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Public Participation Update "Draft Focus on 2006 Plan" 
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News Media Advisory (re: November 25,1997, Fernald Cleanup Project Briefing) 

Waste Management Meeting Summary - September 16,1997 

Waste Management Meeting Summary - October 20,1997 

Efficiency Committee Meeting Summary - September 17,1997 

Members and Staff Listing 
Please inform the Citizens Advisory Board office ifyou have any changes to 
this in format ion. 

Committee Rosters 
Please inform the Citizens Advisory Board ofice ifyou have any changes to 
this information. 

Web Sites of SSABs 

Newsclippings 

ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

0 FERNALD MONTHLY PROGRESS BRIEFING: The Monthly Progress Briefing will 
be held on Tuesday, November 25,1997, at 700 p.m. in the Alpha Building. 

0 WASTE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING: The Waste Management 
Committee of the Fernald Citizens Advisory Board will meet on Monday, 
December 1,1997, at 5:30 p.m. in the Jamtek Building. The meeting will begin with a 
tour of the Onsite Disposal Facility. The committee will also discuss the recent 
injunction against DOE. 

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.uc.edu 
Doug Fax: 648-3629 E-Mail:  

I 
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COMMENTOR: 
John S. Applegate, Chairman 
F e d d  Citizen’s Advisory Board 
P.O. Box 544 
Ross, OH 45061 

COMMENT: 
I am writing with regard to rhe Supplemental Environmental Projects that were identifled 

at EPA’s August 26 Public Meeting. The Fernald Citizen’s Advisory Board is disappointed that 
we were not notified of these projects earlier and that we did not have the opportunity to be 
involved in their development. The approach to development of these projects was not in keeping 
with the very open and early approach to public involvement that the Department of Energy has 
established at Fernald. This is especially unfortunate given the wonderful opportunity these 
projects present to enhance the site and surrounding communities. 

Because of insufficient time between the public meeting and the end of the public 
comment period, we have not had the opportunity to call a meeting of the Natural Resources 
Committee of the Advisory Board and cannot comment on the specific proposals made by the 
U.S. EPA. In addition, we do not feel that enough information was presented on these projects to 
allow for meanin* input. We would, therefore, request that a 30-day extension be made in the 
public comment period for the purpose of evaluating the Supplemental Environmental Projects 
only. Because so few details were provided on these projects, we would also like to see all of the 
details available, particularly with regard to implementation and cost. We also understand that a 
number of other projects were considered and rejected. We would very much appreciate seeing a 
list of these projects with all available details. 

,‘ 

I do realize that these matters were the subject of dispute resolution, which is your 
practice to keep coddentid. However, the dispute is now resolved, and in my went the legd 
context of an important issue for Fernald should not determine whether or not citizens can 
participate in it. 

The Citizen’s Advisory Board is looking forward to seeing the details of these proposals 
and being a constructive participant in their selection. 

RESPONSE: 

well as a monetary penalty, was discussed with the Citizen’s Advisory Board. As with the 
previous two dispute settlements, the specifics of all portions of the settlement were not revealed 
until the dispute was settled. Therefore, U.S. EPA did not handle this situation any differently 
than past disputes which also included environmental projects. Regarding the specific cost and 
implementation schedules for the environmental projects, the information you have is the 

During negotiations, the concept of extended schedules and environmental projects, as 

3 
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COMMENTOR: 
Jim Bierer 
Chair, Natural and Cultural Resources Committee 
Fernald Citizen’s Advisory Board 
P.O. Box 544 
Ross, OH 45061 

COMMENT: 

has reviewed the Supplemental Environmental Projects recommended by EPA as part of the OU4 
dispute resolution. In general, the committee finds that the descriptions of the projects are vague 
and do not contain essential information, such as detailed cost estimates and details on how the 
projects would be performed. Based on the limited information we were presented, the 
committee makes the following recommendations: 

The Natural and Cultural Resources Committee of the Fernald Citizen’s Advisory Board 

1. Project 1 does not offer any substantial contribution to the Fernald site or to the 
community. The area surrounding the site already contains sipficant greenspace. The 
acquisition of additional off-site land for this purpose is not in the community’s interest. We 
strongly oppose this option. 

2. 
environmental projects. These activities should be conducted anyway as a matter of course in the 
resource restoration process at the Fernald site. 

The committee does not feel that Projects 2 and 3 are bona fide supplemental 

3 .  Projects 4 and 5 are in close alignment with the philosophy of the original Citizen’s 
Advisory Board recommendations by removing materials form the site and limiting material that is 
placed in the on-site disposal facility. Wz strongly concur with these projects. 

4. Recycling and reuse are of paramount importance to the Fernald Citizen’s Advisory 
Board. Considering this, we would like to take this opportunity to encourage the EPA to look for 
recycling and reuse opportunities at the site and to consider new and alternative technologies 
whenever possible. We would prefer to see the vast majority of SEP monies go to such projects. 

5 .  One of the biggest successes at Fernald has been the reinternment of Native American 
remains. The committee feels that additional sites at Fernald could be offered for such 
reinternments and that this possibility should be considered as another option for SEP monies. 

The Natural and Cultural Resources Committee hopes that you will consider these 
recommendations for these Supplemental Environmental Projects and in fbture activities at the 
site. 

4 _.  
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RESPONSE: 

the Fernald Citizen’s Advisory Board provided all the information transferred between U.S. EPA 
and U.S. DOE regarding the environmental projects. Further information such as detailed scope, 
cost and schedule will be provided in the various work plans as specified in the dispute agreement. 

The information provided to the committee in U.S. EPA’s September 1 1,  1997 letter to 

Development of a conservation area adjacent to the Fernald facility is consistent with the 
ultimate hture land use of the site. Once remediation is complete, the majority of the facility will 
be available for recreational use. This conservation area project involves obtaining easement 
rights for property currently not being used for other activities, which is most suitable for such a 
conservation area and may provide a “buffer tone” to the facility. This approach will not be 
converting other utilized land to conservation areas, but most likely establishing a conservation 
area in a current area not being, or likely to ever be, utilized for other purposes. Further details 
on the conservation area will be submitted by U.S. DOE to U.S. EPA and will be available to 
stakeholders on November 2 1, 1997. 

