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WASTE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE: The Waste Management Commit 
tee will meet on Wednesday, May 7,1997, at 700 p.m. at the Uno Building. 

FEMP ATTENDANCE AT NEVADA CAB MEETING: Representatives from 
DOE-FEMP and FDF will be attending the Nevada Citizens Advisory Board 
Meeting on May 7,1997. An additional meeting is scheduled with the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) subcommittee to discuss comments provided by the CAB 
in response to the Silo 3 Alternatives Evaluation Report. 

HEALTH EFFECTS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING: There will be a Health 
Effects Subcommittee Meeting on Wednesday and Thursday, May 7th and 8th 
at The Plantation. Wednesday -1 to 9 p.m, Thursday -8:30 a.m. to 5 p.m. 

TASK FORCE MEETING: The next full Task Force Meeting will be held on 
Saturday, May 10,1997, at 8:30 a.m. in the Alpha Building. This meeting will 
include a site tour of recent and planned remediation activities. 

WORKSHOP ON SILO 3: On Wednesday, May 14,1997, at 7:OO p.m. there 
will be a workshop on Silo 3 at The Plantation. 

FRESH MEETING: FRESH will hold their next meeting on Thursday, May 22, 
1997, at Venice Presbyterian Church'on Layhigh Road in Ross. All are welcome 
to attend. 

WORKSHOP ON OU2 AND OU5 (Confirmed): There is a tentative workshop 
scheduled to discuss OU2 and OU5 on Tuesday, May 27,1997 at the Plantation 
(9660 Dry Fork Road in Harrison, OH.) Topics to be covered include: Soil 
Certification Program Status, On-Site Disposal Facility construction schedule, 
Parking lot/road closure/road realignment plans, and other issues as needed. 

QUESTIONS: 

Please call John at or Doug at with questions or concerns. 
You may also fax or e-mail us at: 

John FAX: 281-3331 E-MAIL: john.applegate@law.u@Q@@O~ 
Doug FAX: 648-3629 E-MAIL: 





SulMMARY OF DOE STATUS OF P'ERNALD ACCELERATED PLAN MEZTING 
April 22,1997 

Alpha Building 

Approximately 30 people attended the DOE Status of the Accelerated Baseline Meeting at the Alpha Budding on Tuesday 
evening, April 22. Tn addition to the general public, this number included representatives from: FRESH, Fernald Citizens 
Task Force, Community Reuse Organization, OEPA, DOE Ohio Field Office, DOEFN and Fluor Daniel Fernald. 

Jack Craig, DOE-FEMP, opened the meeting at 7 p.m. with comments on: 
The National Ten Year Plan which will be out May 15. This will be followed by a 60 day comment period, then a 30 
day period for revision. The plan will go to Headquarters in August. The entire fiscal year 1999 plan will be complete 
in February 

This was an informal meeting setting with questions during the presentation. Sue Peterman went through her haudout (which 
is available if needed) for the remainder of the evening. Nina Akgunduz gave an update on OU4. The following are the 
questions raised during the meeting. 

QUESTIONS ON FERNALD ACCELERATED PLAN 

P. DUM Q. 
S. Peterman k 

Has the completion date for groundwater been changed? 
Yes, it has been moved up to 2005 &om 2019. 

J ,  Applegate Q. 
J. Bradburne A 

Haw have the employment levels been altered to match new projects? 
There has been a reorganization to focus on the projects. However, no hrther employment level adjustments are 
necessary or anticipated. 

P. Dunn Q. Does the $266M include privatization? 
S. Peterman A Yes, it does, but only for PY 98. 
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J. Applegate Q. 
S.- Peterman A. 

J. Applegate Q. 

S.Petennan A 

J. Craig A. 

T. Schneider Q. 

S. Peterman A. 

B. Folker C. 

J. Applegate Q. 
S. Peternran A. 

T. Schneider Q. 
D. Cam A 

T. Schneider Q. 
J. Reising A. 

1. Applegate Q. 
D. Cam A 

When do the ADSs get abolished? 
The ADS will be abolished in the budget for PY 99. 

Since the OU4 will have an Action Plan, are there any other issues that will require an Action Plan because the 
path forward is not clear9 
Mostly just OU4. Presently, we have no other Action Plan activities other than the action plans to rapond to 
Military Production Network letter. 
There is a possibility that we will develop an Action Plan for nuclear materigs disposition. 

Are there contract vehicles in place for disposal at permitted disposal facilities (specifically, the Ohio Field Office 
disposal contract)? 
Yeq there are mechanisms in place for disposal facilities; also, the Ohio Field Office is in the process of awarding 
a stand alone contract for waste disposal from all Ohio sites. 
OEPA will be contacted as soon as the contract is in place, 

How many safe shutdown activities have been completed? 
Safe shutdown has been completed for Plants 1,4, 5,9, and the Pilot Plant. 

Is the capacity of 11,OOO gallons per minute of the AWWT filly operational? 
The AWWT is at full capacity at this time and is at approximately 800 gallons per minute. 

Has the start date for the ofii te rail been met? 
Yes, the PDF has mobilized on the Okeana trestle. 

explain the status of the soils progress. 
Area I Phase I consists of the field east of the production area and includes the northern part of the OSDF 
footprint. All samples have been completed for Area 1 Phase 1, which involves 79 certification units, The 
purpose of the samples is  to certift that the soils are clean before conslruc!ion can begin on the OSDIF. This 
construction is scheduled to start July I ,  1997. At this time, FDP is trying to determine whether the samples pass 
the statistical analysis. 23 certification units have passed, 11 have been submitted to EPA and two ha.ve failed. 
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B. Tabor Q. 
D. Cam A. 
P. Dum 

. .. 
L. Crawford C. 

J. Applegate Q. 
B. Heck A. 

L. Crawford C. 
i. Applegate C. 

S. Haynie 

L. Crawford Q. 
N. Akgunduz A. 
IBradburne A. 

Explain the Rtrack program. 
This is a soil system previously used in Rocky Flats and at Uranium Mill Tailing Remedial Action Projects. 
Action: Pam Dunn requested from Dennis Carr that someone brief Ihe Environmental Monitoring 
Committee on the Rtrack program. 

h response to Nina Akgunduz's statement that we will learn from the Savannah River Site, Lisa stated that the 
Savannah River Site actually learned a great deal ftom Femald. She said the information exchange goes both 
ways. 
We are in contact with the technical personnel at Oak Ridge concerning their transportable vitrification system 
and Savannah River concerning M-Area. 

Wodd it be valuable for Fernald to talk with the management at Paducah concerning the meltcr and vitrification? 
Yes, it would be valuable, and discussions will take place in the future. However, the melter at Paducah will not 
be operational until October 1997. 

The Louisville paper wrote an article on the comparison of the operations at Paducah and Fernald. 
Femald's unawareness ofthe article is the perfect example of the lack of communication within the DOE . - 

complex. 
Action: Get B copy of this srlide for Jack Craig, Nina Akgunduz, and other distribution. 

What is the site labor agreement integration? 
The Silo 3 Request for Proposal is designed to use project site workers. 
A contractor brings in their own personnel under a site labor agreement, and a contractor would utilize our 
personnel under the collective bargaining agreement. 

M. JacobdG. Stegner Action: L. Crawford requested that we do some sort of workshop on Terra-Kleen and Perma Fix since 
they are such good examples of success stories. She also requested a workshop on the OU4 patb forward. 
The time frame would be possible the end 01 May or the rust or second week of June. 

P. Dunn Q. 
N. Akgunduz A 

Do we have enough excess materials 6om Silos 1 and 2 to perform testing? 
There is enough of the Silos 1 and 2 materials to run the necessary tests. It is possible that recommendations will 
be made to remove some additional materials (Born the IRT discussions). 
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L. Crawford Q. 
I. '- . ,  

J. Craig A. 
% 

. I  J. Craig 
r. 

L. Crawford Q. 
N. Akgunduz A. 

1. Applegate Q. . 

N. Akgunduz A. 

P. Dum Q. 
J.  Craig/S. Peterman 

L.Cr0wfard Q- 

S-Peterman A. 

Since the IRT is a team of technical expertise, can stakeholders be involved in the next round of choosing and 
deciding upon the members? 
DOE-FEW will consult with the stakeholders on the next stage of choosing members. 
Commitment: Resumes of potential expert8 have been provided, and DOE will continue to involve the 
slakeholders in the procus of reviewing technical penonnel. 

Will DOE have all the answers they need by May lSth, the date which decides the path forward for OU4. 
By May 1 Sth, DOE-FEMP will have developed the key elements necessary for the dispute resolution. 

lo Ten Year Plan terms, there are three steps on OU4: I )  develop a Ten Year Plan action plan, 2) develop list of 
information necessary to make a decision, and 3) make a decision. Is this the correct summary? 
Yes, this is a cortect interpretation. 

What were the details on how estimates for OU4 were developed for the Ten Year Plan that will come out in 
May. 
Action: J. Craig and S. Peterman committed to responding to this action (also included was an 
explanation of how lhe highnow estimates were not modified or  clranged fmm the Value Engiraeering 
Report by the Corps of Engineers. This report will be final in mid-May, and DOE will conduct a meeting 
with the stakeholders et this time to discuss lhe report). 

Please bridy summarize the schedule for the National Ten Year Plan. Once the National Ten Year lelan has 
been issued in hal, can we answer that we will be comfortable with our infomtion for OU4 path fbrward with 
the close schedule of the National Ten Year Plan? 
The National Ten Year Plan will be issued as a discussion draft on May 15, 1997. Following this da'le Will be a 
60 day public comment period. The National Ten Year Plan will then be issued to Congress in draft form on 
September 30,1997. Comments received from Congress will be addressed, and the final draft will be issued with 
the FY 1999 budget submittal in February 1998. 
We have reviewed the schedule and will identify issuedprojects in the Fernald Accelerated Plan which will 
require additional time. We will utilize the best schedule we have to date. 
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I. Applegate Q. 

