
FCAB UPDATE 
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Week of August 6,200 7 
(Last update was dated July 2,2001) 

DOE Cleanup Progress Briefing 
Tuesday, September 11,2001,6:30 p.m. 

Services Building Conference Room 

Stewardship Committee Meeting 
Thursdav, September 13, 2001, 6:30 p.m. 

Services Building Conference Room 

Fernald Citizens Action Board Retreat 
Saturdav, September 15, 2001 8:30 a.m. 

The Hamiltonian 

e 

e 

e 

9/15/01 Draft Retreat Agenda 

Draft Minutes of the 7/12/01 FCAB meeting 

Draft summary of Stewardship Committee Meeting on July 9, 2001 

07/12/01 Letter from Gene E. Willeke to the Fernald CAB on Silo 3 

08/01/01 Letter from Steve McCracken to Jim Bierer on DOE’S Fiscal Year 2002 Priorities for 
the FCAB 

08/09/01 Letter from Jim Bierer to Joseph A. Steger, Ph.D., UC President inviting a UC 
representative to September 1 3‘h Stewardship Committee meeting 

FEMP’s Opportunities for Accelerated Closure of Fernald 

News Clippings 

NOTE MEETING DATES 
0 The next Stewardship Committee meeting will be held on October 1 lth and the next full FCAB 

meeting is scheduled for October 13, 2001. 

Contact Doug Sarno or Mildred Charles, Phoenix Environmental, a division of The Perspectives Group. 
Phone: 51 3-648-6478 or 703-971 - 0058 Fax: 51 3-648-3629 or 703-971 -0006 
E-Mail: djsarno@theperspectivesgroup.com 



DRAFT RETREAT AGENDA, 7/24/01 

Saturday, September 15,2001 
The Plantation 

3822 

8:30 a.m. Cont i nen ta I Breakfast 

9:00 - 9: 15 a.m. Opening Remarks 
Report on the SSAB Chair’s Meeting 

9:15 - 1O:OO a.m. Self-Evaluation 
What have we done well? 
Where can we improve? 

1O:OO - 10:15 a.m. Ex-Officio Reports: Desired FCAB Goals for the Next Year 
DOE 
Ohio EPA 
USEPA 

10:15 - 10:30 a.m. Break 

10:30 - 11: 30 a.m. FCAB Goals for the Next Year 
What are the key issues for the site? 
What are the key issues for stakeholders? 
What issues are left underserved from FHES and CRO? 
Where can the FCAB be most useful? 

11:30 - 12:OO p.m. Agree to Goals for the Year 
List of Key Actions and Deliverables for FY2001 

12:OO - 1:OO p.m. Lunch 

1 :00 - 2:OO p.m. FCAB Structure 
Should we maintain the full board schedule? 
Should we maintain the stewardship committee schedule? 
Set calendar for year 

2:OO - 2:30 p.m. Membership 
What is our long-term membership strategy? 
How do we handle the need for expert input? 
How should we approach the long-term involvement of UC? 
Should we recruit? How and who? 

2:30 - 3:OO p.m. Leadership 
Jim, Tom, and Pam plans for 2002? 

3:OO - 3:30 p.m. Wrap Up and Adjourn 

OOOOQ2 
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FULL BOARD MEETING 
Services Building Conference Room 

Thursday, July 12,2001 

DRAFT MINUTES 
The Fernald Citizens 
Thursday, July 12, 200 
was advertised in local 

Advisory Board met from 6:OO p.m. until 9:00 p.m. on 
1, at the DOE Fernald Site in Hamilton, Ohio. The meeting 
papers and was open to the public. 

Members Present 

Members Absent 

French Bell 
Jim Bierer 
Sandy Butterfield 
Lisa Crawford 
Lou Doll 
Pam Dunn 
Gene Jablonowski 
Jane Harper 
Steve McCracken 
Graham Mitchell 
Robert Tabor 
Thomas Wagner 
Gene Willeke 

Marvin Clawson 
Steve Depoe 

Designated Federal Official Gary Stegner 

Phoenix Environmental Staff Douglas Sarno 
Mildred Charles 

Fluor Fernald Staff Tisha Patton 

Approximately 20 spectators also attended the meeting, including 
members of the public, the University of Cincinnati, the critical 
analysis team, and representatives from Department of Energy and 
Fluor Fernald. 
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1. Call to Order 

Jim Bierer called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. 

2. Remarks and Ex Officio Announcements 

Jim Bierer made the following brief announcements immediately after calling the 
meeting to order. He began by announcing that he attended the Site Technology 
Coordination (STCG) meeting in June and received a status update on some of 
the programs that STGC is in the process of reviewing. Jim stated that EM 50 
plans to fund various programs in the areas of mixed waste and nuclear 
materials that will result in budgetary savings. He also mentioned that Larry 
Stebbins provided an update at the same meeting about post stewardship 
technology, and how this program will help identify probable areas in technology 
that will allow the FCAB to carry on its long term stewardship plans. 

In addition, Jim announced that the Fourth Annual Long-Term Stewardship 
Workshop will be held on July 30th - August 2"d at Grand Junction. Lou Doll, Pam 
Dunn, Bob Tabor, Tom Bierer, and Lisa Crawford plan to attend that event where 
Doug Sarno will serve as the main facilitator. He also went on to say that the 
workshop is a good opportunity to exchange ideas, network with people from 
other sites, and voice related concerns pertaining to Long-Term Stewardship. Jim 
closed his remarks by mentioning that he received a letter from the Department 
of Health & Human Services confirming their decision to conclude the work of the 
Fernald Health Effects Subcommittee (FHES). They did so because they believe 
the Subcommittee has completed much of their work. As a result, the FCAB will 
determine, if necessary, what they must do in order to ensure that health effects 
issues are addressed at some level for the community. 

Steve McCraken followed Jim's remarks by providing an update on the following 
four topics: 

1. validating proposed rebaselining efforts on schedule to be complete by 
October 1 st 

2. the Senate has passed supplemental appropriations in the 
amount of $21 million dollars for Ohio, the distribution between 
Fernald and Mound to be determined (breakdown TBA) 

has been postponed due a lack of projected surplus 

levels for uranium in water at Fernald is scheduled to end on 
August IO th .  

3. the pilot project for direct rail shipment to Nevada 

4. the public comment period concerning the final remediation 

Gene Jablonowski stated that he will attend the June 17th meeting to serve as the 
representative for EPA for any suggestions regarding the rule change for 
uranium. 
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French Bell confirmed that the final meeting for the Fernald Health Effects 
Subcommittee (FHES) will be held on August 22nd at The Plantation. Doug 
Sarno added that COSMOS will make a presentation at that meeting. The FCAB 
will discuss issues that will be orphaned when the Subcommittee ceases to exist 
at its annual retreat. 

Gene Willeke acknowledged the presence of Lisa Blair who is a newly nominated 
board member and graduate student at Miami University. Doug Sarno introduced 
Mildred Charles as The Perspectives Group’s newest staff member. He also 
noted that Mildred is a recent graduate of the American University in Washington, 
DC, where she earned her master’s degree in Public Communications. Mildred 
will provide support for the FCAB, as well as take part in future public 
participation initiatives. 

