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M R . H I G C: T N S : r, e r. m P 1 n t. 1~ o d u c e 

T 'm Pat Higgins from the 

AlbuquerrruP <lper.<lt.ions Office. T 'd ike to 

4 welcome you to the first of our Site Specific 

Pl.rl.n meet-ings. What I'd like to do first is kind 

fi a f 1J 1 v P y o 11 a n n v e r v i e w o f w h a t we p l an t o do i n 

7 r P. r m s n f ' h P ,-: o n d u c: t n f t. h e m e P. t. i n g a n d t h e n g o 

8 throu(Jn :~nmP :~pec1fics <=~.s t.o what I w1.ll cover 

" CJ. n d r h P. n w h rt r M r. . .J o h n r. y o n s f r om t h P D a y t. o n a r e a 

!0 nfti.ce ;;t the facility here will then go through 

l n. n d c: o v P ,- r o r y o u . 

'T'his indeed 1s a public 

1 n a r t 1. c: 1 n .'l r 1 () n m e e t i n g , s o w e d o e n c o u r. a g e y o u r 

4 a C t i V P ro Cl r t ~ r l D n t l 0 n . We hnve provided services 

'~ tn rPrnrrl thP mP.Pti.ng here so we makP. sure that 

fo w P d o ~ n n •" •" ri :- e c o r ct y o u r e x c e 1 J e n t q u e s t i o n s n. n d 

7 c o n c e r n ~; ·='~ r c: 1 1 r. a r. e I y . 

8 In this particular session, we're 

19 go1ng tn hP trl.l.king about the Five-Year Plan 

70 activ1t1Ps that the Department of Energy has 

::'l devel()pP.ci :1nd undertaken and t.hen some specifics 

for thP Mound Plant here in Ohio. What I will be 

!] c:ovP.rlng fnt~ you, are t.he specifics of that Five 

1 4 Yt=>nr PL1n, whn.t that plan nttempt.ed to try to 
I 

i encaostt!.-,tP 1n terms of DOE facilities and then 



\ 
i 

) 

l 

4 

') 

f, 

7 

R 

'J 

0 

l l 

l ? 

1. 3 

1 4 

') 

f, 

7 

8 

l g 

70 

7 1 

7? 

7 ~ 

7 4 

7 5 

3 

w a 1 k v n 11 r h r.- o u g h s o m e o f t· h e h i. g h l i. g h t s t h a t. c a m e 

t h r o u C1 n r h e1 t <l g e n c y a n ct t h e n ct i s c u s s w j t h y o u 

what the process, the comment process that we're 

trvin<J to have you <'lll engage in with us here and 

w h e r e y n u r ~ o m m e n t. s w i. I. 1. h e 11 t. i. 1. i z e d i. n t. h e 

proces~ 1n the future. In gathering those 

~ n m m e n t. s f r o m y n u • w e w i. 1. I. a s k y o 11 L o .. "! o m t=> u p t. o 

the m1crnnhone, state your name and the 

n r g a n 1 7. ,, t. 1. n n t h a t. y o u r e p r e s e n t. , i f y o u d o i. n d e e d 

repre~ent one, i'lnd then proceed with your 

questton or statement. 

The Pive-Year Plan effort was an 

effort t-hat was initially started back in 

F'ehrui'lry of last year. The current p]an which 

t: h e n 0 F. h a s p u b 1 i s h e d , w h i. c h i s d a t. e d ,J u l y o f 

1<190, i~ <1ct.ualJy the second or I should say 

LS first. revision of that parti.cular plan. And 

it represents i'ln effort aimed at this particular 

goal and that i.s to conduct all operations at 

the fe1ci lity such that <'lll environmental risks 

rt. r e r e d 11 c e d , r1 s w e l 1. a s 11 r. o i e c t. t i. e s . i. f y o u 

w i I J o u r ~~ J P i'l n - u p e f f o r t s a s t h o s e n e e d t o b e 

conducted at each of the sites that DOE is 

rPspon~lhle for. 