S. Peterman A. 

. 'I T. Schneider Q. .',. 
f J. Reising A 

E. Folker Q. 
S. Peterman A 

L. Crawford Q. 
J. Craig A. 

V. Dastillung Q. 
B. Heck A. 

1. Salder 

L.Crawhrd Q. 

I. Craig A. 
T. Schneider 

I. Sattler A 

I. Applegate Q. 
0 S.Petennan A 
0 
€3 
A 

Are the assumptions fiom other DOE site's PBSs for the Nevada Test Site and Envirocare consistent with ours? 
For.example, do other sites plan for so much space at Envirocare that we end up losing the space for our 
materials? 
At this h e ,  there has been one round of discussion and review on this matter and no problems exist. 

Is July still the date that a decision will be made on whether to declare some of the nuclear materials waste? 
This will be discussed in the Pernald Accelerated Plan in the action plan for nuclear materials disposition. 

How much of the Thorium Overpacking fiom Building 65 has been shipped offsite? 
Approximately 90Y0 of the overpacked materials fiom Building 65 have been shipped ofkite. 

Will all the Thorium Overpacks fiom Building 65 be offsite by the end ofthe year? 
All the Thorium Overpacks will be ofii te by the end of the fiscal year. 

Are we creating more mixed waste as a result of remediation? 
Yes, we arc currently generating additional mixed waste aa a result of cleanup activities. However, this material 
goes to Hazardous Mixed Waste Units, gets added to the waste stream and treated. This is discussed in the Site 
Treatment Plan. (See the attached diagram illustrating the generation, treatment, and disposal of mixed waste.) 
Acllon: P. Duan requested that J. Sattler brief the Environmental Monitoring Committee on the Site 
Treatment Plans. 

. 

How are we tracking the FFCAcr? Are we off the disposal list? Have we WXed our commitments? When Will 
the PEIS be published? 
The date €or the PElS to be published is May 1997. 
Commitment: T. Schneider made a commitment to look into the FFCAct and Fernald's position on the 
disposal list. 
J. Satller niH review this issue also. 

Does PBS OH-FN-12 include-the overhead fiom all the projects? What is the efficiency of execution'? 
PBS OH-FN-12 includes the overhead not specifically assigned to other projects. The project management 
system allows us to look into the projects on an individual project basis. The inbastructure can take this 
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L. Crawford Q. 

B. Folker 

S. Peterman A. 

L. Crawtbrd Q 
S. Peterman A 

S. Peterman 
J. Bradburnc 

V. DastiUung Q. 
S. Peterman 

P, DUM Q. 
0 
c3 
c2 S. Petcnnan A. g; 
4 S. Peterman 

information down to anotter level to see how much is being spent on project management by charge number and 
object class to determine the division of support and overhead versus cleanup cost. 

Discussed the concern about the fiur &om Ohio CFO to G. Schmidt, HQ and the stakeholders being umware of 
the status of the Femald Accelerated Plan (completion in 2008 for OU4). 
Commitment: B. Folker made !he comment that the baselines are in tact. B. Folker made the 
commitment to include the stakeholders in !he process from this time on and (hat previous attempts at 
comrnunicatiag were poor and inadequate. 
The Fernald-specific baseline has a completion date of 2008 for OU4 and will be included in the National 
TenYear Plan for accuracies. The Ohio Field Office is committed to find ways to accelerate the work at Fernald 
to meet the 2005 vision. 

What is the Fernald baseline? Is this the same as the BEMR'? 
No, the baseline is not !he same thing as the BEMR. The Fernald baseline is our specific project document used 
to control, schedule, and execute the Femald project. BEMR is more a lifecycle cost and a "snapshot" of data 
that includes prior year summaries and is based on information generated approximately 12 months ago. 
Action: Provide a copy of the baseline summary for L. Crawford before Priday, April 25th. 
Actien: 3. Bradburnc proposed to hold a workshop/lutorial on the Fernald baseline for the Citimns Task 
Force and others who may be interested. He explained that the Baseline is a living document arid 
changes ns required. There is a formal change control process in place to approve any required changes. 

Do the costs for maintaining the OSDF go into the outyears? 
Action: Confirm thnt the PBSs have the costs Cor maintaiiriiig the OSDF will continue into Ihe aut years. 

How does HQ compile the information into the National Ten Year Plan if each site provides the numb'ers from 
different methods? Are the estimates different if originated fiom different systems? How will they maintain a 
consistency? Are there any efforts being made for consistency across the complex? 
HQ has the Corps of Engineers visiting all the Field Offices to analyze their method for estimating the numbers 
for the National Ten Year Plan. 
Action: Provide a copy of the Project EM-1 Phase I Report to L. Crawford and P. Dum. 
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V. Dastillung Q. 

-" & N.Akgunduz A 

V.Dastillung Q. 
- t, 

D. Carr A. 

L.Crawlord Q. 
S.Peterman A. 

There is a concern about the time needing to be spent on the OU4 cleanup. There have been studies which state 
the cleanup should take a ceriain amount of time. There is a wncem that by trying to push too hard too fast, we 
will take shortcuts and get into the same fix we are in now. She wants to do it right the first the,  and ifit takes 
a few more years, then do it. 
We agree. 

We have also pushed up the completion date for Aquifer restoration. Doesn't the success of the aquifer 
restoration depend on well reinjection which has not been proven? 
Yes, this schedule is based on modeling projections and will be evaluatedlcertified using sample analysis. 

What happens when and if Congress kills the National Ten Year Plan? Will we then kill it also? 
The Ohio Field Office has based our budget for the last two years on the Fernald Accelerated Plan and will 
continue to use the Plan to justifir our budget requests. Our plan is to continue to accelerate the projects whether 
or not the National Ten Year Plan is finalized. 
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TEL:513 648 5273. P. 009 

Attendance at April 22,1997 Community Meeting on the Ferndd Accelerated PIan 

J. Craig, DOE-- 
n ~ ~ L C + L -  nnE-rcn,m u. U 1 l A U L I I J ,  UVY-. -.- 
P. Dunn 
L. Crawford 
J. Jamesan, FDF 
S. Walpole, FDF 
C. Little, FDF 

B. Osheh, DOE-OH 
D. Carr, FDF 

B. Heck FDF 
T. Thompson, FDF 
B. Tabor, FDF 
J. Applegate 
B. Bradburne, FDF 
B. Folker, DOE-OH 

J. Lester, FDF 
D. Kasparek FDF 
‘I. Patton, FDF 
T. Schneider, OEPA 
L. Stebbins, FDF 
T. Borgman, FDF 
M. McCullough, FDF 
S. Haynie, DOE-FEMP 
S. Peterman, DOE-FEMP 

J. Smith, Fluor Daniel Fcrnald 

N. Akpdw DOE-FEW 

3. ReiSing. DOE-EIEMP 

M Jacobs, DOE-FEMP 

K. M o m  DOE-OH 
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UPDATE ON PLANNED UPGRADES 
TO FERNALD AREA ROADS 

PREPARED FOR CITIZENS TASK FORCE TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
April 24,1997 

Discussions were held in April 1997 with representatives from the Ohio Department of 
Transportation (ODOT), the Hamilton County Engineer's Office, and the Butler County 
Engineer's Office to identify planned upgrades or repairs on roads in the area adjacent to  the 
Fernald site. OOOT plans its work in +year or 2-year intervals, depending on the type of work 
involved, and their planning period begins in July of each year; the other two offices contacted 
solidify their yearly planning in April of each year. 

manned upgrades have not changed since the September 26, 1996, update. In brief, they are: 

m Resurfacing of S.R. 128 from the 1-74/275 interchange to.the intersection of 
U.S. 27. (Lasting from Spring 1997 to late August 1997, performed in sections, 
requiring closure of one lane at a time in the section being worked on,) 
Installation of two additional traffic lights at the intersections of  S.R. 128 and 
1-74/275, at  the on/off freeway ramps. (Already installed.) 
Upgrade of small bridge on S.R. 128, approximately 0,2 miles south of the Butler 
County line. (During calendar year 1999. requiring closure of one lane at a time.) 

w 

As stated above, 000T's planning periods begin each July with their Fiscal Year; updates will 
be sought from them again in July 1997. Their Planning Office can be reached a t  513-932- 
3030. 

The following is the one tentative upgrade planned by the Hamilton County Engineer's Office 
for roads in the Femald vicinity: 

Resurfacing of Willey Road from Oxford to S.R. 128 - note this upgrade is 
tentative; actual execution is dependent on the funds remaining after Hamilton 
County's first two resurfacing bid packages are finalized. Note that the Femald 
Area is a part of the Western Division of Hamittun County, which will be covered 
by the third bid package. 

The Hamilton County Engineer's Planning & Design Office (51 3-632-8540) will be contacted 
again in late June for a further update on what will be included in the third resurfacing package, 
as well as what may be planned for 1998. 
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P. 003 

Butler County has plans for three activities on roads within a '1-2 mile radius of the Fernald site 
over the next year. Atnough tnev are not expected to impact the site, they are included here 
for your information: 

U Bridge replacement on Layhigh 
Replacement of several culvem on New Haven Road 

Small amount of paving on School Road in Ross 

Butler County will be contacted again next April at  5 13-867-5744 for the latest update. 