3. University of Cincinnati ,Presentation and Dialogue 

Jim Bierer introduced three members from the University of Cincinnati: Paul 
Bishop, Stephen Kowel and Joe Steger. Dr. Steger, who is the president of UC, 
began by providing a brief presentation expressing UC’s interest in developing a 
partnership with the FCAB in looking at the Future of Fernald. He noted that they 
were interested in positioning the University as one of the leading experts on 
restoration issues. 

Paul Bishop made additional comments pertaining to UC’s three basic missions: 
research, education and service. He also noted that the engineering department 
is interested in a collaborative effort that would enable them to provide the FCAB 
with additional expertise and resources. Doug Sarno followed their presentation 
by providing them with a brief background of the Fernald site, it’s history, and 
how ongoing public participation has resulted in a consensus vision for the 
Future of Fernald. As a result, Doug requested the participation of a UC 
representative at subsequent FCAB Stewardship Committee meetings. Dr. 
Steger agreed and will send a UC representative to FCAB meetings as early as 
next month. 

4. Critical Analysis Team Update and Discussion on Site Issues 

All three CAT members were on hand to provide a status report concerning the 
Silos project. Todd Martin provided the initial update and expressed strong 
concerns about the project’s management process in terms of its lengthy time 
procedures. He noted that he would like to see the DOE and Fluor work together 
to effectively produce good engineering design. Todd went on to discuss the five 
teams AWR assigned to work in the following areas: engineering, procurement 
subcontracting, EMMA, operation, and contract close outs. He also noted that the 
radon control system is preparing to conduct fieldwork with respect to the 

3 
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construction phase. Todd also informed the FCAB that the EMMA remote arm 
will probably not be used in the final design. 

b -  

Following the report, Gene Willeke raised a number of issues pertaining to 
airborne contamination. Both Todd and Gail Bingham replied by stating that 
airborne issues can in fact be resolved with the assistance of experts who are 
familiar with these specific areas. Todd maintained that the CAT was pretty 
confident that Fluor could respond fairly quickly to these areas if in fact 
complications should arise. Lastly, details about a future meeting that would 
enable stakeholders to participate were further considered. Gene Willeke 
distributed a memo that explained some of his concerns about the Silos project. 

5. Feasibility Study Issues for On-Site Facilities 

Doug Sarno called attention to the brainstorming report that was distributed as a 
handout prior to the start of the meeting. He noted that the report was generated 
at Monday night’s Stewardship committee meeting to identify key issues for 
planning of the education center and trails. The brainstorming report contains a 
series of questions that address information needs for conceptual design and 
planning. 

Doug stressed the importance of addressing fundraising initiatives in the near 
future to determine specific details that focus on facility needs such as space, 
location, timing, building design and infrastructure. Conceptual ideas about the 
design competition were also raised. In response, Jim noted that location should 
be the first priority and design should be the second. 

Tom Wagner stressed the importance of establishing a realistic time frame in the 
near future to expedite the design competition. He also cautioned the FCAB to 
keep in mind that student designs will not be as sophisticated as those of 
practicing professionals. As a result, both Tom and Doug decided that the FCAB 
will contact UC in an effort to solicit their assistance and expertise in the 
conceptual planning phase for the design competition. It was also noted that the 
design competition should only focus on the building design. 

Kathy Nickel (DOE) announced that Fernald was hosting a Stewardship 
technology workshop in October and they are hoping that FCAB members would 
participate in planning. Jim volunteered to participate. 

6. Issues for Annual Retreat Planning 

Doug noted that the retreat is a great opportunity to assess the FCAB’s strengths 
and weakness during this past year. Jim added that we will identify specific goals 
and establish time lines for the upcoming year. He urged all members to make 
plans to attend the September 1 !jth retreat. Membership issues will be discussed, 
as well as a critical analysis of the issues of the Health Effects Subcommittee 

.! . i : ’  
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and the CRO. Ex officio members were asked to provide their priorities for the 
next year. 

Lisa Crawford announced that FRESH would hold a formal meeting on July 26, 
2001. She also noted that the database has been updated so that members will 
be able to receive current newsletters. Members who are not currently receiving 
the newsletter should contact Lisa to provide her with their updated information. 

7. Public Comment 
Jim Bierer opened the floor to public comment. There was none. 

8. Adjournment 
Jim Bierer adjourned the meeting at 8 5 0  p.m. 

I certify that these minutes are an accurate account of the 
July 12, 2001 meeting of the Fernald Citizens Advisory Board. 

James Bierer, Chair Date 
Fernald Citizens Advisory Board 

Gary Stegner Date 
Deputy Designated Federal Official 

5 000007 
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Date: July 9, 2001 

Topics: 
0 Brainstorming Session on the 
Feasibility of an Education Center 

Attendees: 
Fernald Citizens Advisory Board 
Marvin Clawson 
Lisa Crawford 
Lou Doll 
Steve Depoe 
Pam Dunn 
Bob Tabor 
Tom Wagner 

Phoenix Environmental Corp 
Doug Sarno 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Ed Skintik 
Gary Stegner 
Ann Wickham 

Ohio Environmental Protection 
Agency 
Donna Bohannon 
Kelly Kaletsky 

Fluor Fernald 
Tisha Patton 
Eric Woods 
Joseph Schomaker 
Larry Stebbins 

FRESH 
Carol Schroer 
Edwa Yocum 

FCRO 
Todd Trammel 

Prior to the brainstorming session, Charles Knuckles introduced himself and 
briefly discussed his background. Mr. Knuckles stated that he is a retired 
teacher and school administrator who spent 30 years in the Cincinnati public 
school systems. He attended the meeting to share his expertise concerning 
alternative funding and was highly impressed with the work that the FCAB 
has done, particularly with the Future of Fernald vision statement. As a result, 
he identified a number of key contacts that he believes would consider 
sponsoring grants to help the FCAB meet costs for an education center and 
various programs. 

According to Mr. Knuckles, who also sits on the trustee Board of the Ohio 
Historical Society, the society was successful in helping the federal 
government obtain the unidentified remains of Native-Americans that were 
formally in the possession of local agencies. He stated that he is fairly 
confident that the Historical Society would look favorably at a proposal 
submitted by the FCAB due to their mutual interest in Native American 
repatriations. 

Joseph Schomaker noted that the Ohio Historical Society toured the site a 
few weeks ago and expressed an interest in playing an active role in 
repatriation. 

Larry Stebbins announced that Fernald has secured funding for technology 
that will be used to measure water build up on top of the cell. A number of 
targets will also be placed in the layers of the cell above the liner systems to 
measure movement, temperature and water content in the soil. He also 
invited the FCAB to an upcoming meeting in October to discuss stewardship 
technology. 

Eric Woods announced the DOE and OEPA have signed the natural resource 
restoration memorandum of understanding and they are awaiting signatures 
from U.S. Fish and Wildlife. The grading plan is also being finalized and 
should be available by September. 

Doug Sarno facilitated the brainstorming session. Questions generated from 
the session are listed below and should serve as a conceptual framework to 
assist the FCAB in establishing goals and benchmarks for proposed facilities. 