I just want to use one slide here 
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L o '" m l1 h a s 1 :>: ~ .l p o i. n r. . ~he envtronmental 

~wRrPnPss that the Department nt Rneray 1s havjng 

-~ t- n i. n c: o r. n o r. r.1. t. ~ 1. n t o i. t s (~ v A r. y d t-1 y o p ~ r. a t i. o n s 1. s 

4 somethinn that is indeed somewhat new to us 

across ~he board. It is something that we've 

seen accPI erate quite recent] y. This particular 

7 .-:hart 1 s iusr. one that. shows t·he amount of 

8 "'nvironmental regulations and laws that have come 

q i n r. o .=> x 1. s r. e n c e . And i.t's quite obvious that 

10 ~1nce the early 1970's, the interest both 

1.1. expressed by the general public, as well as the 

I e g 1 s I n t 11 r P s o f v a r i o us s t a t e s . ot course, the 

.1 r·ongr·es:; tl.as r.ertainly brought the point horne to 

4 us. DOF: ~nd nll of ts faciJities are committed 

!') t-o r:nnri•Ir:ring r1i.l of our. activi.ties 1.n compliance 

with .. i nt those regu.l nti ons, nnd thnt 's one of 

7 t h r~ r t m P 1 n t. e r: e s t ::; o f t-. h e P i. v e - V e a r P l a n i. t s e I. f 

8 r.et me toke just n moment to walk 

19 you t-.hrough the elements that ar:-e i.n the Five 

70 Year Plan, primarily to clear up what T at least 

7 1. perr.eJ.ve as a misperception. Many people believe 

17 th<'lt the- Pive-Year:- Plan covers clean-up 

? ) act.ivi ties exclusively While it does indeed 

:-'4 include- what 1s listed under environmental 

7 ') :~ e s t o r :t t- i o n , w h i. c h 1. s t h e c l e a n u p o f i n a c t i. v e 
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1 n r. L u d P ::; . ,_ ,. o u p :_ P. n f n t h e r m a j o r. 

') ,. PIPmentn which ~re adjunct to that particular 

) ~ t t P. m -r t n 1- •" f f o r t , i f y o u w i 1 I_ • 

4 The first is the effort to correct 

5 ~ny noncomnLi_ant conditions that exist at any of 

n11r f?Jc1l1tie.s. That is referred to as the 

7 ro: n v 1 r o n m P n r ~ I <-: o r r P r: t i v P. T\ c t-_ i v ,_ t-_ 1 P. s P r o g r a m . I t 

n 1 .~ e1 1 m P c1 :~ o e r. 1 f :i c a J l y rt t _; d e n t i f y i n g ~ n d 

'l r' o r r P r r 1 n '} n 11 t-_ n f com -r I i. 3 n t con d i t ions as they 

0 reJat<-'> rn t-Prlernl or state regulations 

l Rnvironment restoration, as I 

7 ment1nnerl, which 1s the effort that 1s nlmost 

l P.xclustvPiy rJ.i.med at P.nvironmental clean-up of 

4 i n ct c t 1 'J P ·: 1 t- P .s 

Wnste mnnagement operations is 

h that par·t nt the plan that attP.mpts to address or 

1 7 e n c om p a ~; n '1 a y - r o - cl a y o p e r a t i o n s a n d d e 1 i n e a t e 

R what 1s thP best way to conduct those operations 

9 no that we tndeed operate 1n compliance with the 

)0 I ilWS -1n<1 r Pqul r1tion;.;. 

'T'he fourth major program effort 

t-_ h ;:,_r_ I •' n11r I ined J_ n t h r1 t-_ l" i. v e - Y e a r P I a n , w h i c h i n 

the recPnt revision .1 s the sing) e argest. growth 

?~ ~rP~ rhal I hP. nepartmP.nt of RnP.rgy has 

7 5 tdent1fieci, 1.<> the technology development. area 



., 
' 

f, 

\-I n P r· p w P ~1. a v P ;] r. t-. r. m n r P d t- o u r. i. i. 7. P t-. h e ~~ e s o u r. c e s 

hrnugh our ::1at:i onn.l J nborntory network 

~o nddrPs~ thp Pnvironment compliance and 

4 rlay-to rlay wnste operations 

The fi.r~t-. plan sim~Ly attempted to 

f, t' Ci p t u r P P t f o r t s t h a t w e r e u n d e r w a y n l r e a d y 1 n 

