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Summary: 
Natural Resource Restoration Plan 

What is the Natural Resource Restoration Plan? 
The purposes of the Natural Resource Restoration Plan (NRRP) are: 

To outline the overall objectives for restoration and final land use at the 
Fernald Environmental Management Project (FEMP); 
To identify the institutional controls necessary to restore and commit 
portions of the F E W  to an undeveloped park with an emphasis on  
wildlife habitat; 
To present the strategy for site restoration; and 

restoration to the fullest extent practicable. 
To provide a programmatic approach for expediting natural resource 

The projects outlined in the NRRP are designed to contribute to an 
undeveloped park with an emphasis on wildlife management as the final 
land use. While consideration will also be given to other possible uses for 
portions of the FEMP, especially from stakeholder input, the primary focus of 
the restoration activities will be to establish a system of wetland and open 
water habitats with supporting woodlands and grasslands to support a diverse 
natural system. The NRRP is in agreement with the Fernald Citizens Task 
Force recommendations regarding future use of the FEMP property issued in  
May 1995. In addition, the NRRP is fully integrated with the SEI?. 

Institutional controls, as established for Operable Unit 5, are utilized in the 
NRRP as a means of ensuring continued protection of human and ecological 
receptors. These institutional controls include: 

Access controls; 
Federal ownership of the disposal facility and associated buffer areas; 
Federal ownership or control of portions of the FEMP property (outside 
the OSDF area) to the extent necessary to ensure the continued protection 
of human health; 
Performance of an environmental monitoring program during and 
following remedy implementation to assess the short- and long-term 
effectiveness of remedial actions; and 
An aiternate water suppiy to domestic, agricultural and industria! users 
relying upon groundwater from the area. 
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A proposed project schedule for the NRRP is also included but does not 
consist of "enforceable milestones". 

What is the overall strategy behind the NRRP? 
The strategy for the NRRP is to implement a series of specific projects both 
during and after the completion of site remediation. The restoration projects 
will be fully integrated with the remedial design and remedial action 
processes for Operable Unit 5 (i.e., soil excavation and remediation) where 
appropriate. The strategy includes: 

Initiating restoration activities at the completion of area-specific remedial 
activities wherever possible; 
Coordinating restoration activities under the scope of this plan with FEMI? 
remediation activities; and 
Incorporating restoration goals into the design of grading activities 

The initial strategy for natural resource restoration at the site is to begin near- 
term restoration projects in parallel with site remediation activities and to 
accomplish full restoration through additional long-term projects at the 
completion of site remediation. 

What types of restoration projects are proposed under the NRRP? 
There are two major types of restoration projects proposed for the FEW: 
near-term and long-term. Near-term restoration projects are those which 
may be performed in the next two to eight years concurrently with site 
remediation. Long-term restoration projects will be implemented as soil 
remediation is completed and areas are regraded to support restoration. 
The following are near-term restoration projects: 

0 

Aesthetic Barriers along Willey Road and S.R. 126 
Demonstration Forest Project West of Paddys Run 
Revegetation of Area 2, Phase I 
Enhancement of Area 1, Phase I Woodlots 
Enhancement and Management of Area 1, Phase III Woodlots East of 
Paddys Run 
Expansion of the Northern Forested Wetland 

The long-term projects include: 
0 

0 

0 

OSDF Aesthetic Buffer 

Open Water/Wetland Formation in the Former Production Area 
Open Water/Wetland Formation in the Former Waste Pit Area 
Phase I1 Expansion of Paddys Run Corridor to the West 
Reestablishment of Corridor East of Paddys Run 
Borrow Area Wetland Construction/Edge Habitat Formation 

C 

2 



Y 

The NRRP has a provision for possible off-site land acquisition to complete 
these projects and accomplish its goals. The NRRP also proposes that these 
areas should be kept clear of nuisance flora such as cattails. Proposed methods 
of clearing include controlled burning of grasslands. 

What monitoring programs will be implemented? 
There will be two main monitoring programs: 

Remedial action monitoring 
Success monitoring of restored natural resources 

Monitoring for habitat impacts will be conducted during the implementation 
of remediation activities (Natural Resource Impact Monitoring Plan). Field 
monitoring and reporting will be conducted every two and a half months. 

Success monitoring will be implemented to ensure that all restored habitats 
function as planned. Another purpose of success monitoring is to verify and 
compare planned restoration acreage from the NRRP to restoration 
implemented in the field. The document does not define the parameters of 
success monitoring. 