0 Education Center Space Requirements and Infrastructure Needs 
How much space will be needed to meet the reading room needs? 
What is the scope of reading room materials that are needed post closure? 
What site artifacts are expected to be preserved, what are the display needs? 
How do we accommodate the cold war garden, are there other items to be 
preserved? 
What are the needs of the Fernald Living History Project materials? 
What additional requirements may be necessary to satisfy long-term 
community health issues? 
What are the specific Needs and space requirements for Native American 
records, displays, artifacts, storage and curation? 
How much non-specific use space is needed? 
What are the specialized indoor climate and security needs? 
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What are the specific Technology needs for education and display activities? 
What is required to build in flexibility to accept new technologies? 
What is needed to connect the education facility real-time monitoring capabilities? 
What type of documentation and display is needed for the environmental restoration? 
What type of documentation and display is needed to ensure that the community history is preserved? 
Who will be the curator and interpreter of local, cold war, issues and how do we ensure these issues are preserved 
prior to closure? 
How do we ensure the library includes published works to create context of issues displayed, including Cold War, 
Native American, environmental restoration (how to obtain, who would pay, how to get the site to bolster its library 
in preparation)? 
What is needed with regard to meeting/auditorium space, community program space, classrooms, labs, other 
needs? 
What is the status of long-term fire/EMS plans for the site? 
How do educational programs get designed and developed, how do we ensure the building is designed to meet the 
needs? 
Will the building house the staff and facilities needed for site maintenance? 
What is the process for determining who will be the long-term steward, how do we get them involved in the design 
phase? 
What kind of food service is needed? 
What are the standard infrastructure needs of a facility this size? 
What are the needs regarding exhibit preparation laboratories, conservation space? 
What are the needs regarding long term storage of exhibits, photos, with environmental controls? 

Site Facility Space and Infrastructure Needs Between Now and Closure 
What facilities will be taken down on what schedule? 
Who needs new space when and what are their specific needs? 
How many people will need to be housed and for how long? 
When does the last guy get out? Can there be a phased takeover of the building? 
Is there a match between the education facility needs and site needs? 
What are the new infrastructure needs of the site and can they be coordinated to serve the future education 
center? 
How do space needs of the site compare with education facility? 
Can buildings be built with the education center use in mind and fitted for temporary use? 
Can we do more than a block building and how do we plan for a retrofit? 
What are the design limitations for the short-term building (think outside the box)? 
How does OEPA approval of the facility as per the settlement proposal impact overall planning and design? 
How much will we be able to consider the end result in the short-term facility? 
What are the security and access issues related to public use prior to closure? 

Logistical Issues Related to Location of Facility 
Worker access and employee access, how to make sure it works, parking issues? 
How close to Willey Road can the facility be located? 
Are there any physical site restrictions for construction (siting, excavation, etc.)? 

Remediation Issues Related to Early Construction 
What is the status of borrow needs and how would construction activity and access relate to that? 
How is certification related to siting and construction issues, what is the timing of needed certifications? 
What are the areas that are feasible for early construction? 

Cosfffunding Issues Related to Early Construction 
How much and what could the site actually fund without taking from remediation? 
Is there the opportunity to augment that funding from other sources, how would that work? 
How do we integrate multiple sources of funding? 
How could we hire an architect to help with the design, how could that be paid for? 
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How can we integrate.results of design competition into the planning process? 
What are the timing restrictions for design and construction? 

Opportunities for Public Use at the Education Center prior to Closure 
How quickly could the reading room be moved, could it be designed for its final configuration in that move? 
Could some exhibits and displays be established in the near term, like at Rocky Flats? 
Will there be near term space for promotional materials of education center, designs, models, etc ... ? 
Will there be near term space for Native American materials and educational resources and records associated 
with the reinterment? 
Could we begin developing some of the educational programs and delivering them with appropriate classroom 
space on nights and weekends? 
Can we create space to house public meetings? 
How do we create access and security to Native American areas in the near term (trails, bridge over Paddys Run)? 
How do we balance between access and security of building and trails? 
Can security be partitioned to allow public access to the public areas of the building without guards? 
Can there be an auditorium that would allow public access (stadium seating)? 

Cost and Technical Issues Related to Refitting Space for Education Center 
Where would the money come from, what are the options, what are the parameters for DOE assistance in that 
retrofit? 
Can the retrofit be designed in advance to work with existing structure? 
Which Foundations should be approached, by whom, and when (need a plan)? 
How to integrate potential Fluor funding and actual potential and timing of those funds? 
How do we plan for the high level of uncertainty of the Fluor funding? 

Healthlsafety Issues Related to Site Use of Space Prior to Education Center 
How do we ensure the building remains clean, what kinds of safeguards can be put into place? 
How do we balance community access needs and safety prior to closure? 
How to ensure that visitors know complete residual contamination issues both during remediation and after 
closure? 

Construction and Logistical Issues Related of Public Use of Fernald Land 
Can we create adequate parking for the education facility as part of near term use? 
The more you put into the building, the more specialized the steward becomes and the more expensive it is to 
maintain, how do we select the steward? 
How will this steward be selected, and who will make this decision, we need a process? 
How will the steward pay to maintain the facility? 
How do we set up a trust, who would manage it? 
Who can answer all of these questions and how do we establish a plan to get them answered? 

Possible Resources: 
Gary Ness, ED of Ohio Historical Society is willing to have Martha Otto, a state archeologist and member of his 
staff, help with advice. Additional human and organizational resources are as follows: 

Greater Cincinnati Foundation, for educational programs 
Jergens Foundation for Children 

0 Dan Hurley, local historian, Allied History Associates 
0 National Endowment for the Humanities (Ohio undeserved) 
0 Ohio Humanities Council 
0 Ohio Arts Council 
0 Ohio Historical Society 
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MEMO 

From: Gene E. Willeke, Fernald 

To: Fernald CAB 

cc: Dennis Cam, Nina Akgunduz, Doug Sarno, Tisha Patton 

Subject: Silo 3 

Date: July 12,2001 

The removal of the contents of Silo 3 has been a matter of some concern for several 
months. The proposed solution of breaching the wall of the silo, removing the contents with 
heavy equipment operated by remote control under negative pressure, has had too few details to 
thoroughly evaluate its risks and benefits. Now that it is entering design phase work, I would like 
to enumerate the issues of concern to me, and to others, surrounding this proposed solution. 

Matters of Ultimate Concern 

The principal matter of concern is the safety of workers and others in the vicinity of the 
removal operation. The constituent of concern is Thorium 230, which is reportedly contained in 
the silo in very fine particulate matter form. This radioactive substance is dangerous both 
because of its radioactivity and because of its potential for airborne transport, a pathway that can 
be very dangerous to people in the vicinity of the operation. Other chemicals present in the silo 
contents have significance from a regulatory standpoint, but do not possess the danger posed by 
Thorium 230. 

Following these concerns are the apparent lack of monitoring equipment that can detect 
the presence of radioactivity on the clothing and persons of those in the vicinity of the removal 
operation. 

Silo Materials 

For the past several years, CAB members have been told, and there is no reason to 
believe it is not correct, that the silo contents are stratified. Reportedly, the top portion of the silo 
contains the most finely divided particulate matter; the bottom contains the most aggregated 
material; and the central portion is of undetermined character, although it has been thought to be 
more like the top than the bottom. Tests (presumably something like split spoon samples) are 
needed to determine the exact vertical characterization of the materials. The most dangerous 
materials are those at the top of the silo. 



It has been reported to the CAB that the samples sent to potential contractors were drawn 
from the bottom portion of the silo, and were compacted to such an extent that the material had 
to be fractured before it could be removed. Thus, it was not characteristic of the material in the 
top portion of the silo. 