In support of the Waste Pits Remedial Anion Project (WPRAP), Fluor Daniel Fernald (FDF) will 
be constructing a turning lane at the original nonh access road entance along S. R. 126. This 
effort will begin in mid-April and continue through approximately June 30, 1997. Fluor Daniel 
Fernald construction crews will install warning signs and use flaggers to  forewarn motorists and 
control traffic flow during the construction period. Construction will occur between 8 a.m. and 
4 p.m., Monday through Friday, and may result in restriction of traffic to one lane along a 
section of S.R. 126. 

The original north access road is being reactivated because activities associated with 
construction of the On-Site Disposal Facility will require closure of  a section of onsite roadway 
called the Fire Training Access Road. Closure of this road will block access to the nonh railyard 
and the waste pits from the current north access road, making it impossible for WPRAP to 
receive deliveries of contractor supplies and equipment. Addition of a turn lane off of S.R. 126 
will greatly enhance the flow of traffic on 126 and better protect the traveling public during 
peak periods. 

Please note that although FDF is both funding and constructing this effort, it has been fully 
coordinated with ODOT, 

Compiled by Xsha Pamn 
Apfll29, 1997 
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Bob Heck 
per OP 3/31/97 

COLUMBIA, nd., Wdrcn 31 (Reutar) - GTS Duratek Said Monday it h 
ad temporarily suspended the processinq of radioactive vasto at a 
melttar plant af tar  observing possible signs O f  wear on certain corn 
p n e n t s  - 

Once the melter cools down, GTS said i t  would maKe an inspecti 
on to see i r  any repairs are.necessary. 

"The financial impact could be negligible, or it could be larg 
I enouqh to have an impact on our n e a t - t o n  ~ t a t n i n g s , ~  it said. W E  

t is impossible t o  predict until the assessment i s  Comp1ete.R 
GTS said the plant, at the U.S. Department o f  Snergy'e Savanna 

h River s i t e ,  would take wseverala days t o  cool down. 

"The repairs could range from minimal rmpairs to replacing cer 
tain melter components, to possibly replacing the entire melter bo 
x , "  i t  s a i d .  "I f  corrective action results i n  a delay in completin 
q the  processing of radioactive waste, the company could  incur con 
tract losses on the Savannah River contract in 1997." 

GTS s a i d  its $14 million contract obligas it to complete i t s  p 
roccssing of radioactive waste by October 1997. 

The company converts radioactive and other hazardous waste int 
o what it describes as environmentally safs forms. 

10:03 03-31-971 
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P-TaK Copy: John Eradburne 

Bob Heck 

Current Press Release per DP 3/31/97 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Date: March 3 1, 1997 

Contact: Robert E. Prince, Pres. & CEO 
Robert F. Shawver, Exec. V.P. 
Diane R. Brown, Investor Relations 

www.gtsdurawk. corn 
(410) 312-5100 

G I s  DURATEK COOLS DOWN S A V M W M  RNER 

MELTER FOR INSPECXION 

COLUMBW Md.. GTS Duratek (DRTK - NASDAQ) management on Thursday March 27, 1997 at 
6:OO p.m. made the decision to temporarily suspend processing ofradioactive waste and initiate an 
unscheduled controlled cool down of its glass melter at the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE) 
Savannah River Site. This dccision was the result of GTS Duratek operators obsening over the previous 
few days increasing warning sips that accelerated wear on certain meltex box hand components could 
be occurring. 

The Company determined on Thursday evening that it was prudent to cool down the melter and conduct 
a detailed inspection and assessment of any repairs or necessary refbrbishment required to return to safe, 
fir11 capacity operations. The repairs could range from minimal repairs, to replacing certain melter 
components, to possibly replacing the entire rneltcr box. Kconective action results in a delay in 
completing the processing of radioactive wastes, the Company could incur contract losses on the 
Savannah River contract in 1997. Under this contract, all radioactive waste processing is required to be 
completed by October 1997. 

Robert E. Prince, President and CEO stated, "We are announcing the melter inspection at Savannah River 
because our shareholdm are sensitive to the short term 6inanciaI impact of meeting the schedule to 
process the waste under this contract. The condition of the melter docs no1 pose any danger to our 
personnel or to the public. Cooling down the melter will take several days and only when the melta is 
cooled down can we complete the inspection. The inspection rwults will determine the extent of the 
repairs and the financial impact on completing our $14 million 6x4 price contract at Savannah River. 
The financial impact could be negligible, or it could be large enou$ to have an impact on our near-term 
earnings. It is impossible IO predict until the assessment is complete. 

Whatever the short-term financial impact may be, we are c o ~ n c d  to meeting out project destones on 
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this first and wodd'~ largest scale implementation of vitrification of low-lcvel radioactive waste. GTS 
Duratek is the only company in the U.S. getting this kind of large scale, real-world, low-led Fsdioactiw 
waste glass making experience. Moreover, we are getting the experience while cleaning up a r e c o w  
priority radioactive waste problem. The Company's financial condition enables it to address any possible 
problem with this melter box. Moreover, because of our wcces3 in winning the contracts at W o r d  and 

for designing and operating waste melters. 

We spent approximately $7 million to build this first of a kind facility on a DOE site. The return on our 
investment is based on completion of the initial waste stream and the DOE letting the Company handle 
additional waste streams et the site. We w i U  do what is required to keep the DOE's wnfidence.' 

Mario Fiori, DOE's Savannah River Site Operations Manqer Said, "We remain comrnined to the long 
term benefits of vitrification and the technology developed by GTS Duratek. As in any manufacturing 
operation, technical problems can arise as a normal part of the process. We commend GTS Duratek for 
dealing with this issue in a straight fonvard manner and we look forward to working with them on its 
resolution. I' 

we, t a e t k i  %itti B>vTI., tdi iiii i i i i ~ i i e d  i&iiid unqu&j anywhere in the warid 

I 

Richard Peebles, Vice President, BNFL Inc., said "We applaud GTS Duratek's prompt pre-cautionary 
action in suspending operations at M-Area while they investigate the potential problem. That is always 
the right approach in our industry. We have confidence that the GTS Dunrtek technology is the right 
choice for vitrification in the U.S. This was an early design and our joint engineering tcam is already 
benefitting from the thousands of  hours of experience we have had fiom this mlter operation. The 
lessons learned h m  this first of a kind project will improve the quality of the designs for our joint 
projects at Hanford and Idaho. We attach the greatest importance to our relationship with GTS Duratek 
and we look forward to strengthening and broadening our alliance." 

Robert Prince also said, 'In addition to working on processing at Savannah W, we are progressing 
well with our other projects with BNFL, Inc. for the privatized processing plants at W o r d  and Idaho. 
In some ways, the Savannah River glass rneltn is a first generation, ha l f -de  implementation of the 
technology we will be using on those projects. The commercial mn time and the experience we are 
gaining on the Savannah River project is valuable to the success of those large fbture projects. 

We are also working toward completing the acquisition of Scientific Ecology Group (SEG) from 
Wesringhouse Electric which is scheduled to close in April. Integrating SEG with GTS Duratck wiil give 
a more mature and diversified customer base. and increase the number of commercial clients." 

GTS Duratek is an environmental !ethnology and saviccs firm that uses its proprietary processes to 
convert radioactive an.d hazardous waste into enwr entally safe forms. rn 
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Copyri&t 1996 GTS Dwatek, Inc. email: mbniew@@sduratek.com 
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bOE-0869-97 

Mr. Gene Wllleke 
Fernald Cltlzens Task Force 
P.O. Box 544 
Ross, Ohio 45061 

Dear Mr. Wleke: 

SILO 3 INFORMATlON NEEOS 

References; 11 Memorandum, G. Wllleke to J. Craig, "Sno 3 lnformatlon Needs," 
dated October 17.1996. 

2) Letter, J. Craig to 0. Wllleke, 'Silo 3 Information Needs." dked 
November 15,1996. 

Enclosed are rasponses to the comments submltted by the Femald Cltkens Task Force 
(CTF) Identifying Sile 3 Informadon needs. The enclosed responses have been discussed 
with members of the CTF over the p8st several months. T)Ja formal transmid of  
comment responses fulfllls the Department of Energy, Fernald Environmamal Management 
Project (DOE-FEMPI commitment to provide the requested informadon to the CTF. 

If you have any questions, please contact Nina Akgunduz at ($131 648-3110, or me at 
(513) 648-3101. 

Slncerely, - 

FEMP:Akgunduz 

Enclosure: As Stated 
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J. Applegate, FCTF 
T. Patton, FDF165-2 
AR Coordlnatar. FDFng 

cc wlo enc: 

G. Gdtfittu. DOE-FEMP 
S. Peterman, DOffEMP 
J. ReIslng, DOE-FEMP 
D. Pdne, FOHBZ-4 



APR, -30'  97(\YED) 13:OZ ENVIROMENTAL COMPLi i l  TEL:513 6 4 8  5 2 7 3  P. 004 

RESPONSE TO FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT SILO 3 ALTERNATlVES EVALUATION REPORT 

October 17,1996 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: Fenald Citizens Task Force Commentor: FCTF 
Section #: General Comment Page #: Line #: 
Original Comment #: 1 
Comment: Identify the administrative and legal requirements associated with changing 

the Silo 3 treatment from vitrification to  stabilization, and again for Silos 1 
and 2. Will this require an ESD or a ROD amendment? This information 
needs to come from EPA, and we would like to see as much clariry of rhis 
issue before the March 1 deadline as possible. 

Response; Based upon published U.S. Environrnental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
guidance (OSWER Directive 9355.3-02. "Guidance on Preparing Superfund 
Decision OocumentS", July 19891. if new information is generated afrer a 
Record of Decision (ROO1 becomes effective that could impact the selected 
remedy, the information should be analyzed to determine if changes should 
be made to  the selected remedy. There are three types of changes: 

1 ) non-significant changes 
2) significant changes 
3) fundamental changes 

Non-significant changes are minor changes that typically occur during the 
Remedial Design/Remedial Action engineering process and should simply be 
recorded in the posr-ROD docum'ent file. 