What are the provisions for stakeholder involvement? 
Stakeholder involvement is considered essential to the success of the 
restoration plan. All meeting summaries generated from Natural Resource 
Trustee Meetings are publicly available. Workshops are planned to involve 
the public in discussions on the proposals for the restoration plan for final 
land use. The NRRP strongly voices its support for stakeholder involvement. 
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Technical Report 
Summary: 
Natural Resource Impact Assessment 

What is the Natural Resource Impact Assessment? 

The Natural Resource Impact Assessment (NRIA) is a report which presents 
an assessment by area of 
0 past impacts resulting from releases of hazardous substances 

anticipated future impacts from planned remediation activities 
0 potential post-remedial residual impacts 

The NRIA is designed to identify injury, loss, or destruction that has occurred 
at the FEMP as a result of releases of CERCLA hazardous substances from past 
production operations, past waste management processes and future remedial 
activities. Existing information has been used to assess the impacts of historic 
releases of these substances at the FEMP and the associated restoration 
activities that have been or will be undertaken. 

I ,  

What will be done with the NRIA? 

The impacts presented in the NRIA will be evaluated by the FEMP Natural 
Resource Trustees (NRTs) and used to determine appropriate restoration 
activities to compensate for natural resource impacts. These restoration 
activities will be developed within a restoration plan which will be integrated 
with the remedial design and remedial action documentation being prepared 
by FEW. 

How is the NRIA structured? 

The approach for outlining impacts at the FEMP is to present past, future, and 
residual impacts by area. The areas examined are: 
0 Great Miami Aquifer 

Great Miami River 
Paddy’s Run Corridor 
Southern Pines and Waste Units 
Northern Woodlot and North Pine Plantation 
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Introduced Grasslands 
Waste Storage/Production Area 
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What is the Sitewide Excavation Plan? 

The Sitewide Excavation Plan (SEI’) provides technical guidance for all future 
activities related to the excavation and disposition of soil and at- and below- 
grade structures and debris at the Fernald Environmental Management 
Program (FEMP). The Operable Unit 5 Remedial Design Work Plan identifies 
the SEP as the document which will provide the management strategy and 
technical guidelines necessary to govern sitewide soil remediation. Unlike 
similar documents, the SEP will not be revised during remediation. The SEP 
has been developed as a mechanism for promoting integration and 
consistency between and within individual projects and activities. Because of 
this integrated approach, the SEP allows for reprioritization of projects, but 
does not detail how this will occur. 

The overall objectives of the SEP are to provide guidance for: 
All planning, design, and remedial activities related to the excavation and 
disposition of soil and at- and below-grade debris, including the 
decontamination and dismantlement (D&D) of at- and below-grade 
structures and utilities; and 
Integration of soil excavation activities of all areas of the FEMP. 0 

The SEP outlines the remediation drivers, goals, methods/protocols, and 
related requirements (e.g., health and safety, environmental controls and 
monitoring, recordkeeping, documentation, and data management) which 
will be applied to each soil remediation project. Area-specific conditions will 
be addressed during the design process for each remediation project, as these 
area-specific conditions may limit the applicability of available measurement, 
monitoring, and construction technologies to be used during remediation. 
Among these area-specific concerns are: 

Remediation drivers 
Attainment of remediation goals 

0 Gefieia! iinpleixentation guidelines 
0 

Logistical concerns 
Field measurements and laboratory analytical techniques 
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What regulatory documents are required by the SEP? 

A remediation document hierarchy is proposed in the SEI?. 