Projects 2 and 3 are environmental projects consistent with the long-term remediation of 
the site. The wild bird and wild flower habitat area is directly consistent with the fbture 
recreational use of the property. Also, large-scale excavations will occur over the majority of the 
site. The ability to restore the land to such recreational uses and the successfid development of 
plants and other species after excavation is essential. These research projects are critical to 
determine which species of flora and fauna may be most appropriate, along with an ability to 
measure success of such projects. Absent this agreement, U.S. DOE would not be obligated to 
conduct these studies. 

U.S. EPA concurs with the Advisory Board’s position that recycling and reuse is essential 
to the facility and encourage such activities whenever feasible. The reinternment of Native 
American remains is another interesting project to consider. If it is determined that establishment 
of a conservation area or me of the other environmental projects is not feasible, the dispute 
agreement allows U.S. DOE to propose another project. If another project is recommended all 
stakeholders will be involved in the decision process and notified at that time of a change in the 
proposed environmental project. 



PlOf' 
Department of Energy 

Ohio Field Office 
P.O. Box 3020 

Miamisburg, Ohio 45343-3020 

OH-0041-98 

Mr. John Applegate, Chair 
Fernald Citizens Advisory Board 
P.O. Box 544 
Ross, OH 45061 

Dear Mr. Applegate: 

Thank you for your comments on the Fernald Environmental Management Project (FEMP) 
Fiscal Year (FYI 1999 Budget Priorities List and the Ohio Field Office FY 1999 Integrated 
Priority List. We agree with your concerns on the need to  continue to reduce overhead and 
support activities. For Ohio sites to get more on-the-ground remediation work done, we will 
have to continue to ensure that these costs are lowered each year. 

Essential activities are placed high on the priority list because they are necessary to  maintain 
facilities in a safe manner. It is important that adequate ES&H activities and an efficient 
maintenance program is funded to ensure safety t o  the workers and the public and to 
prevent further facility degradation and environmental releases. To achieve the Ohio Field 
Office 2005 Vision with limited funding will require that we achieve significant savings in 
both the support and direct project cost while maintaining safety at our facilities. 

I welcome and solicit your support in helping the entire Ohio Field Office in streamlining non- 
productive and support activities. Your letter requested a meeting on this topic and I would 
be pleased to  attend the next scheduled Efficiency Sub-Committee of the Citizens Advisory 
Board, if that would be convenient. Please let me know if this is agreeable to you. I can be 
reached at 937-865-3977. 

Sincerely, 

Robert D. Folker 
Acting Manager 

cc: 

K. Morgan, DOE-OH 
G. Stegner, DOE-OH 
J. Craig, DOE-FEMP 
G. Griffiths, DOE-FEMP 



What is happening with the 
Environmental Management 2006 
Plan? 

The 90-day public comment period for the 
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Office 
of Environmental Management (EIM) Focus 
on 2006:Acceleratin~ Cleariup Discrrssion Draft 
ended in early September 1997. EM has 
recently issued guidance to DOE Opera- 
tions and Field Offices for the development 
of the Draft 2006 Plan. This Draft 2006 
Plan will be prepared and submitted to 
Congress in February 1998. As with the 
Discussion Draft, the Draft 2006 Plan will 
consist of both a National version and indi- 
vidual versions from each EM Site. Collec- 
tively, these Draft Plans will build upon the 
2006 Plan Discussion Draft with supporting 
budgetary and programmatic data. 

What is being done with the public 
comments on the EM 2006 Plan 
Discussion Draft? 

All public comments are being considered 
in developing the Draft National and Site 
2006 Plans. EM is comphng and categoriz- 
ing, by subject, responses received from a 
broad nnge of officials and groups, includ- 
ing Tribal Nations, states, regulators, local 
government officials, and other interested 
organizations and citizens. Major issues of 
concern with the Discussion Draft included 
budget and cost estimates, key 2006 Plan 
assumptions, public participation, enhanced 
project performance, and assigning priorities 
to site activities. A Preliminary Comment 
Response Document, summarizing how 
these public responses will be addressed in 
the Draft National 2006 Plan, wdl be issued 
later this fd. 

What does EM hope to accomplish 
with the issuance of the Draft 2006 
Plan? 

The goal of the Draft 2006 Plan is to lay 
out for further public consideration a clear- 
ly-defined, measurable plan for accelerating 
the cleanup of Environmental Management 
sites-and to accomplish this in a manner 
that is both technically sound and economi- 
cally feasible. In support of this goal, EM is 
actively pursuing a range of business strate- 
gies which wlll help DOE achieve further 
reducaons in life-cycle cleanup costs. While 
the Draft 2006 Plan is neither a decision- 
making nor a budget document, it wlll 
reflect the latest programmatic and fundmg 
decisions made through other means. These 
include Departmental budget and National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) decisions, 
e.g., the Records of Decision (RODS) for .. 

the Waste Management Programmatic Envi- 
ronmental Impact Statement (WM PEIS). 

What are the next steps in the 
development ofthe Draft 2006 
Plan-und how can I be involved? 

The Office of Environmental Management 
encourages members of the public to pamci- 
pate acavely in the development of site Draft 
2006 Plans. EM is committed to ensuring 
that the viewpoints of concerned groups and 
citizens are h l ly  and accurately represented. 
In support of ths,  DOE Operaaons, Field 
and Area Offices wdl communicate opportu- 
nities for public involvement in the 2006 
planning process. For addlaonal informa- 
tion, the public is encouraged to contact 
either their local Departmental Otfice or the 
EM Headquarters’ Office of Intergovern- 
mental and Public Accountability. 

Please visit us at our Web Site: 
h tt p://www. e m . d oe .gods t a ke 



An overview ofthe Draft 2006 Plan 
development process is as follows: 

Sites are now developing their updated Project Base- 
line Summaries (which define the cost, scope and 
schedule for a given Environmental Management 
project), along with the accompanying data sum- 
maries, waste disposition maps, and narratives. These 
will be revised as necessary based on discussions 
between Headquarters, Operations and Field Offices, 
and all interested or affected parties. Opportunities 
to make hrther changes in site submittals will con- 
tinue until December 18, 1997, when the Office of 
Environmental Management will begin finalizing the 
Drafi National and Site 2006 Plans. 