Removal Methods 

A high priority has been given to simplicity in removal of the materials. This is both 
understandable and laudable. The concern we have is whether the proposed solution is actually 
“simple”. Remote operation is not simple. Negative pressure conditions are not simple to 
achieve. 

Of particular concern is that with the silo breach being near the bottom of the silo-as I 
understand what has been proposed-there is a distinct possibility that this would make the 
operation vulnerable to a collapse of the material above the compacted lower levels, allowing the 
most dangerous, finely divided particulate matter at the top of the silo to fall into the lower 
portion of the silo where the removal operation will take place. In view of this possibility, we are 
left to wonder whether “simplicity” does not demand a dual solution. In a dual solution, an 
attempt would be made to remove the most dangerous material from the top of the silo first, 
before breaching the lower wall of the silo. After this finely divided material was removed, a 
breach of the silo wall might be done, at considerably lower risk. 

Monitoring 

Monitoring remains a concern. I sat on an STCG review session a couple years ago, at 
which monitoring equipment was discussed as an important need, and some work was done on 
the project. To the best of my knowledge, no such equipment has yet been built and made 
available for use on the site. This should remain a high priority, and such equipment sh@d be 
available before silo contents removal begins. 

Surnmarv 

I am fully aware that there may have been developments of which I am not up to speed. 
However, if there are any, they have not been brought to the attention of the CAB. We are very 
concerned about worker safety, we believe it can be achieved, and urge that every effort be made 
in the design of removal systems and procedures, as well is in the development and use of 
monitoring equipment to give a high degree of protection to those in the vicinity of the removal 
operation. 

We urge frequent communication with the CAB on developments during the design 
process. 

2 
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Departhent of Energy 
Ohlb Field OpXlice 

Fernalc! Area Office 
P, 0. Box 538705 

Clnclnnatl, Ohlo 45253-8705 
(61 3) 648-31 65 

Mr. James Bierer, Chalr 
Fernald Citizens Advisory Board 
3371 Hamilton-Clews Road 
Hamilton, OH 45013 

DOE-0785-01 

Dear Jim: 

THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY'S FISCdL YEAR 2002 PRIORITIES FOR THE PERNALP 
CITIZENS ADVISORY BOARD 

Before addressing our Fiscal Year (F't;} 2d02 priorities for the Fernald Citizens Advisow 
Board (CAB), the Department of Energy (DOE) would like to thank the CAB for its many 
conrributlans t o  the successful remediation of the Fernald site. Over the past eight years, 
the CAB has played a piviral role in developing policy and recommsnding solutions to the 
site's most fundamental cleanup issues. It has been stated repeataclly and remains true, 
the CAB is the modal for effective public involvement within the DOE. We loPk forward ta 
working with the CAB as we complete the remediation of Fsrnald. 

1 

I 
I 

Our priori-ties for the CAE are consls'tent with those outlined far 2001 with emphasis 
continuing on posit closure stewardship and the Silos Project, Building on the Future of 
Ferna!d procoss, we ask the CAB to continue i ts focus on long-term stewardship Issues, 
Specifically, emphasis should be placed in the following areas: 

w Working with DOE and Fluor Fernald, Inc, on planning tha design 
of a multi-use educatianal facility thst will serve the post closure 
needs of the Surrounding community. 

e Since the deciaion an selecting a long-term steward is fundamental 
?a any post closure stewardship planning effort, the CAB should 
initiate discussions with potential long-term stewards of the Fernald 
property during 2002. 1 

Review and comment a n  the drafl Long-term Stewardship Plan .that 
will be pravidad in early FY 2002, 

, i  

. .  
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DO E-0765-0 I 

We will continue t o  Involve the CAB with remediarion issuesr partlcwlarly the Silos Project, 
Waste Pits Project, Soil Excavation and On-site Disposal Facility, Aquifer Restoration, and 
Waste Management. 

Aaaln, we rhank the members of the CAB for their past service to the DOE, and we look 
forward to csntinuine our work in 2002. 

Sincerely, 

FEMP : Rei sing Stephen H, MoCrackan 
Rirector 

' I  

cc: 
G, Stegnor, OHlFEMP 
J. Bradburne, Fluor Fernald, IncJMS1 
D. Cam, Fluor F m a l d ,  Inc.lMS2 
D. Sarno, FCAB 
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Chair 
James C. Bierer 

Vice Chair 
Thomas E. Wagnex 

Menibus 
Sandy Butterfield 
Marvin W. Clawson 
Lisa Crawford 
Stephen P. Depoe 
Louis Doll 
Pamela Dunn 
Jane Harper 
Robert G. Tabor 
Fawn Thompson 
Gene E. Willeke 

Ex Offici0 Menrbers 
L. French Bell 
Gene Jablonowski 
Stephen H. McCracken 
Graham Mitchell 

Support Stuff 
Phoenix Environmental 
Douglas J. Sam0 
Crystal M. Samo 

703-971-0006 Fax 
703-971-0030 

3822 
Joseph A. Steger, Ph.D. 
Office of the President 
University of Cincinnati 
PO Box 210063 
Cincinnati, OH 45221-0063 

August 9,2001 

Dear Mr. Steger: 

Thank you for taking time out of your busy schedule to attend the recent Fernald 
Citizens Advisory Board (FCAB) meeting on Thursday, July 12, 2001 with your 
distinguished colleagues. We are very pleased that UC has taken an interest in the 
future of the Fernald site and look forward to achieving the Future of Fernald vision 
with your active participation. 

As you may recall from our discussion at the meeting, the FCAB is currently in the 
process of gathering information for a proposed education center and accompanying 
trails. Given the University of Cincinnati's expertise in the areas of planning, we 
would be grateful of any assistance UC could provide with a feasibility study and 
design charette we are planning with regard to space, location, building design and 
infrastructure. 

With this in mind, I would like to invite a UC representative to join us at the next 
Stewardship Committee meeting on September 13, 2001 at the Fernald site beginning 
at 6:30 p.m. I have enclosed the results of a recent brainstorming session to identify 
issues for the feasibility study. If you have additional questions, please feel free to 
contact me or our Technical Facilitator Doug Sarno (513-648-6478) at your earliest 
convenience. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. And again, welcome aboard. 

Sincerely, 
A 

" , JimBierer 
Chair 

000015 
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“Tainted uranlum, danger widely dlstributed tons of material recycled from nuclear 
weapons program went to labs, universities, manufacturers“ 

Tainted uranium, danger widely distributed 
Tam of material recycled from nuclear 
weapons program went to labs, universities, 
manufacturers 
By Peter Eisler 
USA TODAY 

WASHINGTON -- In 1952, when Rderal officials began recycling 
uranium used in making nuclear weapons fuel, no one foresaw any 
health or eaviromenta1 risks. . 

Tiny particles of plutonium, neptunium, technetium and other dangerous 
isotopes contained in the recovered mslterial didn’t add significantly to 
the radiation that would be expected &om natural uranium, scientists 
reasoned. For the next 50 years, as tbo weapons proogram shipped 
thousands of tons ofrecycled uranium around the world, officials rarely 
even measured the contaminants. 

