and 
discussion with affected parties, 
generally represents a continuation of 
treatment and disposal activities 
already underway at the identified 
sites. Because the decision reflects 
incremental change, it minimizes 
potential environmental impacts. 

Low-Level and Mixed Low-Level 
Radioactive Waste: Since World War 
I1 and the Manhattag Project, DOE and 

I; its predecessor . agencies 'have 

Treatment Plans negotiated under th; 
Federal Facilities Compliance Act. It 
employs existing treatment capabilities 
at Hanford, Idaho, Oak Ridge,'.and 
Savannah River, which are capable of 
MLLW treatment to meet Resourcd 
Conservation and Recovery Act '1 

'I 

disposal restrictions. 

Since Hanford, Idaho, Oak Ri 
Savannah River already have 
treatment facilities, the 
eliminates impacts from con 
of new facilities, '*thus 
additional costs. Sites will eithkr &e 
their MLLW on site or ship it to-one of >A%. " h 

the four selected s 
the Site Treatnie 
betke&DOE.'the 
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comply with all internal DOE 
requirements. 

Packaging: Proper packaging is a key 
element in transport safety. . LLW 
must be packaged to protect workers, 
the public, and the environment 
during transport. The NRC requires . 
that all LLW be in solid form (free of 
liquids) before shipme 

Low-level waste being unloaded for disposal at the Nevada Test Site. 

What Is Low-Level Waste (LLW) 
and How Is It Generated? 

Federal regulations define LLW as any 
radioactive waste that is not high-level 
waste, tran'suranic waste (contains man- 
made elements heavier than uranium), 
spent fuel, or byproduct materials such 
as urariium mill tailings. Simply put, 
LLW is unwanted. radioacti=.rnaterial dustry all facility. Often, th 
created in the proces: of handling and 
use of radioactive subspnces.: It usually 
contains small amounts of short-lived 
radioactive material dispersed in large' 
quantities of material and poses liple 
transportation risk. However, some ' Department promotes activities to 
LLW presents a greater hazard. 
Sometimes, the radiation lev& are 

high enough to require protective 
shielding for handling and transport. 
Typical LLW consists of used 
protective clothing, rags, tools and 
equipment, used resins and residues, 
construction debris, and scrap metal., 

. 
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reduce production of new waste that 
ultimately must be shipped. 
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requirements. Excepted packagings are 
only used to transport materials with 
extremely low levels of radioactivity 
that present no  risk to the public or 
environment. Indrrsmal, Type A, or 
Type B packagings are used for higher 
levels of radioactivity. 

Federal regulations require that 
shipments of LLW be documented on 
shipping papers or "manifests." These 
documents certify the materials have 
been properly packaged and identified 
for transport Manifests are also useful 
in identifying packages received at the 
ultimate destination. 

Marking/Labeling/Placarding: 
Package markings list important 
information such as the proper 
shipping name, material identification 
number, and shipper's name and ~ 

address. Labels for radioactive 
materials are placed on opposite sides 
of a package and identify its contents 
and level of radioactivity. Shipments 
with extremely low levels of 
radioactivity that would present no 
severe hazard if involved in a transport 
accident are excluded from labeling 
requirements. Some shipments are 
identified by diamond-shaped placards 
placed on all four sides of the vehicle. 

Inspections: DOE LLW is transported 
primarily by truck. Vehicle and load are 
inspected by DOE and State inspectors 
(where required) before shipment. 
States may inspect shipments to 
confirm regulatory compliance. 

I, . 
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Trainii Camer companies and 
drivers uansporting LLW must meet 
DOT standards for training in &der to 
transport hazardous materials. Federal 
regulations establish training 
requirements. 

Emergency Preparedness 

Should an accident involving a 
shipment of LLW occur, a response 
system is in. place. DOE supports 
training and emergency planning 
through the Transportation Emergency 
Preparedness Program. State, Tribal, 
and local government officials respond 
to any such accident within their 
jurisdictions. 

DOE also responds to transport 
emergencies at  the request of States 
and Tribes. Radiological Assistance 
Program teams are available to provide 
field monitoring, sampling, 
decontamination, communications, and 
other related services. Technical 
assistance from the shipping site or 
appropriate DOE program is also 
available in the event of an accident. 

Additional Information 

Details on DOE plans for future, 
treatmenddisposal of LLW can be 
found in the Waste Management 
Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (WM PEIS). Information on 
the WM PEIS is available at the DOE 
Environmental Management Website 
listed below. 