M e r  December 18, emphasis for stakeholder and 
Tribal Nation involvement will be on the formula- 
tion of each site’s FY 2000 Integrated Prioriry Listing 
(1PL)-i.e., a list, by priority, of all work activities at 
each site. IPLs are due to Headquarters in March 
1998. 

EM will provide the Drafi 2006 Plan (with public 
comments incorporated from the Discussion Draft) 
to Congress in February 1998, around the time that 
the President releases the N 1999 Budget request to 
Congress. 

In February 1998, the Draft 2006 Plan will also be 
made available to the public for a 45-day comment 
period. These draft plans wdl then be revised to reflect 
any addlaonal comments received.The Initial 2006 Plan 
is presently scheduled to be released to Congress and 
the public in lateJune 1998. 

Will there be other opportunities for public 
involvement? 

In addtion to the public involvement opportunities 
specifically identified in the process of developing the 
2006 Plan, interested indlviduals and groups are encour- 
aged to participate in the various NEPA activities, bud- 
get planning sessions, and advisory board meetings to be 
held at each site over the next several months. All of 
these offer opportunities for concerned citizens to ex- 
change information and provide input into the various 
decisions that wdl help determine a site’s cleanup prior- 
ities, funding requests, and project schedules. 

Who may I contact if I have any questions or 
suggestions? 
Please direct any questions o r  comments to Martha 
Crosland, Acting Director, Office of Intergovernmental 
and Public Accountabdity, at  203586-5944; to Fred 
Butteheld, at 202/586-8809; o r  to your local DOE 
Office. 

4 
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OPERABLE UNIT 1 -1- WASTE PITS REMEDIAL ACTION PROJECT 
Major Work Activities - October 1997 
0 Offsite Actions 

Completed Okeana trestle upgrade 
Completed Camp Run & Wynn Road trestle upgrades 

Awarded Alternative Remedial Action Subcontracting Approach (ARASA) contract 
Awarded contract for procurement of radiological equipment 

Planning & Contracts 

OPERABLE UNIT 2 --¤ ON SITE DISPOSAL FACILITY (OSDF) 
Major Work Activities - October 1997 
0 OSDF 

Completed Cell 1 clay liner installation 
Initiated installation of Cell 1 secondary composite liner 

Completed installation of southern & eastern portions of system, & Permanent Lift Station 
Began final testing of leachate lines 

Finished Relocated North Entrance Road paving, shoulder work & painting; reopened road 

Completed gravel base/geotextile installation on Haul Road; began paving southern & 

0 Leachate Conveyance System 

0 Roads 

10/ 20 /97 

northern portions 

OPERABLE UNIT 3 --- FACILITIES CLOSURE & DEMOLITION PROJECT 
Major Work Activities - October 1997 

Safe Shutdown 
Completed holdup material removal from selected areas in Plants 2/3,6 & 8 
Completed energy isolation procedures in Buildings 78 & 81, and process trailers 
Excavated underground utility lines for Plants 6 & 8 

Completed demolition of Water Plant & Railroad Scale House 

Installed subcontractor office trailers & supporting utilities 
Started mobilization activities (installation of fencing, set-up of staging areas for 
empty/filled containers, etc.) 

0 Boiler PlantlWater Plant 

0 Thorium/Plant 9 Complex 

OPERABLE UNIT 4 -1- SILOS PROJECT 
Major Work Activities - October 1997 

Received responses to Commerce Business Daily announcement for Silos 1 & 2 Multi-Tech Proof-of- 
Principle Testing 
Developed Evaluating Criteria & Statement of Work for Silos 1 & 2 Multi-Tech Proof-of-Prinaple 
Request for Proposal (RFP) 



Initiated scoping of Silos 1 & 2 Feasibility Study revision 
Completed re-scoping of Silo 3 Waste Project Draft RFP 
Received USEPA comments on Draft Silo 3 Explanation of Sigruficant Differences (ESD); submitted 
comment response & Revised ESD to Agencies 
Completed analysis on Silo 4 core samples 

OPERABLE UNIT 5 
Major Work Activities - October 1997 

Soils Characterization and Excavation Project 
Removed downed trees, metal debris & approximately 35 cubic yards of contaminated 
soil from Paddy's Run channel in response to embankment erosion problem 
Conducted sampling activities in Area 1 Phase I1 (Southern HaZf of East Field) and in 
Paddy's Run Embankment area 

Began drilling monitoring wells for Injection Demonstration System 
Began drilling extraction wells for South Plume Optimization Project 

Aquifer Restoration and Waste Water Project 

WASTE YANAQEYENT 

Low Level Waste Projects 
Major Work Activities - October 1997 

No shipments of low level waste to Nevada Test Site (NTS) made due to: 
Ongoing suspension of Waste Stream #6 - Residues 
Reprioritization of shipping to meet new budget constraints 
Processing of residue materials continued in 10/97 in order to develop a surplus for 
release when suspension is lifted 

certification audit; found Fernald's program to be "generally effective" & recommended 
lifting of Waste Stream #6 suspension 

DOE-Nevada Operations Office auditors performed triennial waste shipping 

Organic Extraction Project (RCI/Terra-Kleen) 
Completed solvent washing of soils, debris & sludges; preliminary results indicated 

treatment of soils was successful 
Thorium Legacy Waste Stabilization Project 

Completed waste characterization process; received Technology Specific Work Plan from 
subcontractor for review & submission to OEPA 

Liquid Mixed Waste Project 

Neutralization/Precipitation/Deactivation/Stabilization (NPDS) Project 

Mixed Waste Shipping 

Began bulking of Batch ##9 (newly generated waste streams) 

Total of 635 drums treated in this project as of 10/31/97 

Shipped 307 drums of sump cake to Envirocare for disposal; completed one shipment 
campaign (three trucks) 

0 Nuclear Materials Disposition Projects 
Began major packaging effort involving both depleted & enriched unrestricted materials; as 

of 10/31/97, had packaged 870 cans containing enriched unrestricted materials into 29 
white metal boxes 

Completed packaging of normal ingots & depleted spill metal 
Contract with BNFL for sale of 2.6 million pounds of enriched materials approved by 

Requested extension of bid period for RFP for Remaining Low Enriched Materials (originally 
EURATOM Supply Agency - notification received 10/09/97 

designed to end 10/31/97) to accommodate other interested bidders 



~ ~ ~ 

11/19/97 13:46 PUBLIC RFFRIRS + SRRNO 

NOVEMBER 19, 1997 

NEWS MEDIA ADVISORY 

WHAT: 

WHO: 

WHEN: 

WHY: 

WHERE: 

FERNALD CLEANUP PROJECT BRIEfINWSILOS PRWECT 
PUBLIC HEARING. 