The remediation process begins with a pre-design investigation to 
establish the extent of the excavation. Radiological survey and laboratory 
data, as needed, are forwarded to the remedial design step to prepare the 
first deliverable document, the integrated remedial design package (IRDP), 
which will guide the actual excavation of the soil. The IRDPs will address 
area-specific concerns and contain a detailed design of the area-specific 
remediation elements according to the SEP guidelines. The IRDPs will also 
accommodate the lessons learned during previous phases of the sitewide 
remediation process. 
After the IRDP has been approved, soil excavation will begin and 
materials designated as above waste acceptance criteria (WAC) will be 
segregated from those destined for the on-site disposal facility (OSDF). 
Upon completion of the excavation, a pre-certification survey (and 
potential additional localized excavation) will precede commencement of 
certification activities. Disposal in the OSDF can be evaluated on a case by 
case basis. 
After completion of all soil remedial actions according to an area-specific 
IRDP, an area-specific Certification Design Letter will be prepared. The 
Certification Design Letter will establish the boundaries of each 
certification unit (CU) that subdivides the remediation area, sampling 
locations within each CU, and a list of CU-specific constituents of concern 
(COCs) which require laboratory analysis to determine whether the 
certification criteria have been met. This letter along with relevant 
standard procedures described in the SEP will be used to guide the 
certification sampling and statistical analysis processes necessary to 
demonstrate attainment of all the applicable remedial requirements 
summarized in the SEI?. 
Upon successful certification of all CUs in the area, a third deliverable 
document, the Certification Report, will be released for the remediation 
area. This report will contain summary information on sampling 
locations, analytical results, statistical methods, certification criteria, and 
notification of successful certification. 
After completion of all of the individual remediation projects, the 
sitewide final grading and restoration will be guided by the Natural 
Resource Restoration Plan. A Remedial Action Report will be prepared 
for each of the five operable units at F E W  to document all of the remedial 
actions completed within the scope of the specific operable unit. After 
completion of sitewide remediation and restoration, a Site Closeout 
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Report will be submitted to summarize all the activities conducted and the 
final conditions at the site. 

All of these documents included review time for both EPA and OEPA. 

What else can be found in the SEP? 

The SEP also discusses six location-specific soil excavation approaches: 
0 Shallow excavation of impacted on-property area outside the Former 

Production Area and other waste storage/management areas 
0 Excavation in waste storage/management areas outside the Former 

Production Area 
0 Excavation of existing stockpiles in the Former Production Area 
0 Excavation following D&D in the Former Production Area and Sewage 

Treatment Plant 
0 Off-property and non-impacted on-property area certification 
0 Non-high density polyethylene (HDPE) pipeline excavation outside the 

Former Production Area 

The SEP outlines control mechanisms and monitoring methodologies, the 
results of which will be reported as part of the Integrated Environmental 
Monitoring Plan, for the following categories: 

Natural Resource Impacts 
Air Pathway 
- Noise 
- Fugitive Emissions 
- Airborne Radiological Particulates 
- Radon 
- Direct Radiation 

0 Surface Water Pathway 
Groundwater Pathway \ 

The SEP also calls for the development of Project-Specific Health and Safety 
Plans (PSHASPs) for each project in order to protect workers during soil 
excavation activities. 
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Technical Report 
Summary: 
Integrated Environmental Monitoring Plan 

What is the Integrated Environmental Monitoring Plan? 

The Integrated Environmental Monitoring Plan (IEMJ?) is a revised version 
of the Environmental Monitoring Plan (EMP), but is redirected towards the 
new remediation phase of activities. The IEMP incorporates the regulatory 
requirements that are found in the Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate 
Requirements (ARARs) and compliance agreements. The IEMP also states 
provisions for reporting project-specific control monitoring that will 
accompany remediation activities. 

The IEMP is organized according to the principal environmental media and 
contaminant migration pathways to be examined routinely under the 
program. For each media, the IEMP provides an evaluation of the regulatory 
drivers, the scope of the monitoring activities, a media specific plan, and the 
details and results of this process. The IEMP is comprised of five monitoring 
programs: 
0 Groundwater Monitoring Program 
0 Surface Water Monitoring Program 
0 Sediment Monitoring Program 

Air Monitoring Program 
Biota Monitoring Program 

.',, 

The IEMP also contains the Natural Resource Impact Monitoring Plan, whose 
purpose is to monitor the status of impacts to natural resources on the 
Fernald site during remediation. 

What are the purposes of the IEMP? 

The purposes of the IEMP include: 
0 Maintaining the FEMP's continued commitment to an e €ective 

remediation-focused environmentai surveiiiance monitoring program, 
0 Fulfilling any additional sitewide monitoring and reporting requirements 

that are activated by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
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Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) ARARs for the FEMP’s signed 
Records of Decision, 
Providing the mechanism for assessing the performance of the Great 
Miami Aquifer groundwater remedy, including the determination of 
when restoration activities are complete, 
Providing a consolidated reporting mechanism for the FEMP’s individual 
environmental regulatory compliance monitoring activities, and 
Providing a reporting interface for the various project-specific emissions 
control monitoring activities that, because of ARAR requirements, will be 
implemented at the locations of the projects under approved project- 
specific remedial design plans 

Why is the IEMP important? 