Significant changes are generally incremental changes That do not 
fundamentally alter the overall remedial approach. These changes can 
indude a change in scheduling, cosfs, or irnplernenrabiliry. Significant 
changes are documented in an explanation of significant differences (ESO). 
The following example o f  a significant difference is provided under Exhibit 8- 
2 of OSWER Directive 9355.3-02: 

"The lead agency decides to use carbon adsorption rather than air 
snipping to conduct rhe graund-water restoration activities. Because 
further investigation revealed that the volatile organics in the waste 
stream a t  the site are of low solubility and polarity, carbon adsorption 
will provide better removal efficiency on this waste stream than 
would air stripping. The basic pump and treat remedy remains 
unaltered, and the performance level specified in the ROD will still be 
met by the new technology. The lead agency prepares an ESD to 
notify the public that the new technology is to  be used. No 
amendment to  the ROD is necessary and remedial design can 
continue." 

7 0 2  
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RESPONSE TO FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE COMMENTS ON THE 
D A A n  SILO 3 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION REPORT 

October 17, 1996 (cont'd) 

Fundamental changes include changes that  alter the ROO such that the 
proposed action, with respect to  scope, performance, or cost, is no longer 
reflective of the selected remedy in the ROD. Furfdamental changes are 
documented in an amendmenr t o  the ROO. The following example of a 
significant difference thar fundamentally alters a selected remedy is provided 
under Exhibit 8-4 of OSWER Directive 9355.03-02: 

"The lead agency determines that incineration capacity cannot be 
secured in the time period necessary for remediating the site. The 
lead agency proposes to use bioremediation rather than the thermal 
destruction originally selected to address the contaminated soil. This 
new remedy is fundamentally different from the remedy selected in 
the ROD, and an amended ROD must be prepared. Remedial design 
for rhe source control remedy is halted because the thermal 
destrucrion remedy is no longer implementable. Data collection to. 
support the design of the bioremediation option and RD/RA on the 
ground-water remedy may proceed." 

It Is the position of the Department of Energy-Fernald Environmental 
Management Project (DOE-FEMP) that modifying the selected remedy from 
vitrification to stabilizariorr/solidification for the Silo 3 wastes would not 
fundamentally alter the original remedial objectives of the approved Operable 
Unit 4 (OU41 ROO. Stabilization/solidification (stabilization) would s t i l l  
reduce the dispersibility and mobility of the wastes and the constituents of 
concern. It is DOE-FEMP's position fhat an ESD would be sufficient to 
modify the selected remedy for the Silo 3 wastes from vitrification to  
stabilirarion. This is still under discussion with the regulators. 

Modifying the selected remedy from vitrification to  stabilization of Silos 1 
and 2 would fundamentally alter the overall remedy approved in the OU4 
ROO. Therefore, a ROD-Amendment would be required if the selected 
remedy for Silos 1 and 2 were to be modified from vitrification to  
stabilization. 

The ROD-Amendment and the ESD documents are similar in that they each 
provide a description of the proposed changes and a comparison to  the nine 
criteria identified in the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution 
Contingency Plan (NCP). The ROD-Amendment also requires a revised . 
Proposed Plan. An ESD is estimated to  take a t  least six months to prepare 
and obtain approval by the DOE-FEMP in concurrence with the USEPA and 
the Ohio €PA (OEPA). In comparison, a ROD-Amendment is estimated to  
take at least eighteen to twenty-four monrhs to  prepare and get approved 
due to  the addirionai need of the revised Proposed Plan, which also must be 
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RESPONSE TO FERNALD ClTlZENS TASK FORCE COMMENTS ON THE 
D R A n  SILO 3 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION REPORT 

October 1 7, 1 996 (cont’d) 

reviewed and approved by the DOE and USEPA in concurrence wirh rhe 
OEPA, Both the ROO-Amendmenr and the ESD process will include a public 
comment period, as well as public meetings to  involve stakeholders in the 
decision making process. 

Action: The decision on the appropriate regulatory mechanism for modifying the 
approved ROO for the Silo 3 wastes is anticipated in May 1997. DOE-FEMP 
will initiate modification of the ROD pending agreement by USEPA, OEPA, 
and stakeholders on a final path forward for remediation of the Silos wastes. 

Commenting Organization! Fernald Citizens Task Force 
Section #: General Comment Page #: Line #: 
Original Comment R: 2 
Comment: 

Commentor: FCTF 

a) Provide as much information as possible on the potential effectiveness of 
cementation on the Silo 3 material. It is our understanding that similar 
materials on site have been solidified and this information needs to  be made 
available. 

b) In addition, we believe there is sufficient time between now and March 1 
to conduct testing on actual Silo 3 materials and would like 10 see such an 
effoK begin as soon as possible. There is an additional concern that we do 
not have an accurate understanding of the compounds contained in Silo 3 
(analysis has been limited to an elemental analysis), and this casts some 
doubt on the legitimacy of the surrogates currently being used, A compound 
analysis should be performed to ensure that all future testing results in 
accurate information. 

Response: a) The FEMP has successfully completed the stabilization of 7,150 gallons of  
liquid thorium nitrate and 2,500 drums of uranium/thoriurn mixed waste to 
remove their associated hazardous characterisric. The treated waste form 
generated from the stabilization process meets the wase acceptance criteria 
(WAC! for the Nevada Test Site (NTS) which allows for disposal of the 
stabilized waste form a t  the NTS. These two waste streams are similar to 
the Silo 3 wastes in that they exhibit the toxicity characteristic for several 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) metals. Attachment 1 
presents a summary table of the results from the toxicity characteristic 
leaching procedure (TClPl for both the untreated and stabilizedholidified 
thorium nitrate and the uranium/thorium mixed waste streams, 

P. 006 7 (b 2 

bl fluor Daniel Fernald (FOR is performing a bench-scale treatability study 
focusing on stabilization of actual Silo 3 wastes. The majority of the scape 
of th,e treatability study has been completed and initial data confirms that 
stabilization is effective in treating the Silo 3 wastes. The preliminary data 
also suDDons the waste loading that was assumed in the Silo 3 Alternatives 

MI 2s. 1891 3 
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RESPONSE TO FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT SILO 3 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION REPORT 

October 17, 1996 (cont'dl 

Evaluation. A draft of the final repon is scheduled to be completed in April, 
with a final report scheduled for completion in May 1997. 

Compound analysis is being performed on actual Silo 3 wastes by Argonne 
National Laboratories to  identify the chemical compound species present in 
the Silo 3 wastes and to confirm assumptions that were based on previous 
elemental analysis and the calcining process. Information from the - 
compound analysis will be provided to qualified subcontractors interested in 
submitting proposals for remediation of the Silo 3 wastes. It should be noted 
that proof-of-process tesxing performed by the selected subcontractor will be 
conducted using actual Silo 3 wastes. 

. In addition, a small sample of the Silo 3 wastes (500 milligrams) was 
provided to  Miami University of Oxford, Ohio, for single-crystal or powder 
x-ray analysis. Based on their analysis, Miami University was only able to  
idenrify one compound (calcium sulfate, CaSO,) found in the sample. FDF 
received a copy of the final report from Miami University on March 5, 1997. 

Action: FDF will make available to the public all infOmIatiOn obtained from the 
treatability study and compound analysis performed on Silo 3 wastes. 

Commenting Organization: Fernald Citizens Task force Commentor: FCTF 
Section 4': General Comment Page #: Line #; 
Original Comment #: 3 
Comment; There is significamt concern regarding the increased volume of wastes 

associared with cementation. We would like a detailed analysis on the 
volume of waste associated with vitrification versus cementation. 

Response: 

* 

Based on the technical baseline, if Silo 3 wastes were vitrified, they would 
be vitrified in a blended formulation with Silos 1 and 2 wastes. A 
comparison of the total disposal volume for vitrified Sibs 1, 2, and 3 wastes 
versus that for vitrified Silos 1 and 2 wastes and cement stabilized Silo 3 
wastes indicate there would be no significant increase in total disoosa! 
volume if the Silo 3 wastes were cement stabilized. Vitrified Silos 1 and 2 
wastes require a container that offers the necessary radiation shielding to 
protect workers and the public during handling and transparcation of the. 
Silos 1 and 2 wastes. The current container design consists of 6-inch thick 
reinforced concrete walls to keep radiation leveis as low as reasonably 
achievable IALARA). The radiological characteristics of the resulting vitrified 
Silos 1 ,  2, and 3 combined material would still require the use of this same 
container. 

In comparison, cement stabilized Silo 3 wastes could be placed in white 
metal boxes constructed of 12qauge steel, typical of other waste shipments 

4 
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RESPONSE TO FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT SILO 3 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION REPORT 

October 17, 1996 (cont'd) 

that leave the FEMP. Although vitrification results in a reduction in treated 
wasfe volume, this reduction is offset by the increase in disoosal volume 
associated with the concrete container required to keep radiation levels 
AURA. Figures 1 and 2, in Attachment 2, present a volume comparison for 
the vitrified Silos 1,  2, and 3 wastes versus vitrified Silos 1 and 2 wastes 
and cement stabilized Silo 3 wastes, respectively. These comparisons are 
based on data presented in Volume 2 of 2 of the Oraft Final Evaluation of 
Silo 3 Wastes Alternatives Reporr (December 19961, 

A similar evaluation comparing the total disposal volume for vitrified Silo 3 
wastes (onlv) and cement stabilized Silo 3 wastes (only1 has also been 
conducted, This information is presented in Volume 1 of 2 of the Draft Final 
Evaluation of Silo 3 Wastes Alternatives RepoK and is included as Figure 3 of 
Attachment 2 in this comment response document. While there is a three- 
fold increase in total disposal volume associated with cement stabilized Silo 
3 wastes versus vitrified Silo 3 wastes (separate from Silos 1 and 2 wastes), 
the benefits of the  volume reduction are outweighed by the technical 
challenges posed by vitrification of the Silo 3 wastes as discussed below. 