ALL INTZRESTED STAKEHOL DERS, INCLUDING REPRESENTA TIVES 
FROM THE LOCAL MEOIA ARE INVITED. 

NESDA K NO VEMBEU 25 B€GINNlNG A T 6 P. M. 

DOE AND FLUOR DANIEL FERNALD PROJECTMANAGERS WlLl 
REVJEW THE MAJOR CLEANUP PROJECTS, HIGHLIGHT RECENT 
CLEANUP PROGRESS, AND DISCUSS UPCOMING Cf EANUP 
A C TlVlTlES. 

IMMEDIA TEL Y FOLL 0 WING, DOE WILL CONDUCT A PUBUC HEARING 
ON THE SILO 3 DRAFT FINAL EXPLANAl70N OF SIGN/F/CANT 
DIFFERENCES (ESD) DOCUMENT, WHICH /S AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC 

€SO OWTUNES THE CHANGE IN THE TREATMHVT PROCESS AND 
DISPOSAL O f  FERNALO'S SI1 0 3 MA TERIALS. STAKEHOLDERS 
WILL HAVE THE OPPQRNNIN TO PROVID€ WRITTEN AND/OR 
VERBAL COMMENTS ON THE DOCUMENT A T THE PUBLIC HEARING. 
THE DRAFT FINAL ESD IS A VAILABL E FOR PUBLIC REVIEW AND 

COMMENT AT THE PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMA 77ON 

COMMENT FROM NOVEMBER 77 - DECEMBER 16. THE DRAFTHNAL 

CENTER, 5 13-648-7480. 

THE Af PHA BUILDING f OCA TED AT 10907 HAMILTON-CLEVES 

FERNALD SITE. 
HIGHWAY (CLASSROOM D) - APPROXIMATELY !& MlLE FROM THE 

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CALL QARY STEGNER AT 513-648-31 53. 

####### 



WASTE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

CAB members: 

CAB staff 
DOE: 

Fluor Daniel Fernald: 

OEPA: 
USEPA: 

MEETING SUMMARY 

Lisa Crawford 
Gene Willeke 
Doug Sarno 
Nina Akgunduz 
Sue Peterson 
Terry Hagan 
Richard Maured 
Dennis Nixon 
Don Paine 
John Smets 
Karen Wintz 
Kelly Kaletsy 
Gene Jablonowski 

September 16, 1997 
7 : O O  p.m.- 9:00 p.m. 

Jamtek Building 

Topics: 
Review and discuss Silo 3 ESD 
Review and discuss Silos 1 and 2 CBD Announcement 
Discuss upcoming Silo 3 RFP 
Discuss upcoming Silos 1 and 2 Proof of Principle RFP 

Results: 
Letter to Jack Craig commenting on Silos 1 and 2 CBD Announcement 
Letter to Jack Craig commenting on Silo 3 ESD 
Request made to obtain a copy of Section J of the Silo 3 RFP Table of 
Contents 
Request for a meeting to be held during the public comment period of the 
Silo 3 ESD in December or January 
Request that the Silos 1 and 2 RFP be the topic of discussion at the next 
DOE community meeting 



Waste Management Committee Meeting Summary September 16,1997 

Summary: 

Tisha Patton provided the draft Silo 3 Explanation of Signifcant Differences 
(ESD) which was sent to EPA on September 12,1997. The official public 
comment period for this document should occur in mid January. The EPA 
should officially sign the document in April. The committee agreed a 
meeting should be held during the public comment period in December or 
January. The ESD outlines the process used to establish that stablization is a 
more appropriate method for treatment of Silo 3 wastes than vitrification and 
identifies which technologies are under consideration. The committee agreed 
a meeting would be needed in the next few days to discuss the draft copy of 
the ESD. 

The RFP for Silo 3 will be released after approval is obtained from DOE 
Headquarters some time in October and be made available for stakeholder 
comment for 30 days. A timeline of the proposed schedule was provided. 
Under this timeline, the contract award will occur in April of 1999. EPA does 
not need to approve this document but will be providing input. There should 
be a meeting in October to obtain stakeholder comments. At the Silo 3 
workshop, a meeting was requested to review the document after comments 
are incorporated. Under the proposed timeline, this meeting will be held in 
November. Citizens will be out of the picture in three and a half months 
from the release of the RFP, then confidential procurement procedures will 
begin. At the end of the process, when the award has been made, the RFP 
stipulates a meeting of stakeholders and the subcontractor. 

Privatization has added two steps to the RFP process: a DOE-HQ privatization 
review and a Congressional Report. These steps have added six and a half 
months to the process. A Congressional Report must be prepared for all 
privatization activities. 

. .  

A table of contents for the RFP was provided. The general table of contents 
outlines the sections included in an RFP and the information contained 
within each section. 

Section C is the Statement of Work and contains the information on how 
the work is to be performed. 
Section E (Inspection and Acceptance) states that the subcontractor will not 
be paid until the waste is accepted at the disposal facility. 
Section F (Deliveries and Performance) contains the schedule of work, 
which is expected to be 44 months from beginning to end. 
Section H (Special Requirements) outlines things such as substance abuse 
policies and security measures to which the subcontractor must adhere. 
Section J (Attachments) is the largest part of the document and will 
contain all background information on the site and wastes. 
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Waste Management Committee Meeting Summary September 16,1997 

Section M states that the evaluation of the subcontractor will be based on a 
pass/fail criteria and the evaluation will be 2/3 technical and 1/3 cost. 

The committee was very concerned that the attachment section would not 
provide all the information to understand the full situation with Silo 3 
wastes. Willeke stated that transportation background and IRT reports must 
be included in Section J. He also stated that Section C should provide a 
concise historical background on the site. It was suggested that section C1.3 
could provide a background on transportation issues. The committee 
requested a list of what documents would be provided in Section J. 