.., 
I t- h a t- ~) a r t 1 ': 1.1 a r :1 r P n a . In t-.hi.~ rev1.s1on, what we 

have ~ttempteri to rto s expand on that, and have 

nur ! ahnr;1tori es denti.fy where that scientific 

'0 and ~nergy PXpertise can be brought to bear on a 

l l ~pec1.fi.c problem. 

l ? The portion of the Pive-Year Plan 

-~ t h a t-. t ~ ~-~ I\ I h 1.1 q u e r q u P. o f f i c e a d d r. e s s e s c o v e r e d a 

4 muJt1t1Trlf' nf :.it.e production facilities, 

: .1 h o t ;1 t n r programs and 1 ocal sites 

()f r:n11r.'":P, o d n y ' .<: m e e t i n g 1 s s p e c i f i c Cl .! .I y t. o 

7 t· .1. I k .: h n 11 I hP Mound rtant In !-.he documentation 

R that il v i1 1 I a b 1 e t o y o u n the reading room, you 

9 '"!<ln .1 sn ·;ee ~>nme of t-.he details concern1ng the 

7 0 o t h e r .r. 1 t e s , h u t i t rl o e s .i n c l u d e t h e b n s i c 

7 l r. e c h no i n 0 y '.) <1 n . 

7 2 Albuqut=>rque's particular portion 

~3 of th<1t ~lan v1.rtually stretches across the 

") c; 
J 

n<'ltion. We're 1n several states, multiple 

f 3 c i. I i t-. 1 "' c; . a n d d e a I. i n g w i. t h m u l t. i p 1. e F. P A 
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1: P. '] 1. o n :·: T\ n d t- h a r ;_ s o n e o f r. h e d i f f i c u J. t i. e s , i. f 

:' you wi I that we've had to deal with, 1s trying 

l ro encomrnss o.l.l the t:egu1atory o.uthor.iti.es and 

4 the very good regulations that we have to deal 

') with between the state and various EPA r.egions. 

6 Let me move onto some of the prime 

7 h i. g h l ; g h t :; r. h a t. o. r. e i. n t h e F i. v e - Y e a r. P 1 a n . 0 f 

fl :1 n e o t the rna in high J i g h t. s 1 s the 

'} 1 .. e i t· e r- n t 1 o n o f r. h e r. h i. r. t y - y e a 1: c 1 e a n - u p g o a l t. h a t 

0 the nPp~rtment. of Energy has identified. And 

I l what that goal basically states is the Department 

? of RnerQy 1.s committed to completing the 

1. 3 r1 s s e ~; ::; m e n t a n d c l e a n - 11 p o f i1 l I o f o u r. 

4 ront~m1nated sites by the year 2019. 

1. 5 Other. major commitment that was 

1 6 made 1n the current plan, was the full 

1. 7 n p e r. a r : n n a L c o m p I. i a n c e w i. t. h a L 1 l a w s a n d 

1 8 reguJat1ons by t.he end of FY ninety-six Many of 

1. 9 the fo.c1i i t.J.es that. we now operate will be i.n 

?0 t u 1 1 c· o m p 1 1 a n c e w e l J b e f o r e t h a t , h u t t h a t w a s a 

? l goal. t·har was established by Mr. Leo Duffy, who 

? 7 1.s d1 rPrtor of the Office of Environmental 

? 3 Restnriltion nnd Wr1ste Management in our DOE 

? 4 Headguilrtt?r.s. H.is aim J.<> to bring all facilities 

? 5 1. n i 1. n e h y t h a t. d a t e . 



'T' h A t·. h i. r d g o ;c~. 1. 1. s o n e t.. h 3 t.. 

? rPf1Pctc. the f.irst :-;erles of comments that we 

) r e c e 1 v A rl o n t-. h e f.o' i. v A · · Y P. 3 r P 1. 3 n , p r i m 3 r. i. I. y f r. o m 

4 the Envi ronmenta] Protection Agency, as weJ l as 

v3t:l.Oits ··.t.3t..A r.Aqul.3tory agenc1.e~·l l\.nd, 

~ basi~ni 'y, what that concern was, was based on 

7 t. h P f ·' r. t t- h n t-. w A h 3 d a p p i i. P. d ;1 ;,1 r 1 o r i. t. i. z a t i o n 

:.ystem t·o our out nf compliant conditions. 