The data obtained from the monitoring programs outlined in the IEMP can be 
used to determine compliance with regulatory requirements, to notice trends 
that indicate an unacceptable future condition, to determine what activities 
are contributors in the event of an unacceptable trend, to outline what 
responses should be taken to address an unacceptable situation, and to begin 
communications with the appropriate agencies or stakeholders. 

What are the key points of the Monitoring Plans? 

Groundwater Monitoring Program 
The purpose of the groundwater monitoring program is to track the progress 
of the restoration of the Great Miami Aquifer and satisfy the requirements for 
the FEMP’s site-specific agreements related to groundwater monitoring. The 
program calls for the monitoring of groundwater contaminants by well at 
several key locations on and around the site. Well locations are selected based 
on considerations such as property boundaries and contaminant levels. A 
“short list’’ of contaminants in each zone will be monitored as indicators of 
restoration impact. 

I ’  

Surface Water Program 
72th program will monitor sitewide surface water and treated effluent during 
active remediation of the site. Water samples will be collected at various sites 
and analyzed for the presence of parameter contaminants. 

Sediment Program 
The sediment program monitors levels of contaminants in spring sediments 
from Paddys Run and storm sewer outfall ditches. All sediments will be 
examined for the presence of uranium and in some locations other isotopes 
known to be in high concentration. 
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Air Monitoring Program 
The IEMP represents a change from the previous approach to air 
contamination. Whereas previous programs have been accomplished 
through computer modeling, the new monitoring approach reflects the 
change from point source emissions to many different emmisions from 
variety of remediation activities. The program monitors airborne particle and 
radioactive emissions. Placement of monitoring stations is based on both 
emission sources and wind patterns. 

Biota Monitoring Program 
The Biota Monitoring Program will monitor produce grown in or near the 
FEMP site for uranium contamination on a tri-yearly basis. 

How will results of the IEMP be reported? 

Reports currently produced under existing environmental monitoring plans 
will be consolidated under the IEMP during the fiscal years 1997 and 1998. 
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. 'The Honarabh Trent Loit 

4' US. Senare 
Majvrity hsdcr  

487 SenHLe Russell Office Buildinn 
Wathinpon, D.C, 203 16 

, 

boar Senator Lotr; 

November 14, 1997 

P .02/07 

We uk your kelp In fixing a serious ptobirrn with frdard Irw u ii applica io [he 
dirporal ef federal rrdiorctive wmu, which was nctritly bmughr into focus by a 
dccirion by the US, District Cam far the Nonhtm DI~trlct of Teres. 

As you may know, on Ostobsr 3, Unl td  Stusr Dlrtrict Judga loo Kcnddl issued I 
prrllminay injunctjan in ths CUE of Warr Control Spoeialhs v, the U.S. 
D&panment of Energy, The cas0 inwlvos he plaintiff I c h r n  chat It ha$ been 
unfairly excludud from con8idcrailon for I DQR cantract for radioactive V Y ~ L  
dispord. The company toqurrtc hat ths cam q u i r e  DOE b conridw it for such a 
oontruct, notwithstanding the fret thir ths company doer not have, and under Tcrur 
law cannot get, a license horn the auto Isr the dlrporrl of ndloicrlve watt. 

We have ne qual with the company invalvad in this easa, and believe that 
competition for dirpoarl of DO6 wuste IS I good thing, However, we BIV deeply 
concerned h a t  the judge hu rulad that 4 liccnrc Imm the state is immawrisl to 
DOE'a ability to confracc for disposal of redioactivr WLSICI. According [v Judge 
#endall, "neither (Re grant nor the rofutrl of I sui8 low-tavsl radioactive w a m  
dirparal license can consrliutc the brrh for iha quallllcxrion or the disqualification of 
a DOE Contractor to dlrporr of DOE Iow4eveI or mixed redioacilve wmtni a i  a 
privrrr eite." Judge Kcndall bnsta lhrr vlcw on hir finding that the vtates arc 
cornplctcly preempted under the Atomic Ensray Act o f  1954. 

, 

. 

This decision ruqa directly counwr to our rttongly held view that federal rgecncics 
mud1 bo bound by ttrtr riting and environmental I ~ W B  juct 88 pnvallc pantcs are. In 
the funtierrnce of thoac views, wo foautht lon i  and hnrd tb clarify thrr !ha 
Dcprnmcnr of Energy is  subjarr to state aulhorhy under the Rsaourcc Conservation 
and Rccavcry Act and to gain ptwuge of thu Federal Feciliry Compliance Acf of 
1902. Ths fadoral povmmcnt mumr live under rhe law in h e  same way and to ihc 

A&- mrtont that chr Jfiw spplioi lo everyone oltc. 