The committee agreed that Sections C and J were the most important parts of 
the document and would examine them in detail when the RFP is released. 
The document and all attachments will be available at the PEIC if the 
committee wants to review the attachments. Everyone agreed that the RFP 
should be the topic of discussion at the next DOE community meeting. 

The committee was asked to comment on the draft CBD. It is scheduled for 
release on December 17, 1997 but Fluor Daniel hopes to beat that date. 
Vendors who respond to the CBD will be asked to complete a vendor 
evaluation, which will examine their safety record and whether they have a 
proven demonstrated process on a similar waste form. The evaluation will be 
based on pass/fail criteria. Vendors who pass the evaluation will receive the 
RFP. The evaluation will occur internally, but the committee members will 
need to make sure that the right criteria are evaluated. 

The Proof of Principle RFP is in its very early stages. They expect to issue it in 
April and make the award in August. There is no planned draft RFP. 
Stakeholders are asked to review the scope of work and the technical 
evaluation included in the RFP. Vendors may submit separate proposals for 
different technologies. This RFP is only directed to treatment of the wastes. 
Waste removal will be included in a separate RFP. All vendors are told that 
the wastes will be about 30% solids and must explain any pretreatment they 
would need to perform on wastes in this state. Wastes are currently 70% solid 
but must be made into a slurry in order to pump them from the Silos. 

Nina Akgunduz introduced a proposal to remove wastes from the Silos and 
place them in interim storage tanks. The radon control methods and 
structural integrity of the Silos are in question. The tanks would hold all the 
wastes currently in the Silos. There was a concern about moving wastes from 
two Silos to several tanks, and how this would impact the speed of 
remediation of these wastes. Concern was also expressed regarding public 
reaction to the building of new interim tanks. 
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I CAB members: 

CAB staff 
DOE: 

Fluor Daniel Fernald: 

WASTE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 
MEETING SUMMARY 

Lisa Crawford 
Bob Tabor 
Gene Willeke 
Doug Sarno 
Nina Akunduz 
Sue Peterson 
Richard Maured 
Dennis Nixon 
John Smets 

October 20, 1997 
7 : O O  p.m.- 9:OO p.m. 

Jamtek Building 

OEPA: 

Topics: 
Discuss the draft Silo 3 RFP 
Discuss the Silo 3 ESD 
Discuss the Silos 1 and 2 CBD Announcement 
Discuss the Proof of Principle RFP for Silos 1 and 2 
Explain the early waste retrieval concept 

Karen Wintz 
Kelly Kaletsky 

Results: 
Requested summary of the injunction against DOE by WCS 
Scheduled December 1, 1997, meeting of the Waste Management 
Committee 

Summary: 

Nina Akgunduz and Karen Wintz began the meeting with a discussion of the 
Draft Silo 3 RFP. Because Fernald has been classified as a Defense Closure 
Project, there will be no privatization funds available and the Silo 3 RFP must 
be revised. An injunction has also been placed against DOE that does not 
allow disposal of DOE wastes at commercial facilities. It is expected that this 
injunction will last about one year. Because of this injunction, the scope of 
retrieval for Silo 3 wastes has been reevaluated. A provision for off-site 
treatment is not in the RFP. DOE will ask for input into off-site treatment 
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Waste Management Committee Meeting Summary October 20,1997 

options, but in order to consider off-site treatment there would have to be a 
way to transport wastes from the off-site treatment facility to NTS. The 
injunction will not impact the disposal of materials in the waste pits. DOE is 
currently trying to appeal the injunction. Nina believes that an appeal has 
been filed with the justice department. Nina agreed to provide the committee 
with a one page summary of the legal issues involved in the injunction. 
Even with the injunction, DOE has evaluated 13 possible alternative plans for 
treatment and disposal within the Silo 3 RFP. The revised RFP should be out 
in early November at which time there will be a thirty day comment period. 
The comment period will be followed by a public meeting. 

The draft ESD for Silo 3 has obtained conditional approval from OEPA. 
USEPA had several comments on the ESD. DOE will answer these comments 
and send the ESD back to EPA by November 15. On November 17th, the 
public comment period will begin. At the November 25th monthly progress 
meeting, a quarter of the time will focus on the Silos project and the another 
quarter will deal with the status of the Silos 3 project radon update and the 
Silo 3 ESD. 

The Silos 1 and 2 CBD was issued on September 29th. The committee’s 
comments were incorporated. Vendor response is due by October 31st. The 
Evaluation Criteria and Statement of Work must be completed by January 
19th, but DOE hopes to have these released in November. 

The early waste retrieval concept for Silos 1 and 2 has been proposed in order 
to provide a more logical and time-saving method for treating these wastes. 
There are three segments of activities which will occur under this plan: waste 
retrieval, turnkey contracting for treatment, and shipping/disposal. During 
the waste retrieval phase, DOE proposes moving the wastes into several 
storage tanks equipped with radon treatment systems. The transfer of wastes 
to storage tanks will ensure that wastes are homogeneous, that the conditions 
of the wastes are known, and that there are no bottlenecks in the movement 
of these wastes to the treatment facilities. Several committee members 
expressed concern that this plan might mean that there will be long-term 
storage of Silo 3 wastes. Nina assured them that the placement of Fernald as a 
closure project would prevent long-term storage. Fluor Daniel Fernald has 
traveled to Hanford to observe a similar system in use. Gene Willeke asked 
what alternatives to this proposal had been considered. Alternatives 
evaluated should explore the interaction of removal/ treatment, the increased 
volume of wastes, and how increased waste volume would impact 
shipping/ disposal. 

DOE proposed that this project would occur in two phases. During the first 
phase the FS, ROD, and CBD Announcement would be completed. Phase I 
would occur in the year 2000. Phase II would consist of awarding of a turnkey 
contract. 
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DOE listed several advantages to the early waste retrieval concept. 
Among these advantages were: 

0 

0 

reduced congestion during construction and stabilization, 
remediation of soils and Silos as indicated by the current schedule, 
reduced construction, thus eliminating many safety concerns, 
storage of wastes with water to minimize radon emissions, 
training of personnel before the treatment process begins, 
wastes sent to the treatment facilities will be more predictable and 
homogeneous, and easier to sample, and 
project will gain 6 1 / 2  years because the wastes will be out of the Silos in 
2002, whereas treatment was to begin in 2008. 