The post-ROO treatability srudles have demonstrated that the 
implementability of the vitrification technology has proven to  be more 
difficult than originally anticipated. While the development and application of 
the vitrification technology to the Silo 3 wastes on a pilor-scale basis has 
demonstrated that vitrification is technically feasible; it has also 
demonstrated that continuous processing of the Silo 3 wastes by vitrification 
is hindered by the high concentrations of sulfates contained in the waste 
stream. 

The Silo 3 waste contains relatively high concentrations of sulfates 
(approximately 15 wt%). The high sulfate concentration in the Silo 3 waste 
requires high melter operating temperatures ( > 1,150"C) t o  assure sulfate 
destruction, as well as, the addition of reductants to control sulfate layering 
and sulfate foaming events within the melt pool. 

The FEMP has evaluated the implementation of the vitrification technology 
by tesing a variety of silo surrogate waste rtream formulations as part of 
the Vitrification Pilot Plant (VITPP) Program. It was observed that although a 
'blend" of the Silo 1, 2, and 3 waste streams reduced the overall sulfate 
concentrations of the feedstream, higher melter operating temperatures and 
the use of reductants were still necessary KO control sulfate layering and 
foaming events within the melt pool. The required higher operating 
temperatures coupled with the addition of reductanKs creates a melt pool 
environment conducive to the formation of molten lead, The relatively high 

5 
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RESPONSE TO FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT SILO 3 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION REPORT 

October 17,1996 (cont'dl 

and varying lead content in the Silos 1 and 2 waste, without proper controls, 
can precipitate in the melter and compromise the integrity of the rnelter's 
materials of construction. These process conditions creafe a high degree of 
uncertainty in the ability to  reliably produce a vitrified waste on a full-scale 
continuous basis. These phenomena were observed by the DOE-FEMP 
during the VlTPP test runs and were significant causal factors in the 
December 26, 1996 melter incident. In addition, tests conducted on a "Silo 
3 only' surrogate waste stream a t  the Catholic Universiry of America - 
Vitreous State Laboratory in support of the VITPP program observed the 
same sulfate related issues, 

Dilution of the Silo 3 waste to  reduce the sulfate content t o  manageable 
levels for viaification would result in a very large increase in the volume of 
residues requiring treatment, as well as, an associated increase in disposal 
volume that would be greater than the disposal volume for stabilized waste. 
In addition operation and maintenance costs, packaging, transportation, and 
disposal costs would also increase. Although dilution of the Silo 3 waste 
may be the most reliable method to  manage sulfate levels, it is not the m o a  
pracricable nor the most cost-effective. 

While process flow sheets and melters could be developed to  successfully 
vitrify the Silo wastes, the time and cost of developing such a process 
would be prohibitive, Therefore, it is recommended that the stabilization of 
the Silo 3 waste be performed separately from Silos 1 and 2 waste. 
Separating the wastes would significantly reduce the technical uncertairnies 
and programmatic risks o f  vitrifying Silos 1 and 2 wasre, because a lower- 
temperature, commercially available melter design could be used, thus 
reducing the uncertainties associated, with. melt pool chemistry, melter life, 
and materials of construction. 

On the other hand, the FEMP has demonstrated, as part of the mixed waste 
stabilization program, that the stabilization technalagy [Le., cementation) can 
be implemented as an effective treatment for the Silo 3 wastes through the 
successful treatment. of similar, thorium bearing wastes. This same 
stabilization success has been shared by other DOE facilities, A table of 
stabilization experiences at DOE facilities is presented in Attachment 3. One 
of the main reasons for the success of the stabilization technology is its 
ability to treat material, which is homogeneous in nature, through a 
technically less complex process. Since stabilization has signiflcantly fewer 
technical challenges compared with vitrification, the stabilization process 
would allow the treatment of the Silo 3 wastes by a mare predictable 
process, which would allow for a more predictable schedule and cost. 
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RESPONSE TO FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT SILO 3 ALlERNATlVES EVALUATION REPORT 

October 17, 1996 (corn'd) 

The DOE-FEMP is confident that, based on the characteristics of the Silo 3 
waste, sufficient knowledge and adequate stabilization technologies exist to 
produce an immobilized Silo 3 wasre form that would satisfy all OOE-FEMP 
and environmental regulations and requirements for disposal at the NTS. 
Thus. it is recommended that the Silo 3 waste not be vitrified either 
individually or in combination, but be stabilized through another process, 
such as cementation. 

Action: No funher action required. 

Commenting Organization: Fetnald Citizens Task Force 
Section #: General Comment Page #: Line #: 
Original Comment #: 4 
Comment: 

Commentor: FCTF 

Cementarion does not result in as stable a waste form as vitrification and 
this has ramifications on both transponauon and disposal. We would like a 
detailed analysis for all constituents and compounds in Silo 3 comparing the 
effecriveness of vitrification and cementation, the risks of transportation, and 
compliance with w a s e  acceptance criteria. There is also the possibility that 
Silo 3 wastes could be treated off site. In order for this to be a viable 
option, an analysis of transportation of the untreated waste wlll be needed. 

Treatability studies performed during the OU4 Feasibility Study (FS) indicate 
cement stabilization is as effective as vitrification in immobilizing the 
constituents of concern in the Silo 3 wastes to meet transportation and 
disposal requirements. Attachment 4 provides a comparison of the 
effectiveness of cement stabilization and vitrification in immobilizing the 
constituents of concern in the Silo 3 wasres. Both treated waste forms 
would meet the NTS WAC, since both treated wasfe forms would remove 
the hazardous characteristic associated with the wastes. 

Response: 

FDF is performing a bench-scale neatability study focusing on stabilization of 
the Silo 3 wastes to provide additional support to the studies conducted 
during the OU4 FS and those vendors interested in bidding on the contract to 
remediate the Silo 3 wastes. The majority of the'scope of the treatability 
study has been completed, and initial data confirms rhat cement stabilization 
is effective in treating the Silo 3 wastes to  meet the NTS WAC, A draft of 
the final report is scheduled to be completed in April, with a final report 
scheduled for compledon in May 1997. 

Both treatment technologies produce waste forms that bind Contaminants 
and prevent leaching, even after destruction of the waste form. The TCLP 
test simulates the affects of waste form desrrucrlon and potential 
contaminant leachability. The disposal of the waste in a sparsely populated, 

A M  28.1937 7 
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RESPONSE TO FERNALD CITIZENS TASK FORCE COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT SiLO 3 ALfERNATlVES EVALUATION REPORT 

- October 17, 1996 (cont'dl 

arid climate at  a facility (such as the NTSI, with proper institutional controls 
ensures that both treated waste forms would provide the same level of 
protecrion to  the public, Appendix 0 of the Silo 3 Alternatives Report 
presents the incremental lifetime risk of the maximally exposed individual 
developing cancer due to  normal transport of the treared Silo 3 wastes based 
on shipments of both vitrified and stabilized Silo 3 wastes. The incremental 
lifetime risk for the maximally exposed individual developing cancar is 
approximately 8 x 10'' for vitrified Silo 3 wastes going to  the NTS and 
approximately 3 x 10'' for cement stabilized Silo 3 wastes going to the M S .  

Transportation risks associated with shipping untreated Silo 3 wastes have 
not,yet been identified. If off-site treatment of the Silo 3 wastes is selected 
through the Request-for-Proposal process, these risks will be identified. The 
Silo 3 wastes would likely require preconditioning to reduce their 
dispersibility. in order to meet design and control requirements for DOE-site 
worker protecrion under 10 CFR Part 835 Subpan K. Appendix 0 provides 
the lifetime cancer risk to  the maximally exposed individual due to shipment 
of conditioned Silo 3 wastes for off-site treatment and disposal. The 
incremental lifetime cancer risk under this scenario is 8 x 10". 

These risk values are well within the 1 x 10' TO 1 x lo" NCP criteria range 
for acceptable risk to  the public for remediation activities. 

Action: FDF will make available to the public information obtained from the 
treatability study performed on Silo 3 wastes. 

Camrnenting Organization: Fernald Citizens Task force 
Section 8: General Comment . Page #: Line A: 
Original Comment #: 5 

Commentor: FCTF 

Comment: 

Response: 

Am4 as. 1987 

. it . 
. I  

. , . , . . .. 
, ,  

There are political and legal, as well as technical, issues surroundlng disposal 
of a different waste form than originally proposed. Prior to March 1, it is 
important to  have written verification that the receiving facility is permitted 
to receive this waste, that the waste meets all legal requiremcpts for 
transportation and disposal, and That local stakeholders a t  the receiving 
facility understand the changes being made. 

In a lenar dated January 17, 1995,OOE-Nevada determined that the 
1 l(eI(2) byproduct material contained in the K-65 fSilos 1 and 2) and cold 
metal oxide (Silo 3) silos mer the intent of the small volume discussion in 
OOE Order 5820.2A, Chapter IV. This letter also mated that DOE-FEMP may 
pursue formal qualification o f  the treated silo wastes as an approved waste 
stream in accordance with the NTS waste acceptance criteria, This letter is 
presented in Attachment 5. 