We Would alra nota ihar. rhc dccirion in  rhc W w o  Control Spccidiatt case would 
allow DOE fo b8COmc tffcc!ivsty self-raguhting, We do nol believe that self- 
regulation serves the public inrercsr or ie, Compatible wtth buic norions of  fair play. 

lgl(ll 1:; (I:)( ,i;7 ;yJj m ' d 9  N0127-1.I Nust 
,f 

.(IN, i::;~ '1s lb::I . I I  ,X ' I \  \3iU 
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Indeed. DOE self=regulrtion has been rhawn ov6r many. d a i d e r  IO be Unworkable 
and insufficient. Furthermore, it runs counter 10 cunenr iniiiriirer to cxtcmsiiy 
regulate DOE faciliticr. 

WE urgt you IO took into rhir m o m  I S  ripeditioudy o possible. and wlll be happy 
to work with yau to crrn a solution 10 the lrruts ralrcd by ihir dacision. The. 

. ’ importance at  this rnrnrr goes far beyond the immadirto irrw of comprtltion for the 

engendering compccition rrurrd I Ionp.urm erosion of IU& rwhoriry and rcrpci lor, 
the NIe of law In riting and epsratlng ndiolcrivs WUIC dispoml frrflldcr. 

I 

. buriners of diapoaing of  DOE WMtC. 11 would be a lrrgcdy if the rhan-wrm ~or l  of 

, Sincerely, 

Chair 
Cornmitree on Nsrural Rarourccr 

cc: Judge Kcndall 

I. 

4 

Governor Muc Raeicoi 
Vice Chair 
Comrnirces on Natural Rcsourccs 

i 
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WASHINCTO~U. OC :0510-3'103 

h'iovcmber 19, 1997 

Secretary of Energy Federico Pena 
Unitad States Dcpanmcnt of Energy 
IO00 Independence A% S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Secretary Penu: 

The State of Oregon m d  I bavt applauded [he srcps the U.S Deparrtncnr of 
Energy (USDOE) has tilkcn 10 end its sclfmgulatory starus and to iricreasc bath 
public trust and tiivirotuntntal proiectjon dirouyh cx[eriiul rcgulntion. .4 tccent 
dccision by a United States District COW in Texas r\Vastb Control Sp;cislists, Inc, 
V. United Starcs Dcparunenf of Energy) Ih.rcarcn\s to r e m e  h a t  prggrtss. atid could 
pose a serious thrcat 10 Oregon's inicrcst in protecuon of the Columbin River if 
allowed LO become a precedent for the Department's policy, 

In [he Texas e m ,  thc Depament {vas ordered ro considcr iliz off6itc 
disposd o l  low*-Le~cl radioactive w t e s  fiom I!SDOE facilities at a piivatcly owned, 
dumpsite. for which (he Stare of Texas denied permits and rherc is nu Nuclw 
Reglato? Commission regulation. The cow wote  in its f i i i d i q s  that rhe 
Depanment argued "wirhout any evidcnce. in vague. abstract and evasive language. 
[hat rhe adoption of such pmposr\l picsenred 'ccrmple\' polic) issues tlist have nor 
ycr k e n  resolved by the DOE ..." Appucutly, thc CDUJT \vas not briefed on how such 
offsite, private dumpsires- subject only TO sclf-regulation by USDOE- would 
brc;rch h e  Depmment's policy ro mow to end self-regularion, and was a disposal 
option that h d  ncwr bceii aubjccrcd to enviroruncnral and hedrh iinpacr analysis 
under the National Envirounentd Policy Act. It  is imperarive that this dcckion be 
appealed and rhc Dcpanmcnr present a strong case for I(S policy of cndiiiy srlf- 
regulation, IIS well as dcrnonsrruting that such ofhire disposal cannot be considered 
without public, stac aid tribal review of thc eiivironnienral and health iurp3cts. 