0 

The storage facility for these wastes will consist of 8-10 tanks (40 feet in 
diameter by 30 feet high) to be located southeast of Silo 1. Doug Sarno 
reviewed the points which stakeholders consider important: the condition of 
the Silos and the timely cleanup of the wastes. He pointed out that the plan 
seemed to take care of both of these issues. Bob Tabor stated that the wastes 
would be easier to characterize under this plan. Nina stressed that the plan 
removes any bottleneck which may occur between the removal and 
treatment of wastes. 

Nina then introduced a diagrammatic plan showing the impact the physical 
appearance of the site by the construction of these tanks. The main points of 
the plan are: 

In 1999, the pad and container storage would be constructed. 
In 2000, construction would begin on the Silo 3 plant and the 
superstructure around Silos 1 and 2. 
In 2001, the radon control system would be constructed as would a storage 
area for Silo 3. 
In 2002, the berm and storage materials would be removed. 
In 2003, the Silo 3 facility would be gone. 
In 2004, the silos would be removed and construction would begin on the 
Silos 1 and 2 production facility. 
In 2006 and 2007, full-scale remediation of wastes would be conducted. 
In 2008, the project would be completed. 

0 

Gene then inquired as to the increased cost of this plan. Nina said it would 
cost an additional $6 million. Doug asked if a technology vendor had been 
selected. DOE will be evaluating the list of vendors developed at Hanford for 
their project. Nina had gone to a vendor demonstration and stated that the 
waste should be easy to work with since it is the correct consistency for the 
process. Lisa Craw ford expressed concern about the plan since stakeholders 
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would be wary after the vitrification incident. Doug expressed his concern 
that this could be another part of the plan that could go wrong. Gene 
requested that information be provided at upcoming stakeholder meetings, 
such as the November 15th FCAB meeting or the November 25th monthly 
progress briefing. Nina agreed to present some information at the November 
25th meeting, but indicated that there will be no monthly meeting in 
December and the next meeting will take place in January. Lisa suggested that 
the tanks be referred to as interim storage tanks and not as transfer tanks in 
order to calm some stakeholder fears that the tanks will be permanent. 

The committee agreed to schedule a meeting on December 1st to examine the 
RFPS. 
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CAB staff: 
DOE: 

Fluor Daniel Fernald: 

OEPA: 

USEPA: 

EFFJ 

Jim Bierer 
Pam Dunn 
Bob Tabor 
Gene Willeke 
Doug Sarno 
Sue Peterson 
Johnny Reising 
Terry Hagan 
Tisha Patton 
Jim Coon 
Tom Schneider 
Tim Saric 

ENCY COMMITTEE MEETING 
SUMMARY 

September 17, 1997 
7 : O O  p.m.- 9:OO p.m. 

Jamtek Building 

Topics: 
0 Discuss the focus and role of the committee 

Results: 
0 

0 

Letter to Jack Craig on Priorities List recommendations 
Meeting in approximately one month to continue discussion of these 
issues 

Summary: 

The meeting began with a discussion on the priorities outlined in the budget 
for both the site and the Ohio field office. The site priorities list broke the site 
into the eight big projects and then further divided them by key activities and 
the amount of funding provided for each. The total budget for the 98 fiscal 
year is $266 million. The items at the bottom of the priorities list are in danger 
if money becomes tight. Gene Willeke suggested that the term “vitrification” 
be changed to the more general term “Silos project”. He also felt that 
although the top 20 or so projects were important some D&D activities were 
placed too high on the list. 

2Q 
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There was some concern among committee members that earlier 
recommendations made by the Citizens Advisory Board were not adequately 
reflected by the priorities list. In particular, the number of non-remediation 
projects at the top of the list presented a serious obstacle to making cleanup 
progress. 

The committee agreed that they should reiterate their commitment to 
cleanup the site. The committee agreed to draft a letter to the Ohio Field 
Office Manager reiterating the CAB’S previous recommendations regarding 
site priorities. The group agreed to meet Saturday morning to review it before 
the regularly scheduled Citizens Advisory Board meeting. Bob Tabor would 
introduced the letter to the Board during his committee update. 

Doug Sarno then addressed the main focus of the meeting: to define the 
mission and goal of the committee in order to decide what issues and 
strategies the committee should address. He pointed out that Fernald had an 
advantage over other sites in that all the interested parties work together: 
USEPA, OEPA, DOE and stakeholders. 

It was questioned whether some administrative milestones seemed to 
impede the cleanup process at the site. Too much focus on milestones 
sometimes gets in the way of making real progress. Many of these milestones 
are unreasonable and not well thought out. Jim Saric pointed out that all the 
parties work together well and try to plan things together. It was pointed out 
that the milestone for the first shipment of wastes from OU1 will be missed 
because the privatization contract was not passed. It was recognized as a 
problem for the CAB to allow things to go unnoticed until a milestone is 
missed. This is an area in which the Citizens Advisory Board should become 
involved. Jim Saric suggested that the Citizens Advisory Board notify parties 
when things are not moving on schedule. Pam Dunn requested a list that 
would outline small milestones and how their delay would impact larger 
projects. Bob Tabor agreed. Gene Willeke felt the problems associated with 
milestones are a consequence of too few people having knowledge of the 
whole site. It was noted that the site does try to highlight interfaces between 
projects so that these people can see how they interconnect with each other. 
The committee agreed that increased communication between projects would 
be important to achieving milestones. 

Sarno suggested that the group become involved in finding where the major 
inefficiencies are occurring in the site. It is important to determine what 
issues are driving the resources used at the site. Some of these “drivers” could 
be illegitimate. The committee needs to examine these inefficiency issues on a 
large scale by examining these drivers rather then concentrating on 
milestones. Bob Tabor suggested many of these inefficiencies are a 
consequence of the site moving from a commercial enterprise to an 
environmental cleanup operation. He suggested that the group examine how 
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money was being spent on non-remediation versus remediation activities. 
Tabor and Sarno both agreed that a commercial enterprise would do more 
work with less expenditures. Sarno suggested that the committee examine the 
non-remediation activities outlined in the fiscal year 98 budget for 
inefficiencies. DOE and Fluor Daniel agreed to assist in putting together the 
necessary information. The next step would be to examine remediation 
activities. 

The committee decided to meet again in approximately one month. 