'J R a s 1. c n l L y , t- h e c o n c e r n w a s t. h a t , i. f w e h a v e a 

10 fac1 lity that has a documented out of compliant 

11 condition, why would a particular activity show 

7 u p <1 s :--. o m e t h i n g l e s s t h a n a p r :i o r i t y o n e ? 

The activities 3nd the structure 

4 of the ~udgeting for support of that. particular 

, ~ ~) I 11 n w P r P ,-l d i t.t :1 t. e d :=; o t-. h a t a 1 l l! a r r e c t i v € 

'(, .1ctiv1tiPs nf noncompl ant conditions were rated 

7 ;1 s :1 r-- 1 n r· 1. t- y o n A <-1 c r o s ::; t h e h o a r. d . 

8 Again, as I mentioned, technology 

9 d e v P l n p m P n t-. 1 ::; t h e ::; i. n g I. e argest growth area i.n 

70 I h e (' 11 r r P n t J7 i v e - Y e a r P 1 a n . 1t 1s nimed 

) l "' :< c I 11 s 1 v A I y r1. t , as r. men t i one d , 1.1. s i n g t he 

').., nationCll aboratory and any expertise that we can 

71 garner at the i.ndividual facilities to indication 

:' 4 n t p r n h I P m s 1 n t h e e n v i r o n m e n t c l e a n - u p c o m p 1 i a n t 

) 



') 

T w o :n a J o r ; ;_ '"-' a :: t. n <1 t-. L h 3 t 

t e r. h n o 1 ,-, o y 1 .:. g o .1 n g t o b e <1 i m e d " t . Of course, 

1 nne or ~hose relates to the minimization of any 

4 wastes I hat are generated at the sites, as well 

~ ~s m1.n1mtzation ~elated to operations so that we 

ran i:Jdeed treat store, or dispose of wastes 

7 .<pproprLately. 

Assessment i'lnd remediation, as it 

'J r· e L a t-_ e s 1· o P n v i. r o n m e n t. a I. c l e a n -· n p , i s t h e o t h e r 

, 0 mnlor 'nru~ of t~at «reo. One of the things that 

I 1 we'vP sPen that. has si.gnificant.ly i.nfluenced the 

- I I 7 ~or.u.:. ,,~ ~!le DOF. effort nnd the nct.ual plan that 

1 IS Pncompa~sed ln the Five-Year rl.an LS related 

4 t o t h e rn 11 c· h s t r o n g e r n n d m o r e n g g r e s s :1 v e 

S over.:.1ght 1 oLP that both the Department of Energy 

6 and ~ ~f' :.:rJ\ has i ni ti a ted. 

7 There is now the Legislative 

'8 neten~~P Nuclear F'acil:ity Safety Board which was 

1.9 ::;et. up through an l\.ct of Congr.ess, which is also 

70 a veh1r~P ~hat will be visiting all DOE sites and 

" 1 I,-'- <1ga1n :o,..Pf1<1r.i.ng r.·epor.t.s to be pr.ovided directly 

t 0 he ~Prretary of Energy. 

) "\ One of the other ~lements was the 

" n v 1 , n rn r> rr I a J <l s s e s s m e n t T :i g e r. •r e a m s . One 

' / :' 5 v i. s 1 t· P d M o u n rl. r I ;{ n L tl <~ r. <~ t h e i a t t. e r p a r t o f t h e 
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last ~nlPnaar year. ~hose Tiger. Teams are 

c o m p n s P ci n f i n d i v i d u a l s s e p a r a t e a n d d i s t i n c t 

from the 1ndividual site that they're evaluating. 

'J'hey show up rtnd go through that site virtually 

with n fine tooth comb. 

Agreements :in principle. Those 

are n sertes that the DOE has been negotiating 

with each ntate in terms of establishing the 

ground r-ules if you will, under which that state 

will conduct its monitoring and assessment 

program of the DOE site. Right now, Albuquerque 

Operations office is finalizing agreements with 

the state of New Mexico, the state of Texas, and 

the state nf Florida. My understanding of the 

~onditton here tn the state of Ohio, is that the 

Ohio P.PA already feels they have enough vehicles 

to use 1.n the execution of their oversight 

authority and didn't. need a specific agreement 

separate and different from the vehicles they 

already have. 