. a  
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October 17, 1996 fcont'd) 

The determination that the Silo 3 wastes are considered small volume is 
based on the discussion in DOE Order 5820.2A, Chapter IV and is not based 
on the waste form. Therefore, modification of the proposed treatment 
technology for Silo 3 wastes from vitrification to  stabilization would no1 
impact rhe determination. The approved ROO for the Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Nevada Test Site and Off-site Locations in the State of 
Nevada allows the continued disposal of low-level waste from current onsite 
and off-site generators, as long as the wastes comply with the NTS WAC. 
Neither the NTS ROD nor the NTS WAC specify a single treatment 
technology that must be used by generators for waste acceptance approval, 
Both documents allow the generator t o  select a treatment technology 
appropriate for the waste stream, with the requirement that the waste 

, stream not exhibit a ACRA characteristic hazard. In addition, other wastes 
from the FEMP, such as thorium nitrate and uranium/thorium mixed waste, 
have been successfully stabilized and disposed a t  the NTS (See Comment 
#2). Both vitrified and stabilized waste farms would eliminate the hazardous 
characterisdc associated with the Silo 3 wastes and both wasre farms would 
meet the NTS WAC. 

Treated Silo 3 wastes will be shipped in accordance with current United 
States Depanment of Transportation (DOT) requirements for shipping 
radioactive material. Treated Silo 3 wastes meet the criteria for low specific 
advity-ll (LSA-11) material under DOT regulations. The proposed containers 
meet the criteria for industrial packaging - type 2 (IP-2) containers required 
for shipping LSA-II material. Any alternate containers proposed by the 
selected subcontractor must also meet the  IP-2 container requirements. 

Local stakeholders at the NTS are aware of the proposal to modify the 
selected remedy for the Silo 3 wastes. They are being updated a t  their 
monthly Community Advisary Board (CAB1 meetings through anendance a t  
the meetings by representatives from DOE-FEMP and FDF. In addition, they 
have had the opponunitv to review and comment on the Silo 3 Alternarives 
Report. To date, the comments that have been submitted by the NTS CAB 
have expressed the similar concerns as the Fernald Citizens Task Force 
(FCTFJ and the Fernald Residents for Environmental Safety and Health 
regarding the performance of the final stabilized waste form, transportation 
of the srabilizaed waste form, and the public's involvement in modifylng the 
selected remedy for Silo 3 wastes from vitrification to stabilization with 
potential disposal at the NTS. 

Action: DOE-FEMP will seek approval of the treated Silo 3 waste form in accordance 
with the procedures described in the NTS WAC. 

M 25,1997 9 
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Commenting Organization: Fernald Citizens Task Force Commentor: FCTF 
Section #: General Comment Page t: Line #: 
Original Comment #: 6 
Comment: The changes being made.are significant enough to warrant outside review, 

We are in agreement with t h e  appointmenr of an independent panel. It is 
important that this panel have a complete understanding of the concerns and 
issues of stakeholders as  identified above and in the questions posed in the 
public comment period. It is also imperative tha t  the independent panel 
complete its work prior to the March 1 deadline. 

Response: An independent Review Team (IFIT) was assembled by DOE-FEMP and FOF 
with input from stakeholder groups. The primary function of the IRT was t o  
serve as a technical resource to  FEMP stakeholders relative to remedlation of 
the Silos 1, 2, and 3 wasres. The IRT held their kick-off meeting Friday, 
November 15, 1996 and met several times throughout December 1996 , and 
January and February 1997. Based on information provided to t h e  IRT, the 
expertise of the IRT members and IRT internal evaluations and discussions,. 
the IRT issued a draft report, for internal review, with the majority of the IRT 
members recommending FDF vitrify Silos 1 and 2 wastes and stabilize the 
Silo 3 wastes with more studies needed for Silos 1 and 2 wastes. It is 
anticipated that the final repore will be available by the  end of March. 

Action: DOE-FEMP and FDF will use all pertinent information associated with the 
Vitrification Pilot Plant, the Silo 3 Alternatives Report, the Vitrification Pilot 
Plant Upgrade Raparc, rhe IRT Repon, and regulatory and slakeholders input 
to determine the preferred options for remediation of the Silos I ,  2 and 3 
wastes in the Spring o f  1997. 

As key decision documents are issued for public review and comment, input 
from rhe FCTF and other stakeholders will be sought and addressed. 



ATTACHMENT I - RESILTS FROM STABaJZATIONlSOUDIFICAfION TREATMENT PROJECTS PERFORMED AT ?liE FEMP 

A Rmrlu.arc the rmrimum conccarntinr of UIC samplcr ukn. 
b Rwha ore rbr average conccnlralioar of the samples takcn. 

Not dcrccbcd. c 

i. '.. I .- 
9 
.-o 
F 



TEL:513 648 5273 

ATTACHMENT 2 

,, i 
_ '  i 

P. 015 

70 .2  



APR,, +. -30' 97 (\YED) 13: 0 5  ENVIROMENTAL COMPLIA TEL:513 648 5273 
.... .:.. 

silo 3 I Silos.l and 2 I 8,900 yd3 

Packaging 

ReMorrrdCOnaae* 
Shbldine 

4 S x 6 x S  

Vification 
wder Evpor;nion 
vaid space Elimination 
10% Adme3 

0 .  

V i e d  Gems 
8,700 yd' a 

d 

a 

FIGURE 1 
ESTIMATED OISPOSAL VOLUME FOR 
vmuner, SILOS 1. t. AND 3 BLEND 

P. 016 
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VITFUFICATION 

Silos 1 and 2 I 8,900 yd3 

Vitrification 
snos 1 & 2 residues. 

e. 

Gems 
6,600 yd3 a 

. . .  

a 

STABlLlZATlONISOLIDlFlCATION 

Silo 3 
5.100 yd3 

Stabilization 
Silo 3 Residues 

Monolith 
6.100 Yff a 

a 
FIGURE 2 

ESTIMATED DISPOSAL VOLUME FOR VITRIFI- SILOS 1 AND 2 
RESIDUES AND STABIUZED SILO 3 RESIDUES 
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WTRlFlCATlON 

Siio 3 
5,100 yd3 

Vitrincation 
Sflo 3 residuesl 
additiveo are vitriffed 
separate ftum Silos 1 
a 2 residues. 

Packaging 
2x4 '  x 7' Hal  H-ht 
Whim Metal 6ux 
ShieWllg 

Gems 
2,100 yd3 

a 
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STABlLlZAllONlSOUDlF ICATlON 

silo 3 
5.100 ydJ i 

Monolith 
6,100 yd3 n 

Packaging 
ex 4' x 7' Full H w  
WhRC Mew fh 
Shieldme n 

Fl6URe 3 
DISPOSAL VOLUME COMPARISON 
TREATED SILO 3 RESIDUES ONLY 

(Vttriffeation v. Stabllkaffon) 



SITE 

Fernald - Plant 6 

WASTE STREAM 

2,500 d m  of mads 
uraniumllhoriurn mixed I 

Ferndd - Thorium Nitrate 

TREATMENT METHOD 

Cement grout into. drum 
and white metal boxes 

Wesi Valley L8,OOO drums ofhigh level 
WUte 

Rocky Flats Pondcrete 

Pretreatmen1 separated high 
lcvcl waste from low level 

~~ 

DOE-Oak Ridge K-25 
Plyu 

AITACHMENT 3 - DOE EXPERIENCES WITH STM~lZATION/SOLlDXFiCATION 

7, I50 gallons liquid 
lhorium nilrate 

Neutralized and solidified 
wilh cement grout into 
drum 

- ~ 

Water, sodimcot, low-level 
mixed waste 

Cement grout 1 5  was& to 
ccmcnt ratio placed in 
cardboard. box 

Mixed wasie pond sludge 
(nickel, pH > 12.5, 
uranium) 

Ccmenc grout placed into 
drum 

COMMENTS & ISSUES 

Successful treatment due 10: uric1 quality conlrol of 
operation, good process conirol program; excellent quality 
assurance program, ewperienced subcontractor, disposal 
facility identified up from sa waste was treated IO known 
accepiancr: criteria, good trearabiliry study data. clear 
work scape and specifications, good configuralion 
management. 

_ _ _ ~ ~  ~ 

Successful treatment due to: strict quality control of 
openlion, good pmcess control program; excellent qualify 
assu~ancc program, experienced subcontractor, disposal 
facility identified up front so waste was trcalcd to known 
acceptance crilcria, good rrcatabilily study data, clear 
work scope and specifications, good configuration 
management, proper chernislry developmeni. 

Proper waste seg~gationlpreprocesiing produced 2 wale 
slreanfi aptimized for each treatmen1 technology. 
1,500 drum high level waste being successfully vitrified. 
19,877 drums low-level waste successfully cement 
stabiked. 

Improper curing, excess water, unsuitable storage 
coniainers. Production rate increased and ceinent usage 
decreased indicating qualily control problcnls. Uti1i;fd 
mixcra which rely on aggregate to aid in mixirig process 
whkh is loo slow for grout producrian. 

Problems wilh 46,000 out of 78,000 drums. Drum 
corrosion and leakage, too high pH level, iinpropcrly 
solidified material, pur recipe formulas, mix design 
development failed to adequately address phase separalion, 
no consideration for find disposal wade acceptance 
criteria 

XJ 
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m 
2 
4 
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r 

-u 
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A ~ A C ~  4 - COMPAREON OF VKRIFKATION AND CEMENT STABILEATION TREATMENT ON SILO 3 mmms 
Urnread Silo 3 Wastes' Viuified Silo 3 Wasres Stabilized Silo 3 W a d  NTS WAC 

Formula 1 Formpln2 
EP-TOXkiry TCLP TCLP TCU 

RCRAMUd.9- (men, ( m a )  cmgm ( m a  

Arsenic 42 0.6 0 -045 0.045 5 m a  

Cadmium 6 0.009 0.0025 0 .oozs t mg/L 

Chromium 12 co.01 0.5 0.03 5 mgfL 
I 

Sdmium 12 CO.002 0.17 0.12 1 mgfL 
Fonnula 1 Fomuk2 

Lerchability Lezctubiii~~ 

Radon Rur RjDc 0.03 pCild-sec I 17 pCimasec  

e 

d Tht aMJytiul dam for U-238 for nmrrarrd and viuifkd Silo 3 wasc are wlthin rhe aurlyrid Iabonmry'r range for limit of m r .  