2 2  
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Defme CIeanvp 
Page I 
"IT Corp Wins SI23 Pernuld subcontract" 

-: 

IT Corp. wins $1 22M Fernald wbcohttact 
IT Corp., of Plttsbuqh, won a $122 million, eight-yeat aubconcntn 

to plm and do on-eite cleanup on six wastt pits, a cleerwcll end a bum 
pit at rho Bnslgy Dep 'e  Fomald Ohio mte. 

lT, with itu teaming partner. Babcock & Wilcox Nuclear Bnvimn- 
menta) Senices Im.. won the subconaact fmm Fsmald's prime 
environmenwl restmation cantractor, Fluor Daniel F d d .  

The clomup will taLe place at Psmblld's operable unit (OW 1. ' 

The f i l l  cleanup, which includee excayBtlon of 600,ooO cubic 
yarda of aoil from rhe pita. munent with a thamrol tschnology to dy 
the soil, shippine the wask by train and disporing of It at a c o m m d d  
landfill, is estimated to cast $500 million (Dafmse Cleanrcp, UlOl95~. 

Under lT'e eubcontracf the company will rcmovo the waatb plt 
cornants, caps and linenr. lT Carp. and Babcock & Wilcox also will 
excavate surrounding contaminated soils. The drying process inciudw 
debris eegqation, aim reduction, dowatering end drying. 

cal processing operations 81 tho former uranium processing plant at 
Fcmdd These wastes well: stored or disposed of in rhe six waa~c pic 
and the clearwell or burned in the bum pit, Femald offtcials said. 

(Continued on page 8)  

'Iha Femdd pit wastes wen generated by chemical and m d l u r g i -  

Fernald shlps waste...(Frorn pegs 1) 
Waetb pita I through 3 and the bum pit arc capped with aoil and B 

vcgcurrivc cover. Ware pit 4 is c o v d  with a syntheric cap, and warn 
pia 5 and 6 as well as the clearwell have a water cover. 

DOE plans to ship the waste to Envimcarc of Uhh by train and 
will need to upgrade iur rail faciliriee, a DOE some add. However. a 
Texae District Coun issued a tcmpanuy injunction that prohibirs the 
issuance of any low-level or mixed-radbactive waste disposal conhacts 
untll further notice fDefense Cleanup. 10110). 

IT Cop. will befin planning and design aetividm this momh and b 
achodulcd to begin construction next 8ummct. Waste oxcavation, 
processing and railcar loading will atan in March 1999. The project is 
expected to be completed by May 2005, including dccontamlnedon and 
dismantling of the waste pit mediation facilities. 

Contract: Dave Lojek, DOE program manager for OW-I, atSJ3- 
648-3127 or Bob Fcllmcut, FERMCO program manngcrjbr OU-1. at 
513-668-4755. Call IT Corp. at 412-372-7701. 
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October 29,1997 
Weapons Complcr Monitor 
Page 20 
VWOR AWARDS sna SUBCONTRACT TOJT COM.N 

AT FERNALD . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I . . . FLUOR AWARDS 8122M SUBCONTRACT to IT CORP. 

Fluor Daniel Rrnald has awarded a $122 million, eight- 
year subcontract to IT Cop.,  Pittsburgh, to plan and 
implement onsite remediation for e i x  warn pib, a clear- 
well, and a burn pic at the Fernald Environmental 
Management Projea. "After excavating the w w  pits and 
s u m n d i i  contaminated soila, IT will then pmce~s the 
waste marerials to meet strict waste-Bcceptanw standards 
and load the marerials into railcars br offsite shipment," 
explained DOE-FEW hoject Manager Dave Lojek. 

According 10 a company pnss release, Fluor selected IT 
on the basis of the offeror's total project cost; averall 

underrrtanding of the project and operation schmre; health 
and s a h y  program and perfiormancc records; experience 
of proposed key pCr8OMd; and experience in emplaying 
thermal maanent tccbnology. IT and teaming parmer 
Babcock and Wlcax Nuclear Emironmearal Services 
begin planning and design work this month and anticipate 
beginning construction in July 1998. Waste excavation. 
processing, and railcar loading are scheduled to sm in 
March 1999. The project is 6cheduled to be complete, 
including decontamination and dismantling of the waste 
pit rmmliation facilities, by May 2005. 

c 
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. L  Fernald- flaws. 
Nuclear sites plagued by waste 

.1! 

If you still wonder what happened Yet not one ounce of waste was ever 
to the Peace Dividend, look to the 137 encapaulatcd, radon gas is building up 
former Cob War nuclear waste sites. in the silos and IEER warm it is 
Billions of dollars are going down uraent that DOE order tomadwe& 
these radioactive sinkholes. A natinpal tant euclasures for the &a to orevent. 
watchdog group’s latest re- 
port branda the federal $227- 
biltion, 75-year cleanup as fail- 
ing, and aims some of its moat 
withering critiques at Cinch- 
~ t i h  Ferndd deanup. 

The Maryhd-based Insti- 
tute for Energy and Envimn- 
mental Research (IEER) made 
Fernald one of three featured 
case studies in its 300-page report. 
Read it and weep. , 

IEER’s Arjun Makhrjani and Marc 
Fioravanti use documents from the 
Government Accounting Office 
(GAO), Department of Energy (DOE) 
aind ather agencies, dong with their 
own on-eite mveatigations, to make 
their case: That prospects are poor 

urea at Fernald, Hanford in Washing- 
ton etate and other sites are as repre- 
sentative ae they appear. “DOE 
continues to rush into large projects 
without adequate preparatory work, 
grant8 huge budget maeases without 
engineering review and repeats the 
same mistakes,” says IEER President 
MakhijUU. 

That confirms The Enquirer’s in- 
veetigative aeries that uncovered 
chronic mismanagement by cleanup 
contractor Fluor Daniel Fernald, and 
flagrant lack of oversight by DOE. 
Since design flaws led to destruction of 
an experimental melter at Fernald on 
Dec. 26, 1996, the strategy of encap 
subtine radium-ked silo wastea in 
glam pellets is in doubt and stalled. 
DOE etrippcd Fluor Daniel of the 
vitrific;ltion aseignment last March, 
yet soon granted a two-year extension 
on i ta overall contract. The roughly 
$50 nuion spent on the failed teet 
plant was approximately the original 
estimate to dispose of the silo wastes. 

that DOE will SUCC&, if chronic fail- 

-, 

c 

mof collapse. 
Surpriaingly, IEER &a 

warm it is premature to a h -  
don glass-encapsulation m fa- . 
vor of cement encasement, 
Any new plan needs indepen- 
dent peer review. 