I f  rlir Department docs not reaffirm its comniit~ncnr LO external regulation of 
iu waste disposal, it will suRer a senous blow to its imprwcd crcdihility aid trust iu 
the Northwest. The precedent of a private, offsite disposal facility subjccr to only 
USDOE sclf-regulation i s  a troublirig one 
c q d  rrcatment and open other J i t w  clsewlierc in thc nation. 1 wr concerned tlm 
this could literally expand Hanrord on to private properr)., crempt from staac or 
NRC regulations rt !o whabilicy of h e  site, groundwater p r ~ t , t c ~ ! i ~ n .  dirpcsa! 
pmctices, closure rcqurrements, tiuancial assurances, etc. 

other private facility owners may seek 
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The Depmrnmc h a  made great strides in reducing costs I G a h i s  ptoyrcss is  in 
pan due 10 tlrc inrroducrion of compcriiion as well as independent validotian of costs \c*ir]i 
comparrsnn to commercial markers, This has resulted in n great reduction in COSIS for waste 
disposal 3t I-lanfnrd since I first bcgM W i n g  questions about the rates chngcd Tor disposal as 
pan oi’the Hsnford coninston’ indircct a d  avrrhcad cOSrs. 1 
competition in order IO continue prqrcss in Rducing costs. However, thc tnctoduclion of 
conipcritioir must nor come tit t k  expense Of progress towards the kponmcnt’s una1 of ending 
self-regularion of its w a e  Jisposd sitos and pr~ctices. In the Iionhwest. thc hrulth of the 
Columbia Kivcr depends on dus policy. P b s e  idom me if there is an)’ changc conrcmplnred in 
rhc Dcpanmeat’s policy towards cxfcmal lephtion of Waste dlsposnl, uiid i f  so. how the 
Deparimcnt intends to mnipiy with the hhtiuoal Exwironmenral Policy Act !n rcprds to both rhe 
poljcv and specific proposals far umqulntcd ofl‘ssira w w e  disposal facilities. ~ l s o .  pk;lae 
i n t o n  tire what action will be uken in response tu the Tcxas court ruling. 

SUppOfIiW o i o a r e i  

Thai& you for your artention to this imponant policy question y d  its implications fur my 
interest in protccring thc Coiumbis River and [he licalh of thc ciritens Of OTCgOn 

Wiih  am regards, 

Sincerely, 

United Srates Scnaror 
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John S. Applegate 

Vice Chair 
James C. Bierer 

MOllbm 
Marvin W. aawson 
Lisa crawford 
Pamela Dunn 
Constance Fox, M.D. 
Darryl D. Huff 
Dan McElroy 
Robert G. Tabor 
Dr. Thomas E. Wagner 
Dr. Gene E. Willeke 

Ex Oficio 
L. French Bell 
Jack Craig 
Gene Jablonowski 
Graham Mitchell 

November 20, 1997 

Secretary Federico Pena 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Ave. SW 
Washington, DC 20585 

Assistant Secretary Al Alm 
U.S. Department of Energy, Environmental Management 
1000 Independence Ave. SW 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dear Messrs. Pena and Alm: 

In a recent letter to the Ohio Field Office Director, the CAB reiterated 
recommendations we first made in 1995: 

“(The Citizens Advisory Board) is calling for a fundamental shift in the approach to 
remedial operations at Femald. DOE and its contractor must view the project as an 
environmental remediation operation. It is their job to implement the remediation 
decisions that have been made, quickly, safely, and cost-effectively--and then to 
leave. If Fernald is to be really treated like the remediation project it is--where work 
should be focused on a single goal and completed in a finite period of time-- 
management at all levels must make an immediate and decisive change. Such an 
approach has several important consequences for remedial priorities, and focuses 
attention on obstacles to remediation apart from the existing operable units. Its 
cornerstone must be to eliminate big, sources of non-productive expense: high 
overhead, storage of materials awaiting shipment, and cumbersome Department of 
Energy requirements.” 

DOE Femald has begun to implement this approach throush accelerating cleanup, 
projectizing, and mortgage reduction. In its 1998 appropnations, Congress appears 
to have gone even further by designating Fernald one of two DOE Defense Facility 
Closure Projects. Congress has tasked DOE to respond to this designation with a 
“detailed plan outlining a proposed project management structure which reduces the 
numerous layers of Federal bureaucracy through which closure projects must 
report.” 

We cannot urge DOE strongly enough to take full and immediate advantage of the 
opportunity that Congress has presented. We are writing to ensure that happens. If 
this report is to have any impact, it must provide the management system and tools 
necessary to conduct the safe and efficient cleanup of Fernald. The key decisions 
have been in place at Fernald for some time. Now that it appears a stable funding 
s ~ n r c e  is dsn in place, we must eliminate the continual replanning and rebudgeting 
through layers and layers of bureaucracy and focus instead on making real progress 
on the work waiting to be done. 