. .  . .  
, , , . Y  
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ApRlL 15 COMMUNITY MEETING 

On April 15 the Department of Energy held a community meeting where two concerns regarding 
environmental monitoring were raised. These concerns were monitoring of parking lot m o f f  
(since this runoff will be diverted to Paddys Run) and hgitive dust controls. 

Parking Lot Diversion Monitoring 

Runoff fiom the FEMP parking areas previously drained to the storm water retention 
basins and was treated through the AWWT 

a Diversion necessary to reserve treatment capacity for higher concentration streams that 
require treatment 

Runoff fiom the parking areas will be diverted to the storm sewer outfall ditch. 

0 Discharge monitored semiannually at Ohio EPA approved NPDES location 4003 for 
many constituents, including oil, grease and lead. 

0 IEMP includes two additional monitoring points downstream of the parking lot discharge 
point sampled monthly for several constituents includiag uranium, and quarterly fbr an 
expanded list of constiruents. 

Pugitive Dust 

e Preliminary lEMp evaluation concluded that it was improbable that fhgitive dust could 
result in exposures above the NESHAP limit of 10 mrem. 

a The air monitoring program was developed, in part, to continually monitor this 
conclusion. 

0 FEMP is committed to a stringent fugitive dust abatement program 

Program includes proactive activities to emure that hgitive dust levels remain below 
administrative lwels set well below the State regulatory limits. 

I 



FACX'SEEET 
ENVIRONMENTAL MON'ITORINGISSUES 

This fact sheet has been prepared to keep the public informed and updated regarding 
environmental monitoring and public participation in the development on the Integrated 
Environmental Monitoring Plan. 

STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT 

Information package sent to Task Force Subcommittee February, 1996 

Working sessions with subcommittee May 13, 1996 and July 17,1996 

Draft IEMP distributed to subcommittee, USEPA, and Ohio EPA July 3 1,1996 

Public Round table held September 12,1996 

167 comments received from USEPA and Ohio EPA 

No comments received fkorn subcommittee 

0 

0 

I 

0 

0 

COMPARISON OF DRAFT AND FINAL DRAFI'IEMP 

Organizational Changes: 

m 

0 

' . .  

Scope and objectives of draft and final draft IEMP are identical 

Tables and text added to cl- interface between project-specific and site-wide 
monitoring, and clarify data interpretation and decision making 

Natural Resource Impact Monitoring Plan added as an addendum to the lEMP 

OSDF Groundwater Monitoring Plan submitted as a separate project-specific monito- 
Plan 

OSDF Air Monitoring Plan and IEMP contained duplicative information, therefore with 
EPA concurrence, OSDF Air Monitoring Plan was eliminated 

A description of the information to be comained in the annual and quarterly reports was 
added 



Programmatic Changes: 

0 Additional groundwater wells added to monitoring program 

Additional parameters added to surface water and sediment monitoring program 

Frequency of composite air analysis increased fiom annually to quanerly 

0 

0 

Co-located soil sampling eliminated 

e Air monitoring program compliance requirements changed by USEPA 

Summary of Air Monitoring Requirement and Changes 

0 National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants - 10 mem annual average 

Compliance demonstration previously made through air modeling 

IEMP proposed combination of modeling with monitoring to verify reasonableness of 

USEPA required, and DOE agreed to, a p r o m  based on direct measurement o f  public 

Internally located monitors were relocated to the western and southern fence line to 

DOE will attempt to relocate offsite and eastem fence line monitors at properties of 

Two ofiite background monitors will be retained 

0 

model results 

0 

exposure 

0 

represent receptors residing adjacent to the x;EMp on Wiley and Paddys Run roads 

closest receptors to the north and east. 

Total number of monitors changed fiom 20 to 17 

Unresolved Issues with Air Program 

0 Homeowner resistant to granting permission to locate monitors 

DOE investigating the use of smaller monitors 

0 EPAs aware of the possiile need to reevaluate issue and discuss alternatives 

DOE anticipated the need to actively engage the public in a discussion of the air 
monitoring program once alternatives were more clearly formulated. 

.. 

I . - 3  . ,. .. . -. 
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But it will cost 
more, take longer 
BY TKM BONFXELD 
The Cicirmati Enquirer 

The most dangerous xadie 
adve  mete at Fernald should 
still be turned into #lase ptb 
lete, a team of experts wd 
Monday - even though finish. 
infl the job muld cost millio!M 
of dollars more and take years 
longer to complete than origi- 
nally projected. 

Ae expected. an independent 
review team fonncd in Navrm- 
ber to study F c d d ‘ e  troubled 
vitrification project recom- 
mended that the project be tak- 
en away from min contnctur 
Fluor Daniel Pemald and sub 

The Fernald 
Cleanup 

WUG SRRNO 

method, endorsed 
c o n -  
tracted 
to  an- 
o t h e r  
campa- 
nY. 
The 

b E 6 i C  
finding6 

of the review team report mi;- 
ra a March report from the 
U.S. G m d  Accounting office 
that said Fluor Daniel’s vi& 
cation pilot plant was riddled 
with technical problems, behiad 
echedule and millions over 
budget. The team w86 fonned 
by Fluor Daniei and a p d  
by the U.S. Energy Depart- 
ment after an Enqnim investi- 
gation uncovered problems in 
the cleanup of the former ura- 
nium processing plaat. 

The vitrification project i e  
considered the most critical 
component of the overall c h -  
up of the 1,050-acre site. 

In March, the Energy De- 
partment anid it w d d  replace 
Fluor Daniel on the vitrification 
pmjc+ while leaving the com- 
pany m charge of the wemil 
cleanup. The review team re- 
port offera details about haw to 
t2x he problema. 

In a &5 vote. the team 
recommended building a full- 
d e  vitrification plant to h a t  
radium-laced wastes in Fer- 
nald‘s Silos 1 and 2. The report 
also recommended encasing 
lesghazardous waste in Silo 3 
in concrete. 

The report makes a prelimi- 
nary estimate on what it  wil l  
take to hi& the job 

b The vitrification plant 
would begin operation in 2006 
and complete the p b  by 2011. 
The total coat of the silo proj- 

til now, the total amt cstimatc 
for the vitmcath pmject had 
been $250 million, witb active 
wolate cleanup complete by 
2006. 

)Trucks would then haul 
3,800 containers of glass 
“gems” and 2,160 Loade of con- 
a t e  “monoliths” to a burial 
eite in the West. 

,Trying to put all the 
waste in concrete d d  be 
faster and cost lesa - $433 
million, mpleted by 2008 - 
but would require fme tima e8 
many crosa-countrp weate ship 

(plessc m9FERNAW). 
Pmqe A41 

ect Wdd be $476 rrdllim. Un- 

. T. 
‘ i  d 
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Independent report supports dual procedures 
By Meholrr G, Jorrran i d  the pmteas of vitriiication, a . recmnmended that weste'be &a- 
J a r n M m r  ' meane by which radioactive bilized tbrougb andher pnrcees 

waste ia converted to giaes el- kaownaecemsntatioa. 
lets for shipmest to Nevada. tit- Department of E n e e  o t i i d a  U X S I V t o W N l l l l v  

h d  &at  exp& emdying 'riflcatian WEE the original choice e 6 d  the report, 8 n 
w&iepoaal ego- st the for- of the U.S. De artment o f  Energy ument, would be con81 ered 
mer Fernald.plant recommended for praceseing p;. emald wade. along with other reeonrmenda- 
Maada that en eera w e  two SIX team mernbera, repreeent- tions in the march to h d  the 
methoh, rather En the original ing a majority of the panel, rec- beet way to diepow of waeta et 
plan of one procedute, to treat ommended in a long-awaited the former uranium proceeebg 
and tranaport radioactive waete. report that vitrification k con- plant. 

"he rmew team, 'meieting of tinued for waete stared in d o e  1 Thh keport) ie jp one more 
11 weete-dbpoeal experts, stud- and 2. Aa for silo 3, the mqjmty resource we have, said Gary 

T doc- 

- 
Stegner, apokeemaa for the mot, time delaya and the nurhber 
D artmentofEnergy. of upreeolved technological 

I 
the, (General A c c o u n t i q  Office) The majority, while dots ing 
rrport and the value fingaase the cnntinued use of vitrificaeim, ; 
rtudy to be released by the 8 'mcommended that the cutrent 
Army Corp of Engineera in mid- vitrification pilot plarrt, built 
May, will be forwarded to the early laet year at a coet of mom : 
Fernald Citizen Taek Force. than $14 million, "ehould not be : 
Thefre the moe we'll probably uaed for M o r  melter testing." : 
rely on most to give UB a mom- Iartead. the recommended 
mendation." 

Five members of the review used to improve the waete 
tem. "hey dea ret- team aubmitted a minorit opin- 

ehould be scrap entirely in 

%,mi information, along with ieoaee. 

that the vitri x cation plant be 

3- ion statihg tbat vitri J cation ammende 

 or ~f cementa p;"d 'an, beeawe of (PIA i o o  FIWINALD, ~ l g o  Agj 
' I  

that Fluor Daniel 

Fernald. I 

(Continued tmm Pago A l l  

Farnald, the company ovemw- 
ing the cleanu , procesd with 

cation facility for silo 1.and 2 
.wwe. a .  