One other major effort, the 

initiation and development of a consensus based 

prioritization system. The current one that was 

used is goal oriented primarily. It seeks to 

look at environmental and safety hazards first 
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I and t-hen l ook ;_\ 1: compl.i.ance r.1nd other.· necessary 

') 

' 

4 

Cl c t i v1ti.es and 

p r i. o r. i. t i. z a t i o n 

subsequent order a 1 on g 

scheme. 

There are efforts under 

5 our first efforts are looking at the 

that 

way. And 

6 environmental restoration program to develop a 

7 m o d e l , i. f y o u w i 1 1 , t h a t w i 1 1 a t t e m p t t o w e i g h 

8 risks as well as clean-up benefit and costs for 

individual clean-up efforts. That particular 

JO prioritization scheme is being reviewed by the 

ll EPA, and r.1t least the current proiection is that 

12 we wi l 1 probably officially apply that in the 

13 next update to the Five-Year Plan. 

1 4 We are also moving along those 

1.5 same lines 1n looking at the waste management 

J 6 operations and those various activities. That 

17 particular. prioritization scheme will have to be 

18 a little different because of the nature of the 

l 9 activities you're attempting to prioritize. It 

/0 is still somewhat unclear to us right now whether 

?1 or not that particular prioritization scheme will 

22 be available for use in the next updated Five 

2 3 Year Plr.1n. There is programmatic and 

?4 environmental impact statement that will be 

? 5 initiated shortly. That covers the entire scope 



.1.2 

l of acti.vity encompassed in the Five-Year Plan. 

2 The notlce of intent for that is currently being 

3 prepared by the Department with a target date of 

4 the end of September for publication of that 

5 notice of intent. 

Subsequent to that, there will be 

7 a sertes of meetings, and that particular effort 

8 wil J then ~ttempt to encompass the major 

9 deci~tonal elements that have to be executed by 

10 the Deportment for management of this program 

11 roughly for the next thirty years. 

l 2 There is a waste complex 

13 minimization study that is looking at all the 

14 sites with an attempt to gain knowledge and take 

1.5 advantage of expertise at various sites, and in 

J 6 nn effort to identify the sources of all of our 

17 wastes and look at specific efforts that are 

18 aimed ot reducing the amount of waste we 

19 generate, irrespective of the type of waste. 

?0 We're trying to see what expertise already exists 

71 within the DOE and how that can be shared with 

7? our individual sites as well ns initiating sites 

?1 that are specific to that minimization effort. 

74 The particular program is outlined 

?5 by the Albuquerque Operations Office in the Five 
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I Y P. r.~. r. C' I .\ n • r:> n c o m p r.~. s s P. d , i. f y o u 1. o o k a t t-. h e f i s c a 1 

2 year 'qo through '95, encompasses about a four 

3 point two billion dollar program. The Mound's 

4 facility represents roughly about nine point two 

5 percent of that total programmatic effort. 

6 The two bars that you see in those 

7 

8 

') 

two char.t.s the first one 

Pive-Year Plan, the second 

t~evi.sJ.on La !:hat. rn both 

r.epresents the first 

one represents the 

cases, you see that 

10 the profile of the resources required has changed 

ll dramatically . 

l '2 

l 3 

Number one, we have seen several 

things happen to us. Number one, the emphasis on 

14 ovPr~ight has changed the way we intend to do 

1.5 busines~. ~s well as encapsulating things into a 

programm<1t1c 

condi.ti.oning 

function. We 

complexion as opposed to 

conduct them r.~.s an overhead 

have forwarded these comments to 

l 6 

I. 7 

] 8 

l 9 the U.S. ~ongress. And today we wait to see what 

'20 they do to us in the budget This is one of 

?.1 sever.al meetings that we'll have, and in the 

72 fUture we'll be asking for your participation in 

?.3 the future as we update. 

74 Let me take a minute to talk about 

7~ the procP.ss and where your comments will be 
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1. u t i. L :--. ~~ d 1· o 1. n E l u e n c ~ 1:. h e ;-; y s t e m . 