A United States Department of Energy Site-Specific Advisory Board 
Post Office Box 5 4  Ross, Ohio 45061 513.648.6478 



We are pleased to see that DOE has begun the process of responding to Congress 
and reengineering the relationship between headquarters and the field. On the other 
hand, stakeholders have yet to be formally involved in the process. The Fernald 
Citizens Advisory Board has been making recommendations to DOE for over two 
years for just this sort of activity. We have organized ourselves for a primary focus 
on cost reductions, management streamlining, and an overall culture shift away 
from the cumbersome bureaucracy that has moderated progress for years. With 
Congress and stakeholders in alignment, this presents a great opportunity to help 
achieve accelerated cleanup at Fernald. 

In sum, we urge your continued personal attention to the new closure management 
structure, so that DOE and its stakeholders can benefit from this opportunity. 

cc: 
Jack Craig 
Ohio Field Office Manager 
Ohio Congressional Delegation 

. 
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November 24,199 7 
Cincinnati Enquirer 
Metro, B l  
"Tr&ta!e legblators lrnd impact" Tristate 
Reporter: Paul Barton 

legislators 
had impact 
A look at who 
did what in '97 

)Rep. Steve Chebot, R- 
Cincinnati: Participated in 

up of 11 rebel lawmakers to 8" elp refma the attention of 
COP leaders on budget issues 
by refuting to agree to tJ& 
epending levels for congression- 
al operatih.  Continued to push 
tegialadve agenda aimed at p 
emment waste by introducing 

BYPAULBARTON 
Enquirer Weshington Burenu 

WASHINGTON - From 
stormy hearings on campaign 
fmance to COP coup attempts 
and Internal Revenue Service 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o " , $ ~ t s ~ ~ c & ! $  bills that would end overstag 

known M tha National S g  lot of. places. 
Induetry Improvement Center. 
Citizens Against Government 

mmt will have major legislathe Waste am him one of 
initiatives still hanging. their top raxpayer mtchdogs. 

Mr. Chabot also introduced 8 
bill to dow TV coverage of 
federal c o r n .  He is hoping fa 

- 
a n a  members making in a he1 for major COW 

rations and a ! olish a pro 
And when area manbere re 

to Capid  Hill in J~~~~ 

Three area Democrats - 
John Glenn of Ohio and 

Wendell Ford of Kentucky and 
Rep. k c  Hamilton Ot Nadn+Ue. House floor action h e  
I d .  - be c o d g  for p ~ e a l  d e n  hnlpeae retma. 
their laat year in office. 

AII three announced their re- , b Repa J a b  Boehnei, R- 
tirement earlier this year. West Chester: He began the 

Rep. Jim B b g ,  &South- ear defendin embattled 
gate, be running for a Sen- f;Ome Speaker ffm Gbgrich 
ate seat in 1998. and becvne enraged w h o  he 

A rundown d other develop 
ments involving area members 
lhis year: 

,Reg. Rob Portman, R- 
Terrace Park: While it was not 
the only issue he warked on, 
IRS reform eaeily got the most 
attention and ehowered Mr. 
Partman with national media 
attention as he served as co- 
chairman of the Natioaal Com- 
miaaion on Restructuring the 
IRS and got into a dispute with 
the Clinton adminiemtion over 
the idea of an independent 
board to supervise the agency. 
As support for IRS changes 
mushroomed with voters, the 
Clinton administration gave in, 
and Mr. Portman went on to 
shepherd reform legislation 
throu h the House by a 426-4 

yea;. 
vote. ' L a c e  nation awaltm noxi 

learned his cellular phone call 
with other GOP leaders was 
intercepted and turned over to 
Democrats .  Mr. Boehner  
hounded the Justice Depart- 
ment to investigate the matter 
and is now threat a lawsuit 
against a top ~ o 3 e m o c r a t .  
Rep. Jim McDermott of Wash- 
ington, Mr. Boehner, the chair- 
man of the H o w  Republican 
Conference, was linked in July 
to an alleged plot by COP mem- 
bers to overthrow Mr. Gig-  
rich. Mr. Bahner denied any 
overthrow attempt. More re- 
cently, Mr. Boehner has been 
concentrating on new legiala- 
live initiatives to keep Congress 
from spending any budget sur- 
pluses that emerge soon and to 
reshape education rograms. A 
Baaher bill to arLw tor pri- 
vate-sector consdidation d sN- 
dent loans was enacted into law. 