It wasn’t until 1999 that tbe contamination began getting serious 
attention, and the government acknowledged that federal plants in 
Paducah, Ky., Portsmouth, Ohio, and Oak Ridge, Tam., had processed 
the recycled u r d u m  h ways that wncentratd its impurities. The 
government conceded that thousands of workers faced radiation risks 
frarn the coataminants that went well beyond those &om normal 
uranium, raising their chances for cmcar and other ilhcsscs. And the 
worries didn’t stop at plant fences: Bvideaca indicated that the 
contaminants also were polluting soil and water. 

The DepaItment of Energy, which had taken over the weapons program 
in the mid- 1970s, shut down the racychg operation and launched a 
series of studies to assess the full  cope of the contamination problem. 

Now a USA TODAY review of n& data from those studies reveals that 
recycled uranium circulated far mora widely than first believed - and so 
did the health risks. 

The studies. released quietly this spring. show that more than 250,000 
tons of the tainted uranium circulated among hundreds ofgovcmmt  

000019 
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plants, private manu€acturers md university labs. The material Ahandled 
at most of  those sites contained onIy minute levels of impurities. 
However, some of the newly identified processing sites, such as the 
Wee government-om,& plan@ whera the cantamination first surfaced, 
performed work that concentrated contaminants at dangerous levels. 

The possibility that workers at those sitas, which employed thousands, 
might face higher odds of c a n m  and other aihents linked to exposure 
to the contaminants has significant implications for a soowto-begin 
federal program to compensata sick nuclear weapons workers. The 
government has promised to expedite claims for people who handled 
recycled uranium at the federal facilities where the contamination 
problem first surfaced, but offioials have no plans to extend the same 
consideration to those who worked at newly identified processing sites, 

Tho new data also suggest the potential for previously unanticipated 
pollution at soma facilities that weren't thought to have handled the 
material, Soma state replatom wony that plans to clean up UTitniurn 
wastes at those sites might have to be expanded to account for more 
dangerous contaminants. That rises quostions about fcdaral liability for 
additional costs. 

New risks shown 

USA TODAY studied mote thm 1,000 pages of new reports and 
documents on recycled uraniuqs, some obtained by requests under the 
Freedom of Information Act, to asseas tbe impact of the contamination 
problem. Some findings: 

* A dozen or more facilities bayond those initially identified appear to 
have processed the uranium in ways that concentrated its Ri&ly 
radioactive contaminants. Those iuclude f e d d  and private sites in 
Missouri, Ohio, Pennsylvania, New Yark and other states. 

* Several thousand workers at those sites risked exposure to plutonium 
and other contaminants at levcla that raigtlificantfy increase their odds for 
cancer and other radiation-relatud illncssos. 

* There has been little or no investigation to check for contaminants 
firom recycled uranium in soil md groundwater at most of the higher-risk 
processing sites, though such elements might only be detected by special 
testa. 

Ellen Livingston, senior environmental policy adviser at the Department 
ofEnergy, says tho facilities where contaminants in recycled uranium 
posed serious hazards "were handling the material in different ways than 
most of the sites." At the vast w'or i ty  of facilities. she says. "the 
contaminants did not present high hcaIth risks." 

Energy officials, however, have no plana to assess exactly what was 
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done with the uranium at most of the newly identiad processing sites, 
so it's difficult to know precisely how many might have pracessed the 
material in ways that concentrated its contaminants at dangerous levels. 

New pollution, ald sources 

For years, state investigators wondered why radioactive technetium-99 
was turning up in drinking water woUs near the old Mallinckrodt 
Chemical uranium fuel-mak& plant in Hematite, Mo. 

I 

Now they think they have an (a2lswer: The plant was one of sevwal in 
and around St. Louis where Wlinckrodt and its successors used 
thousands of tons of recycled uranium to fabricate metallic fuel rods far 
nuclear reactors. 

"We believe the contamination we're now seeing at the site is related to 
the (recycling) program," sap Ron Kuccra of the Missouri Department 
of Natural Resoiuces, 

Plans to clean up extensive poUution &om uranium wastes at Hematite 
are snagged by questions oves who is responsible for the technetium, 
That clement requires specid disposal because it has a half-life of 
213,000 years and moves easily into soil and water. 

Technetium wasn't expected 8t Hematite because it is produced only 
when Uranium is irradiated ia a auclcar reactor - and Hematite had no 
reactor, , I  

"The Deparhnent of Energy has resisted efforts to become involved 
because even though they may have some liability, they don't want to 
pay anything," Kucera says. 

The Hematite facility was psvt of a nationwide network of private and 
federally owned plaqts and labs that produaed fuel and other 
components fortha nearly 70,000 U S  nuclear weapons built before 
production was phased out in the early 1990s. Many of tbm used 
recycled uranium. 

The recycling began at the dawn of tho Cold War, Oficials in the 
weapons program were seekimg ways to reuse the costly uranium that 
was irradiated in reactors to make plutonium and other fissianable 
explosives for bomb cores. Iu t&e early 19506, scientists hit on a 
succession of chemical baths and filters to separate uranium from the 
stew of reactor wastes, 

I '  

Most recycled uranium had its gonesis at the weapons program% 
plutonium-production sites: *e Hanford compound near Richland, 
Wash,, and the Savannah War Sits outside Aiken, S.C. Uranium 
recovered at those places wm Rent on for initial processing at ths 
federally owned gaseous d i e o n  plants in Paducah,.Portsrnouth and 

000021 



Page 4 of 7 

I /  

Oak Ridge, Those sites enhanced the material's radioactive properties to 
make reactor fuel, 

Until now, the greatest h d t h  and environmental threats from the 
uranium's contaminants WCTC thought to be limited to the five federal 
sites that initially handled most of the material. The impurities were 
progressively removed as the urauim movcd through other facilities, 
particularly those hvolvcd in cGlzain processing jobs that concentrated 
its contaminants in ash, rqiduca and other wastes. 

The uranium that emerged fiom the processing chain -- as reactor fuel, 
€or example, or metal for t d c s  and munitions 0- contained only minute 
levels of contaminants. 

Now, the govenunent's new studies show that 8 dozen or more newly 
identified processing sites were concentrating the uranium's 
contaminants in ways very sinlilar to the five federal facilities that 
initially handled most of the recycled matarid. They include private and 
federal plants in New Yo& Ponnsylvania, Ohio and MssoUri. 

Officials in New York plan to check soil and water for oontaminants in 
residential areas near a foma Sylvania-Coming plant in Hicksvifle on 
Long Island. The facility, atwly identified as a major processing site €or 
recycled uranium,, is one of several in the state that handled the material. 

"We'll have to evaiuak m h  site individually to see if there's a need to 
check for contaminants," mys Barbara Youngberg, radiation studiesl 
chief at the state Departmeat of Bnvironmental Conservation. '!It's 
possible we wouldn't have a m  it. You'd have to do specific tests," 

Although soil and water tee can pinpoint en*mental damage from 
the contaminants b ncydod wanium, assesskg threats to workers' 
health is more diff icult. 

Thousands of shipments of tainted material shuttled among more than 
100 sites. Most landed at the woapona progm's big plants, but tens of 
thousands o f  tons went to dls, mostly private sites across thc 
Northeast, around the Great Lakes and dawn the Ohio and Mississippi 
valleys. Some also ended at universities, fiom the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology and the University of California-Berkeley, 
which did substantial amounts of experimental processing, to Texas 
Tech, Utah State, VandcrblSt and dozens of others that did small-scale 
reseas&. 