? What I'd also like to do in this 

3 is point to documents that you can find in the 

4 Reading Room if you're interested in going 

5 through the documents that have been prepared. 

6 The first of these is a set of 

7 what-.'"'~" 1~f0r· to as activity data ~->h~ets. Those 

nre un JTJc1ividua.l set of descriptionn. Let me 

9 start wtth these first sets of documents, and 

l 0 then cnn move it over as we move across the 

l 1 screen. Those activity data sheets for the Mound 

.l 2 plant C~re available in the Reading Room . And, as 

13 I mentioned, they go through the daily activities 

1 4 to each of the four programs that I 

1. 5 mentioned. Those particular activity data sheets 

16 were assembled by each facility, went through a 

17 revtew process at the Albuquerque Operations 

18 Office ~nd were submitted to our DOE 

19 Headquarter.s. Those were meshed into a draft 

20 plan which went through a review process. 

?.1 Reviewing comments through that 

?2 process were then incorporated into what was 

?.3 actualLy published in this particular case, the 

2 4 last one !Je:ing July of 1990. That particular 

25 book, if you will, is also available to you in 
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~- h P. :< P. r1 d i n g i/_ n o m , i. f y o u ' d l. i. k P. t. o t-. a k e a 1 o o k a. t 

~i t . 

From that particular. effort, we 

asked Pach individual site to develop a Site 

Specific Plan, which is the implementation 

vehicLP. of tha.t five-year planning for that 

specific site. Now, the current Five-Year Plan 

Site SpecLfic Plan that you all have available to 

you, 1s based on the August 1989 published Five 

Year Plan that DOE first did. Our process here 

we're still manipulating that to get it in 

we have documents that are 

a Jittl P more timely in terms of the review 

procP.s:>. 

But what we're asking everyone to 

l.f) do 1.::;, you can use your. review of t-.hat document 

17 in terms of an assessment of the process we're 

1.8 trying ~n get you i.nvolved in. If you're 

19 interested in the details of the programmatic 

?.0 content at Mound Plant, as an example, I would 

21 refer you to the individual activity data sheets 

22 and their current version. 

2 3 The intent is to take your 

24 comments in the state and local review process 

25 that we're going through right now and use those 
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i. n t- w o p l a c e ::; . '!'he fir.st. of those i.s !-.his bottom 

~rrow which feeds back, if you will into the 

J Site Specific Plan. We will be asking each of 

4 the ~ites to revise those in the October through 

5 December time frame, to incorporate into that 

6 document what funding level we actually received 

7 from r:ongress for. fiscal year. 1.991 and then any 

n of thP r.hnnge in the programmatic direction that 

q w e ' v P •" n c o m p a s s e d i. n t h e .J u 1 y l 9 9 0 F.' i v e - Y. e a r 

.10 PJnn. 

.1 ] 

1 ?. 

In addition, we'll be using those 

comments 1.n the next update to the F.'i.ve-Y.ear 

J 3 PJ ~n, wh:i ch we will start that process internal} y 

1.4 within t-he Department of Energy roughly during 

J5 thP. :·.nme process, with the intent of publishing 

l.G the next Department wide Five-Year Plan, 

17 hopefully, in .July-August 1991. 

lfl 

] 9 

20 

7 ] 

translate 

s rna 1 l 

that, 

UNKNOWN 

is it 

SPEAKER: 

BPFM at the 

When you 

bottom of 

MR. HIGGINS: Which one? The 

the 

?. ?. environment Department of Energy Environmental 

?3 Department of Energy and and Environmental 

?.4 Restoration and Waste Management. 

7 5 UNKNOWN SPEAKER: Thank you. 
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MR. fiiGGINS: r i. v e - Y e a ~~ f.> l a n . 

U N K N 0 W N ~; P F. A K E R : ThanJt you. 

MR. HIGGINS: If you go to the 

4 Rer1d:inq Hoom to :look for that particular 

5 document. with 13 a two inch thick blue book, 

6 with that. particular overview I would like to 

7 encournge you all to take advantage of the fact 

8 that we've published these. These are at 

9 least my name is on that particular list as one 

l 0 of the DOE contacts. We've also listed our 

l. l public af.f.airs individual. If you have specific 

_l 2 questions that you want to forward to the 

l J Albuquerque Operations Office, the number is 

1 4 505-fl45 -')] 94. It's in the fact sheet also. 