' Moreover, thio m 'ori 
muor Doniel ohoul 3 fo 3 ow 8 

. "eubcoatracted, turnkey 
approach" in dis aing of weete 

Tho recornmendah dWera 
h Fluor Dsniel'e prapioua 

umemction opanother vitrifi- 

,6am the thm@ &. 
SkatSBy. which sought to vim- 
& all d o  wwte  mhultsPsoue- 
ly. ' .4 #I '4;. .* 

Cleanup corn licatioae.amse- 
becau~e wade & Silo 3 - cold 

, r  . 

avoided with better msnogeriol 
overnight. 

The eetimated met to vitrify 
waete in eiloe 1 and 2 ie.$274 
adlion to $425 million, while 
the estimated coat of' stabilizing 
the enme waeb though amen- 

. tation ie $230 millioll and $869 
million, the report said. 
The met of stabilizing Sib  3, 

waste tbugh cementation - 
a proceee recornmeadd by all 
members of the panel - ie esti- 
mated at 822 million to $2S . 

task force would 
give its 
mid-May.. 

miilion. .. .. 
Stognor .rid tbs oitioopr 

metal anidea with a high sul- 
tab content -had tobe melted 
et much higher ternperaturn 
than waste in the other two 
doe for vitritication to remain 
feasible, ofliciale have said. 

After numemua delayu, Fluor 
Daniel shut d m  the vi-- 
tion pilot plant Dec. 26 after a 
leak in one of the meltera 
caueed a spill on the plant floor. 

The majority eaid Fluor 
Danidl "gained invaluable 
W i t i o n  ... ol the vitrifies-. 
tian gmceae thm& lab d e  
tsStiag o f  Burrogate and m s t u r l  
&A waste.'' But they said moat 
ofthe pmbleme with the vitrifi- 
cation plant m d d .  hrrs bmn 

. .  - ...4. 
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Everybody is covering a just-published 
GAO report different@. Somewhere therein 
lies the tmth. 

@n contra): Seems just about 
everybody is writing about the 
March 14 report from the General 
Accounting Office (GAO) regard- 

ing the former Fernald uranium-processink 
plant. Thing is, each media institution has a 
completely different take on it. 

A March 19 story in Th8 Cincinmlz 
Enquirer implies the report - titled 
Wanaysncnt and Oversight of Cleanup 
4ctivities at Fernald - is a contlnnation of 
the lengthy series the daily published last 
year on Fernald and Fluor Daniel, the pri- 
vate company supervising the cleanup there- 
An April 3 story in Everybody's News 
claims tho exact opposite, that the GAO 
report actually undercuts The Enquzssr's 
entire premise that Fluor Daniel is somehow 
bilking the government and running the 
facility in dangernus ways. As usual, the 
truth lies somewhere in between. 
The "Danger & Deceit" series - which 

iust won the Gannett Co.'s highest a d ,  
Best of Gannett for Public Service - was for 
the most part neither supported nor dis- 
proved by GAO invest@ators. 

Indeed, going into it, the GAO investiga- 
tars tell Press Clips thal they couldn't sub- 
stantiate or invalidate much of what 
appeared in The Enquirer because the GAO 
can investigate oniy govemment agencies. In 
this m e ,  that WBS the Depamnent of 
Energy (DOE), which oversees Fluor Daniel 
on the Fernald project. GAO investigator 
lokr8 P. U Iy ,  one of the report's authors, 
says, 'We are tasked only with looking at 
public agencies. We were doing a review of 
DOE" and its oversight practices. 

Fluor Daniel, which was a major focus of 
T b  Enquirer series, m e  inta the UAO 
report only hofar as it subcontracts with 
the DOE. Even then, because published alle- 
gations of fadry f m c d  reporting to the 

a .  . . . .  . 
.,. . . *.i .* 

government "were generally h a d  and lack- 
ing specificity, we did not investigate (the) 
allegations," according to the repon. 

The GAO's major conclusion: thar faulty 
DOE oversight of Fluor Daniel has con- 
tributed to schedule delays and cost growth 
- specfically, an qdditional 13 years and 
half billion dollars. 

If Sen. John Glenn, Sen. Mike DeWine, 
Rep. Rob Portman and Rep. John Boehner, 
who called for the GAO inves-tion as a 
result of Enquirer storks, hoped this repon 
would somehow resolve whether specific 
published charges were correct, they could- 
n't have been more off the mark. 

. If the congressmen don't recognize this, 
DOE certainly does. In a letter to the direc- 
tor of the GAO division that cunducted the 
investrgation, Assistant DOE Secretary Alvin 
A h  writes that the agency is concerned that 
the report does "noc bring closure to ... the 
key issues raised by Thcr Cincbcwi 
Enquire t  in their 'Daxvjer and Deceit' 
senes. These key issues am (1) has the site 
'jeopardized the safery of site workers and 



naghbors’ and (2) is the government being 
syscematically cheated out of millions of dol- 
lars?’ “ 

Nonetheless, the four congressmen sent 
out a letter ta the media announcing, “The 
GAOS inveswtion did not uncover any 
criminal wrongdoing or a willful pattern of 
fraud and deception on the part of the con- , 

cractor” or “substantiate most of the allega- 
tions concerning serious safety and contami- 
nation pr~biems.” Big surprise. You can’t 
determine the facts if you are not allowed to 
look for them. In addition, GAO investigators 
tell Press Clips that they were hampered by 
not having the same advantage as newspa- 
per reporters: They couldn’t promise 

.anonymity to sources. 
As for the stones the GAO could look 

under, Rokrt &L UJon, the report’s lead 
author and an assistanr director of the 
agency, says it appears that “The E n q u i m  
used the information they received, t t w  
there was a loL of truth to il but, yes, mnybc 
some generalizations. 

Allen points out that the 91 -page GAO 
report is full of miscellaneous testimony and 
appendixes culled during a year-long investi- 
gation. 

‘If you read that report, or any report, I 
guess you can read it anyway you want to,“ 
he says. 

Want to decide lor yourself? You can 
order a copy o f  the report by calling the 
GAO Document Distribution Center at 1 - 
202-512-6000 and asking for the report 
either by its title or order code. CiAOIRCED- 
97-63, 

Proso P u s  If you’re hanging out a t  the 
Omni Netherfand Hotel this weekend and 
chink you see somebody who looks like NBC 
correspondent Jan. Pmuloy, it could.wel1 be 
Jane Pauley. The national boards of the 
Society of PmZessional Journalists and the 
Sigma Delta Chi Foundatlon convene II com- 
bined directors‘ meeting in one randomly 
selected American city each spring. This , 

year, it’s Cincinnati’s turn. , 

Other journalists hitting town include 
SPJ President 81.~0 Odmmn, senior editor 
of Communications Daily in Washington, 
D.C., President-Elect h d  Browm, the politi- 
cal editor of T b  Denver Post, Freedom 
Forum President Peal McYastam, Rum 
FaNJmu of the fndianapolis newspaper 
dynasty, and about two dozen others. It’s 
wall-to-wall newspeople, so expect a long 
line at  the Omni bar. 

. 
, 
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Enquirer 
racks up 
23 awards 
BY WILLIAM A. WEATHERS 
TheCid8fqutrer  

Tlis Cincinnati Enquim won 
23 awards - including 8evm first 
places - in the annual Aesociated 
Prese of Ohio contest for its n m  
coverage during 1996. 

In the reeults announced Tues- 
day, T h e  Enquim wan fir& plsce 
in the breaking ~ a r s  c a t e m  for 
Division IV for ita cmrage of the. 
closing of McAlpin’s department 
store downtown. The division is 
made up of newspopre with more 
than 75,000 W circulation. 

Other first-place a d .  
~ C O ~ I R U W ,  Larpe puller, for 

“Couldn’t anybody save this 
drilr 

Full-page layout, Enqwirer 
staff, for a package on Intentate I 
71 conetruction. 

ringtan. for reports on Oleatra. 
Business nparting, Jeff Har- 

b Editorial cartoons, Jim Bore- 
Informational graphics, 

Randy for ’%llIney to the 

man. 

afteriife.” 
b Photo earpy, Yoni P u r ,  for 

I 
uemT1‘ ‘me ag, and baseball fan’s BO- 

Thr Enquire wap the following 
second-place award= laPeaiptive 
reporting, Mike Gallagher, Daw ’ 

ger and Deceit: The Fernald- 
G~Iumns, Cliff Radel. 

them, summed it all up:’ Editori- 

iaea;” Illustrations, Rob Wmater, 
“The meeze season:’ and General 
ncwa photos, Glmn Hartong, “ A  
final sahrte.” 

Third-place awarda: Full-page 
layout, Jim Borgman, “The evolu- 
tion of a cartoon;” Illustrations. 
David Aikins, “Alcohol and teens:” 
and Photo essay, Y d  Pener, “Sa- 
cred m.“ 

Honorable mention awards: 
Full-page layout, Ron Huff, ”Great 
ardene;” Enterprise reporting, 

!lark Skertic, “Enrolment num- 
bers don’t add up:‘ Brighteat head- 
iines, Juulifer schwertman, “Don* t 
let your house go off hall-cauikedi‘ 
Buainesa reporting, Leah Beth 
Ward, “End of an irmaigracrt’s 
dnam;” Spot newo phoum, Kevin 
J. MY-, “Mace in the face,” 
and Glenn Hactong, “Comforting 
anns;” Spom photos, Sad Hin- 
dash. “ F m  the mouth of babes;“ 
and Feature photos, Kevin J. Mim- 
mki, ‘”Ibree beer salute.” 

818, Tony Lang, m- 