I 

Although the new ahldim feund tbat tho material typically contained 
very little contamination, that finding ie largely speculative. Most of the 
impurities want unmeaswad for decades, so many of the contamination 
estimates m extrapolated &om readings taken in the 1970s and '80s 0- 

long aAcr the dirtiest shipments circulated. 
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Facilities that processed rvcycled uranium "fiequcntly and deliberately 
concentrated the contaminant isotopes, diluted them and blended them 
with natural uranium," federal researchers concluded in one report. The 
blending caused considerable uncertainty in the data. Also, data on 
(contaminant) levels are incomplete, and the data between sites is not 
consistent ,'I 

Contamination problems generally were most pronounced in the early 
years of the recycling operation, but it's hard to know which shipments 
were most contaminated -* or how workars handled them. Even so, there 
are clues. 

New hot spots 

In 1952, officials in the weapcJas program shifted initial treatment of 
some of the most contaminated batches of recycled uranium to Harshaw 
Chemical, a Cleveland contractor that had secretly processed normal 
uranium for weapons use since the mid-YOs. Harshaw already had a 
history of exposing unkno- workers to high levels of radiation and 
toxins, This would be its most dangerous job yet. 

In 1952-54, Harshaw cooked the recycled uranium with fluorides and 
other chemicals in ways that would "rmove the objectionable 
impurities," concentrating them in ash and other wastcs, according to a 
now-declassified 1954 report, ?.a all, tho plant handled more than 1,700 
tons of the stuff. 

"We'd take a scoop and load (powdorcd uranium compounds) into trays 
that went into a fbrnacc" says Yamos Southera, 77, who worked at 
Harshaw. "The next morning, ws'd unload the trays, scoop everything 
out. Nothing was said that this was hazardous to your health or anything 
like that." 

Employees in similar jobs at O& Ridge faced "high" tbreats of exposure 
to the uranium's impurities, awording to one new federal report, which 
suggests "follow-on study to provide a more detailed assessment" of 
their risks. No similar asses8mmf has been considered for Harshaw 
workers, though it might help predict increased odds of cancer and other 
ailments. 

"We already h e w  conditions at Harshaw were terrible. This just adds to 
that," says Ajun Makhijani, a specialist in radiation risks at the Institute 
for Energy and Environmental Research, a non-profit think tank. 
Monitoring of Harshaw workas "should be pursued with some urgency. 
The government owes that to them as much as it does to workem in 0 

government facilities." 

3822 

HEushaw isn't the only newly identified processing site where 
contaminants were concentrated. 

080023 
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Records show, for example, tbaR "special shipments" of highly fouled 
ash and residues from processing at Paducah were shipped to the 
government'$ Femald treatmeat complex in Cincinnati. Smaller batches 
also appear to have gone to Vitro Manufacturing in Canonsburg, Pa. At 
both sites, workers manually loFded the waste into trays and casks for 
more processing, Former Vitro employoes recall chipping out residues 
by hand d e r  mixing jobs. 

Investigators at Femald reported in March that such jobs "represent a 
higher potential source: of expoaure to recycled uranium and its 
constituents." No effort is pl-d to wscss risks at Vim, 

Looklng ahead 

The contamination of recycled Uraniqm got its first public attention in 
1999, when workers at the Paducah gaseous difbsion plant filed a 
lawsuit alleging illnesses &om exposure to the plutonium and other stray 
elements. The resulting disclowes prompted the Department of Energy 
to shut down the recycling opmtion. 

Officials quickly concluded tbat workm at the government's three 
diffusion plants were exposed to plutonium and other contamiaants at 
levels that brought significant health risks. A monitoring program was 
set up, and 4,500 workers have been checked for lung cancer and other 
problems. Also, when Congress passed legislation last hall to 
compensate thousmcls otill nuolear weapons workers, people at the 
difhsivn plants were put in a %pecia.l cohort'' with streamlined access to 
benefits. The processing of cleiSrs is sat to begin later this year. 

n e  government also launched mvironmenta~ investigations for 
contaminants in soil and groundwater at the difhsion plauts. 

In the fall of 1999, then-assistant Energy secretary David Michaels told 
Congress that at least 13 feded hilities used the tainted uranim. "We 
are committed to getting accurate hformation," he testified. He vowed to 
identi@ sites where the material was used and to assess pollution and 
health risks. 

NOW, despite fadings that the number of facilities that processed 
recycled uranium is 10 times w b t  ww anticipated, the new 
administration plans no additional study. 

Energy officials say the existing compensation plan for sick weapons 
workers offers sufficient redress. Conaequcntly, they say, there is no 
need to fhther d o h e  risks at n ~ w l y  identified facilities where 
contaminants were concentrated. 

Similarly, no effort is planned to check for pollution at those sites, where 
,cleanup responsibilities lie with private owners, states or the Army 
Corps of Engineers. 

NO 867 P887/888 
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* '  
The,Deparbaent of Energy's LivbBston says, 'We will make OUT records 
available, and we'll provide peopIe to help interpret them," 

Some lawmakers and interest groups say the department isn't doing 
enough to account for previously unknown risks to workers and the 
environment, especially at sites tibat h d l c d  the recycled uranium in 
early yeas. 

"That's the part of the stream you have to be most concerned about," says 
Steve Fetter, a physicist and public policy professor at the University of 
Maryland. ''Some of that stuff WM quite hot. There might be unidentified 
problems at some ofthese sites that you'd learn about if you followed 
this up.'' 

000025 
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“House Troubled By Pace Of Cleanud At  Closure Sites” 

HOUSE TROUBLED BY PACE OF 
CLEANUP AT “CLOSURE SITES” 

The House of Representatives is concerned that the 
Energy DepL’e flagship “Closure Project” sites-Rocky 
Flats, Femald, and Mound-may be slipping from tbcir 
scheduled 2006 closure dates and has urged cleanup 
program officials to take all necessary steps to keep those 
projects on tract. The challenge at Rocky Flats, the House 
concedes, is that other sites in the complex, such as &E 

Savannah River Site and the Wagte Isolation Pilot Planf 
require adequate funding and strong project management 
to conduct the critical-path work necessary to allow 
Rocky Flats to ship materials out of Colorado. As aresdt, 
the House declares in its FY 2002 Energy and Water 
Development Appropriations legislation, DOE ”muat 
ensure that complex-wide policy and fending issues arc 
addressed as they relate to the closure of the Rocky Flab 
site.” 1 

At Fernald and Mound, the Howe asserts, the problems 
arc more site-specific. “While it is not surprising that 
cleanups arc mcountcriag some unexpectedconditions, it 
is very discow&ig that the Federal program managon 
and contractors appear to be unable to maintain ttpc 
schedule8---mther than meeting challenges with innova- 
tions, the sdutian always seems to be increase &he GO@ 

and slip the schedule,” the Mouse bill reads. Cleanup at 
the Fernald site has been slowed by the failure of sevnal 
projects, but the House bill notes there are incentives i~ 
Fluor Femald’s contract to close the site by 2006, a~ 
approach the House says it “strmgly supporn.” DOE and 
Fluor Fcmald, the bill reads, should “demonstrate during 
fiscal year 2002 that the site schedule can actually bu 
accelerated to 2006.” 