IEER was unable to find 
engineerins just i t idon for 
the huge cost increases a t  

Femald. DOE has shown repeatedly it 
is not up to the oversight task. A good 
example is the bungled test plant 
DOE told the GAO the early coat 
estimate of $15.8 million “did not 
indude operational costs, maintenaPce 
coats, escalation ulsta or construction 
and project management costs.” IEER 
rightly concluded: “It is astoundmg 
that a professional cost estimate could 
exclude all these items.“ 

Fluor Daniel-DOE started con- 
structing the vitrification pilot plant 
before engineering design was fm- 
ished. They had no back-up plan if it 
faded, and were warned in advance by 
one manager of the disastrous melter 
breach that later occurred. 

Midions of taxpayer dollars wasted 
at Fernald, Hanford and other former 
nuclear weapons plants prompted 
IEER to call for the entire federal 
cleanup program to be reevaluated. 

The billions of taqayer dollars at 
stake are staggering, and recurring 
cleanup mistaka are not- short of 
scary. Findings by the GAO and inde- 
pendent investigative groups such as 
IEER call for reopening the national 
debate and making tough institutional 
reforms in contracting and oversight. 
The diemal failure of fast-track clean- 
up at  Fernald should not deter Greater 
Cincinnati’s congressional delegation 
from pushing for urgent reforms. 
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, Novmeber17, I997 
i Journal News 
!I Front Page 

"DO8 O& Fernuld options" 

DOE 
OKs 
Fernald 

I options 
I 

By Nlcholas G. Jonron 
Journel-Nlwr 

CROSEV TOWWHF 

The U.S.  Department  of 
Energy hno approved the use of 
three alternative methob for 
disposing radioactive waste 
etored in one of three silos a t  
the former Fernald uranium 
proceesin plant. 

-tn% during a pahiic meet-. 
iw .DOE ohcids ~ r l l  d i k i  fie I 
in Nov. 26. he decciion to seek dterna- 
tive technologies was made 
after authorities decided not to 
u ~ e  the original method - vit- 
rification - for Silo 3 wnete. 

O r i e a l  plane called for con- - o r  vitrifying - 
waste rom all three Fernald 
ailos into pebble-size glam pel- 
let8 for shipment to Nevada. 

But en ineere from Fluor 
Daniel &rneld. the DOE'S 
rincipai cleanup contractor, 

Rnlted a pilot vitrification pro- 
ject in December after deter- 
minin the chemical compoei- 
tion 0% silo 3 waste waa not 
amenabh to the roceae. 

In July, the 5 . S .  Environ- 
menta l  Protection Agency 
ordered Fluor Daniel and the 
DOE to eubmit altornative 
plana for Silo 3 waste dieposal. 
ae well new plans for vitrify- 
in waste in silos 1 and 2. 

fn a study released earlier 
this month, the DOE outlined 
threo additional technologies 
Silo 3 waeta: 
I Cement  s tabi l izat ian,  

which involves mixing the 

(Please see DOE, Page A21 

thet mny he i i v o d  to dinpose 

' DOE 
(Continued from Page At1 

waste  with cement  to  
physically bind radioactive 
contaminente for shipping. 
I Polymer mim-encapau- 

lation, which involves melt 
ing polyethylene with the 
W a S k .  
I Sulfudpolymer encapsu- 

lation, which involves melt- 

N0.668 P882/883 

1 1 0 1  

.- 
in the waste inim a cement, 
e& and polymer mixtme. 

Although tatal CCKlta for all 
h p e e e e e  amabout the 
mame - ab& 25 miUion to 
$28 million - !I 039 W s  
noted adPgPtegee ausociated 
with c e m d  itddizatiarrC 

The advantages include 
poaing B lower health risk 
t o  workers and the avail- .. .. 

ability of mom companies to 
perform the process, a8 
Opp08ed t o  the encapsula- 
tron technologiee. 

Officiale also noted a need 
for mare corn lex technical 

mer encapaulatian proceee 
and a greater risk of gas 
emissions during material 
handling. 

facilitiee for tR e eulfur/poly- 
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Y'ouple aid inlured teen" 
Reporter: Lew Maorar 

Couple aid 
injuied teen 
BY LEW MOORES 
'Ihc Cincinnati Enquirer 

were on theirway home whea they 
noticed ateeu-agerwho had fallea 
and arasn'l moving. 

The 14yearold had been in-h 
skadngandwasn'twwringpmtective 
equipmenf It waa st&tingto get dark 
when Theresa and Joe Schomaker 
approached in thcitcaron New 
Havm Rod. 

Thepauthhadpickedupmore 
speed than he andcipated on ahill 
and apassing car spooked him, said 
Ma. Schomakm. 

'He took quite a tumble," she eaid. 
"He had hurt his head and hi8 hack 
When I saw him he w86n.t moving, so 
I thought he waa unconscious." 

ARer the couple jumped out of the 
car, Ms. Schomaker mold the youth 
nhe w89 an emergency medical tech- 
n i b  for Cmeby Tormehip. Mr. 
Schomaker ran to their houee, which 
wa9 nearby, and Caned 911 while get- 
ting his wife's medic bag. 
1 thwr it had a calmfng effect" 

when she told him she w89 m Em, 
MR Schomaker said. "I assured him 
hat everything would be OK 1 kept 
him still. He was quileupset" 

When an ambulance arrived, the 
youth was placed in a cervical collar 
and on a spine board. Ms. Scharnaker 
rode with him to the hospital. where 
he was determined not to be serious 
Iy i&d.  

Kathy Graham, who work8 in pub 
lic affairs at Fluor Danlel Femald, 
where the couple works, d d  she was 

bsaistwce. 
"Ihey're great citizens. great p m  

PIC." ME. Graham said. "1 can't say 
enough about them They borh am 
pretty modest people." 

CROSBY TOWNSHIP --Thq 

not eurpdeed they wuuld bc of such 

I 
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