,Rep. Jim Bumring, R- 
Southgate: As a member of the 
House, Budget and Ways and 
Meane Committees, Mr. Bun- 
nine helped to daft balanced 
budget and tax cut pacla 

provision to daw tax deduc- 
tions for interest on student 
loana. As chainnan of the Social 
!%curity subcommittet in the 
House, Mr. Bunring held e v e n  
hearinga on the future of the 
SyStf3Cl. 
b Rep. Ted Strickland, D- 

Lucade: Worked on numcr- 
ow labor-related isinrej, indud- 
ing contract protections for 

(Pleaee ree TRISTATE, 
Page 85) 

got lnduded into that p Z g E  



i i a4 /97  is:m PUBLIC RFFRIRS + DOUG SRRNO 

’ November 26,1997 
Cincinnati Enquirer 
Metro, BI 
“Trktare legivdacors hod impact” 
Reporter: Pad  Barton 
COttfln#@d 

Tristate: Legislators’ 
impact on big issues 

NO. 779 pw13/a03 

CoNrrNGm PROM PAGB BI b 6%. Mike DeWine, R- 
workers at the Portsmouth Gas- Ohio: Establishing himself as a 
eou8 Diffueion Plant while OP leading advocate fa Children h 
o h g  efforts by the Federal the Conmess, Mr. DeWine drew 

Commission weaken laudita ftOm the left and right. 

men&. He i p o w l y  opposed to revamp federai foster care 
Clinton 8&m3tntim decjsjon hW3. Held series of hearings on 
to implmcat new clean air stan- mergers, and casoli&ti~a in 
dards and fought renewed GOP m 1 0 U 9  lndlcstria 89 Chaman 
efforts to the Appdachian Of, the Senate antitrust sU.bCOm- 
Regional Commission. mttee. Got Postal Semce to 

b Rep. Lee Hamilton, D- adopt. a stamp P.mmohg organ 
Nashville, Ind. As usual, Mr. and hssu@ donahan. 
Hamilton, ranking member of ,Sen. Wendell Ford, D- 
the House International Rela- b: After having spent much of 
tim Committee, contihued to the year outraged over tobacco 
be aggressive on nrtmeroue for- farmers bein left out of the 
eign policy issues from China to aettla?ynt. dr. Ford developed 
tropical rain forests. He aincd % 2 8 . b l b n  P~posal  to protect 
national press attention g r  hjs fmen and help their 
fight to derail legidation that fadies gain new skills. His Ian- 
would have rem a n i d  fureign p g e  a h d Y  has been hduded 

olicy agencies. $e argued for tobacco settlement bills. &. 

the United Nations. 
b Sen. John Glenn, D- 8Ystem and Wmee sew+ 

Ohio: Mr. Glenn served a8 rank- other proPos$s, m d u d q  a bdl 
iag Democrat on the high-profile Prevent l-nce industry 
Senate Governmental Affairs discrimination against women 
Comfittee probe of 1996 cam- whose families have history of 
paign financing. While he denied breast cancer. 
it. many observers saw him as ,Sen. Mltch McConnell. 
the Clinton administration’s d e  RyKy.: Mr. McConneU attracted 
fender on h e  panel. Mr. Glenn widespread media attention 
argued for the committee to again for hi8 continued opposi- 
pureua comprehensive campaign tion to campaign finance reform. 
finance reform but saw the in- Took over c b a i r m ~ ~ ~ ~ h i p  of the 
vestigation end k f o r e  any p r e  National Republican Senatorial 
gnss could be made. Also made Committee. His success in at- 
newa when NASA said it was tracting contributions drew at- 
considering his request to go racks from gr~ups such a9 Cam- 
back into space. He continued to moa Cause. Mr. McConnell also 
push a range of g o v e m e n t  took the lead in calling far an 
coat-cutting and efficiency mea- end to federal affirmative action 
S U r e S .  programs. 

“Made jn U,S,A.” bhl rewe b layed a leading role in efforts 

~ . . - . - . ~~ . . - . ~  ~U.repayment..~f_U.S._debts_[a. nounclng Ford also thFcZiipign-fWce- 9 ~ n t  the year de- - .. 
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