The situation at the Mound site in Miamisburg is particu- 
larly troubling, the Houac asserts, noting that the closur~ 

N0.123 PQ841804 , 

schedule “now appears to extend significantly beyond 
fiscal pear 2006.” The House bill would require DOE to 
“develop a baseline closure plan that suppoxts the 2006 
closure date” and propoats then BZP “clearly many steps 
that can be taken at this site to accelerate cleanup activi- 
tics and reduce managerial, bureaucratic, and worker 
inefficiencies while still protecting the heal& and safety 
of the workers and the community.” The House urps 
DOE to explore dternativc approaches to the Mound 
cleanup that art ‘‘truly innovative and will restore the 
schedule and reduce overall costs,” including ‘‘other” 
health and safetyregulatory oversight processes that could 
reduce costs and accelerate the site cleanup. The House 
acknowledges that additional finding may be needed to 
meet the 2006 closure date at Mound, but states it “will 
not consider sdditiod firnding until the Department 
demonstrates that substantial changes have been made to 
curreat operations to ensure successful cleanup by 
2006.”~~ 
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I .I Fernald monitoriiig report produces 
positive discoveries 
By Kristin McAllister 
Journal-Newo 

~ ~ 

RQ~STOWMSMIP 

The findings of R 2000 
Fernald environmental 
monitoring report suggest 
minimal contamination of 
the farming community 
surrounding the former 
uranium procesrhg lant. 
Fernald offhiale on Leeday 

presmtad the findinga of the 
soan to be released Inte akd 

during a cleanup progrsss 
briefing at the site. 

A key result of the cleanu 
* ia the reduction in grouncf 

water contamination, said 
Kathi Nickel, Q Department 
of Energy representative. 

“We’re seeing a general 
decreaes of uranium in the 
a uifer,“ she eaid. 

%ecause &a U.S. Environ- 
mental Protectian Agency 
recently relaxed the chinking 
water standard for the 
amount of uranium pennit- 
ted in drinking water - $.om 
20 parts er billion to 30 pb - site o&cia~e schedudml  
Aug. 16 public meetin ta @a- 
cum the possibilit;y of 5 e n d d  
followin# suit. 

$ite Environmental f eport 

Citing four out of five 
wells axippled due to resid- 
ual p).up;~ulg, Bill Hertel, a 
gmundwa$ar ‘apecidirt, said 
the problem has rapidly 
increased eince June 2000. 

‘We hadl to be 
them d o m  one y one eince 
January*&& mid. 

Outdel axperto  hwe been 
called hin,l  dctmuine the 
feasibility of che!nid inter- 
vention tw \Isclog the wells, 
Hertel s&. 

“AEcemurd, we may, have 
to  re-evaIMat6 the entare re- 

IY shutting 

Hgtd Faid. 
Uranium discharges into 

eurface water did not exceed 
the federal limit, Nickel 
said, adding that the 
amount vapl actually well 
under the requirement, 

The plir monitoring pro- 
gram indudes bi-weekly 
testing for thorium, ura- 
nium and radium. 

i !  

AlChough air particulate 
emissions increased since 
1999, Nickel said that emie- 
sions ere still within the 
limit and due most1 to  the 
waste pita remedid action 
project now under WB 

Radon leveh at ge site 
fence line, she said, also are 
well below the federal limit. 

As f o r  area 
common vegeta lea are 
collected fram nearb farms 

sampling every three years 
er a federal requirement. .i esults from recent te~ting 

w e  ’ deemed satisfactory, 
Nickel said. 

Eric Woods, a ’Fluor Fernald 
, Natural Resources expert, 
said the federally endm ered 

atate  threatened Sloan’s ma 
fish are prasent in the nor& 
ern porkon 0fPaddy’S Run - 
the creek that run3 through 
the 1060-acre site. 

Woods said his depart- 
: ment will have completed by 
year’s end two reports - 
one detailing the status’af 
natural resources on site, 
including wildlife, and a aec- 
ond report pertaining to the 
wetland miti ation project. 

versity is conducting two 
reaewch projects for Fernald - one regarding the Ameri- 
can chestnut restoration 
project and another pertain- 
in to invasive plant control. 
!‘he latter etudy  EO 

examines which types of 
vegetation are moat inviting 
to wildlife - an onBoing 
goal at the site. 

roduoe, 
and residential gar B ens for 

Indiana brown bat an df the 

Re added t f2 at Miami Uni- - 

I 

! 

1 .  
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Close "Closure Sites" On Time, Senate Warns Energy Dept." 

CLOSE "CLOSURE SITES" ON TIME, 
SENATE WARNS ENERGY D W T *  

The Scnare, s c l ~ h g  w d g  in the House version ofthe 
FY 2002 Energy and Watcr Devcloprnent legislation, has 
cautionedthe Energy Dept. itwill not blindly fund closure 

projects which arc no Iongar on schedule for completioh 
by 2006. Inks Energy and Warn Devclopmmt Appropria- 
tions report, the Senate nom &at scvaral projects in bath 
the defense andnon-dofenst cloaure accounts arc in danger 
of not meeting thcS 2006 dedlbes, mad recommends that 
when Departmeat officials dd-6 8 c~oswc project's 
schedule bas slipped beyond 2,006, they ''propoae moving 
the project into 8 post-2006 aocount" Such ai approach, 
the Senate asserts, will ensum adequate attention and 
resources arc available for &cts which can meet the 
2006 schcduic. The House inclMed similar lmguagc in iTs 
report. urging program ofpdds to find solutions to 
problems at the closurc sites mther than falling back ou 
cast increases and schedule slippage flCMonitor, Vol. 12 
No, 26). 

The Senate's FY 2002 appropriation for closure projects 
i s  $1.08 billion, $30 million mrrc thaa the Administra- 
tion's request. The additianal. $30 million is 8 m h d  far 
the cleanup of tbc Fcrnald, AshWda md Columbus sites, 
The House provided $1.09 for the Closure Projects ac- 
count.(< 

\ 
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"Public invited to  view Fernafd drinking water document" 

Public invited to view Fernald 
drinking water 
. The ,public is invivd to review and 
%ommen! on >the FeMd 
Bnvironmt?nial. Managcmcnt .Pro@t 
find draft Explanation of Sfgnifimt 
Di.&renccs for Operable Unit 5 dwu- 
mont through Aug. 10. ' 

The US. Ewironmcncd PmtecQn 
Agency recently established the fi$d 
maximum contaminant lcvcl for &I- 
urn in drinking watcr at 30 wh., 
changing the final remediation lcwt 
for uranium in the Oreat Miami 

document ! 

Aquifer to 30 mg/L and changing the 
trtatcd effluent discharge to the Greet 
Miami River from' a ,  monthly .average 
of 20 rngt to 30 mg/L, 

The document is available at the 
Public Environmental Information 
Center, 10995 Hamilton-Cleves 
Highway. 

Comments ehould be submitted to: 
t h y  Stegner, Departmem of Energy 
Public Affairs, P.0. Box 538705, 
Cincinnati, Ohia 45253.8705. 

I 

! 
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Cincinnati M~gazine 

Crewford and her husband renrcd A 

by Township house in 1979 that WRI 

nn because thag wanted 
their twoyapold son 
ny of their neifhbors in 

rht mal counnysidc just 18 milw hOIZhwtat 
of downtown Ctnclnnati, the &twfordr 
believed h r  rhe hctory nexc door, with its 
red-and-whlce chcckerboard wmcr towen, 
made dog food. Six years later, Cxadord du. 
covered that the plant, Fernald lud been 
manufacturing nuclear wcapom for decades, 
and the well supplying all of her family'r 
water WBS cmrslminsccd with mdw level$ 
that rho Ohia Envkonmental Fmrecrian 
Agency decked unfrc for drinking. ' 

"I went on a mpage,"says Cm-, who 
wirh her husband Ken lnitiared a cia# action 
lawsuit in 1985 against National hdofOhtg  
(NLO), the operators of Fcrnald. The suit 
eventually included 14,000 dcfendqhtl and 
cost the US. government $78 rnillioo to set+ 
rk clenn.ug efforts, which arc angolng at Ftr. 
nald, will cosc more than $3.7 b11lkps. Fcr. 
nald, which ctased operarim in 1989, helped 
draw intemaclonal atmrion to t h c d q p  of 
nuclear wabec and ia damaging o&r on 
h u m  hmlh and the environmenG 
NLO, under Concract with the &pur- 

ment of Encrgg (DOE), shrouded Femald'a 
operatlots in secrecy from ia ~ u n d b m r k i n g  
in 1951. ofi%Xrs called the plant r4a Feed 
Mac&& Production Center, which *e 
community FO believe that worktit were 
maklng animal food. Durhg peak y a m ,  NLO 
employed 3,000 workers ac rhe sgnwllog 
LOS0.acre facility, turning urmiurn o n  two 
rhc elemen6 of nucleer weapons. A comb[- 
nation of Cold War feBn and patriotk due 

I 

kept cmployccs quiet about their jabs even 
with their closest family memben. 

Fcmald cook root in che COIISCKVR~~VC, 

rural Hamilton County community during a 
topsccmr quest by chc Unlccd Staces LO build 
a working atomic bomb-the rexult offears 
from Hitlcr'a Germany and the Cold War. 
Thaugh production dwindled and number of 
employees fell 10 only 650 workers, by the 
early 1980s when the Cold War reheated, 
work inse,wd once marc. The Caciiities were 
not equipped to meet the demand, much Less 
modemenvltanmcntal regulations. 

N t l g h h  started asking seri0t.u quesclonn 
in 1984, when the DOE reported thar Fer. 
nald had relaaied close to 300 pounds of 
edched uranium oxidt into the cnviton- 
men! through a failed dust WkCKOr, In the 
dame year, the W E  released infomarion, 
abaut conamination in Off.5ik wclh. Crsw- 
ford soon learned that her familyi well, 
which shc'd never known was manitored, 
had bccn contamlnatcd wich uranium and 
other roxina for four yeara. In February 1985, 
&Mad, who w ~ d  labeled P troublemaker by 
some neighbore anda xavlor by others, filed 
rulr against NLO. 

Two Icpl innovwiom helped shape 
Crawfad vs. NLO into a landmark cue thar 
nat only shed Light on secret ~ovcmmene 
opemtIom, it also dcmwded accowtabdiry 
for their impacc. First; Crawford's lawyer, 
Scanley M. Chcslcy, decided KO me NLO, the 
coniractor that operattd Fcmald, instcad of 
rhc federal government. Second: U,S. Di6. 
trler Judge Arrhur Spiegel made the decision 
to hoM a summary niel, which eventually Icd 
to e nonbinding juy decision h favor of h 
rcridenrs. Though the Jury'* deckton wean'c 
officfal, tha p c m m e n t  got I glirnpw of rht 
likely outcomc of a full alal, Within a 
month, rhc NLO and rhc government smed 
LO scrtle the case with h e  rtridcnrs. 
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Before crawford< w. NL?' govcvrmmenr 
contractors lived in n protecti4e bubble,well- 
cushioned from thc ncedkd of Hrlgarion. 
NLO sssumed rhat any kgd action taken 
related to Fcmald would be directed at the 
DOE. But BS pert of the federal government, 
the DOE wu immunt from such I R W S U I ~ ~ ,  
and could claim dsat national defense apern- 
tit~ns nectbsitercd my and ell acriviries SLL 

Femald. Hence, no one would be legally 
accountable to realdcnc or employees for my 
contamination. Bur by suing NLO, Chesley 
left the government but of the CSJC and 
claimed the cbntractor alone was account+ 
able for the plant's daily opcrationr. Since 
NLO'u contract with the DOE stipulated that 
the pvcrnmcnt was rcnponsible for d claim 
and chsrges agalmc ehc contmctor, it fell to 
the DOE to defend NLO. Cheslcy had craft- 
ed an innovacive sasrepy that allowed Craw- 
ford pnd her mighbos LO sue the government 
indirecclp "IC Nmcd our to be the biggest sin- 
gle piece of rhe puzzle," sags Cheslcy. 

Despire exrenslve documentation of 
contamination surrounding Fcrnald--fcom 
high rarcs of  cwncer ki rhc community and 
tong of toxic, radioactive materials stored in 
leaky, corroded barrels eo three-IcFgcd from 
tn a nearby creek-rhe government tontin. 
ued m regisc a senlcrnent with residcnt3, and 
spent rnlllionti ofdollars in legal fees to suo. 
rain rhe suit. 

Four year8 into the litigation, in L989, 
Judge Arthur SPkgCl launched an innovation 
ofhk OW. Bob 6ldet pneented their opening 
and closing arguments before B red jury and 
ourlined lhdr withour wjmefise~, raking 
only two month  of coum time. The jury 
quickly delivered their non-btndlng dtcition: 
$136 million agahar NLO, including com- 
pensatory and punitive damagcl as well &r 

money for a medical monitoring fund. W i r h  
a man&, the DOE had agreed OD pay $73 mtl- 
lion for reeidenrlal and propcrty Iosaes, emo. 
tlonal distress and mcdfcal rnoniroring, plus 
make an additional $5 milkion avatlable ro 
property ownen wichtn five miles of h e  planr. 

After rhe plenr finally shut dovrt;also in 

NLO, which h e y  settled for $20 million and 
lifetime med\ca\ monitoring, 

19891 t c ~  worker* WsJ u rlmilnr D U I C  ngalnnr 
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More than 15 years after Crawford's suit 
was bled, ir concinueo FO break ground, and 
not only because IC waa &e first timc the gov- 
cmmcnr admirred chat one of ia wtepons 
planes could hew seriously harmed it6 ntigh- 
boa. Her case, md the warkcra' case after it, 
revived h e  national dialogue about the daw 
gcra of nuclear waste and Qpened the d m  for 
similar aacb against government cmtractor6. 
In addition, the comprehensive medtccrl mon- 
ktodng program has made more than 100 
major diamosa, includhpenrly stagcsofcaw 
cer, while promoting wellness among its thou- 
amda of participants and offering them reas- 
swarm about their health and heir futures. 

Crawford, who is thankful that she and 
her family b v e  remained healthy, continue 
to go to coun reputarty to assist with eenlc+ 
rnene dlsalburlon and work to keep moa of 
the w a m  onsicc. "I thlnk we've come 
d . l ~ - ~ ~ g h  rhc roughest wares," she says. "After 
15 long yeers, we're seeing the light st the 
end of rhe Nnncl." 

Elissn Sonnenberg is Special Projeas AssocIace 
Edit.r#or Cincinnati Magazine. 
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