I 5 UNKNOWN SPEAKER: Is this what 

l 6 you're rPterring to as the fact sheet? 

l7 MR. HIGGINS: Yes, ma'am. 

_l 8 With that, let me go ahead and 

l 9 t urn i. t n v e r. to ,John r. yon s f. or. his dis cuss i on s on 

?0 specifics at the Mound Plant. 

?. l MR. LYONS: Good evening, ladies 

2 ') and gentlemen. My name is John Lyons, and I'm 

?. 3 the Envir.onmental Engineer for the Dayton area 

2 4 office here in Miamisburg. 
i 

j 
2 5 This is one of my many 
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1· 0 :-> n on :; 1 b i. 1. i. t. i. ~~::; , ;. ;, t. he fo' i. v ~ - Y !''a r :.., !. n n . So 

? these <1re the definitions that }..Jr. Higgins put up 

3 earlier for corrective action environmental 

4 reDtoration and waste management. So I won't 

re;;~.d them. They were put up earlier. Hut in 

6 general action, corrective actions ~re things 

1 t·_ h e~. t. , l r. 1-. n n g o 1. n g a c t-. L v i. t. y t. o b r i. n g t·. h e m w i t h i n 

8 regulatory comp] i ance. Environmental restoration 

9 f o r 1 n ;:J. c r i. v e :> i. t e 8. n d w a s t e m a n a g e m e n t i. s f o r 

10 ongo1ng waste management activities. 

l 1. Under corrective activities, we 

7 only have two projects. One is replacement of a 

1.3 fuel :>tor8.ge ~e~.cility and the replacement for a 

l 4 potnbJ e water o.upp] y. And our accompJishments 

5 thus far, the fuel facility ts nearly complete in 

6 the c!estgn phase. The potable water ~~ in the 

17 design process, just starting. 

.l 8 Currently, no uncertainty 

]_ 9 associated with those projects. Relatively 

7 0 simple construction projects. We are complying 

~l with 8.il regulations governing the construction 

7 7 nf thoo.e items that apply. And in late fiscal 

?3 ye;:J.r I 99? we should have both completed. 

7 4 And the opportunities for the 

7 5 p u b l i .. _--; i. n v o I. v e m e n t . Until they are complete, 
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l 9 

I. r h 0 y ~-.; 1. :. ~P part of thP. meetings that we will be 

7 holding yearly. 

-., 
,) Environmental restoration is the 

::; e c o n d .-: a t P. g o r: y . And basically what, to put it 

1 n u nut.c-;hel l, we basi cal] y have two areas the 

6 decontami.nati.on and decommissioning sites and 

7 C E R C J. A c l P a n ·- u p . Under the n and D, we have a 

p r o g r ;1 m t h a t w a s ::; t a r t e d i. n r. h e 1 7 0 1 :> • 'rhey 

q spent u~proximately twelve million dollars a year 

1.0 and ts :>cheduled to go through the year 2000 • 

.11 Our CERCI.A clean-up sites, basically a hundred 

1. 2 and ntnP. sites that have been identified in the 

.13 past. 

4 UNKNOWN SPEAKF.R: Is one of those 

1 I) t h ~~ :> u r P '~ P u n d ? 

MR. LYONS: Yes. The other word 

1.7 assocJar~~ri. thilt the public J.S used to hearing. 

18 CERCLA Clnd ~uper Fund, synonymous. 

J. 9 UNKNOWN SPEAKER: Does this area 

7 0 i n c I u c1 P P e r n a ] d '? 

7 J MR. J.YONS: No, s1r We have 

2 I. sites and hilsi.cally grouped into a term of 

2 3 operab i e un.i t.s. We have eight. on that operable 

? 4 u n i. t· ;1 n n t·. h a t <J r. o u p i n g 1. s b a s e d o n t h e <J e o g r a p h y 

75 of the ~ite, the type of contamination or the 



:·. ~ i1 t-. I ' ;_]. r. 0 3. , 

~Jiltrr ••r 

., 
I Our first one s nrea 1"1. And if 

·1. y o u k n o w ~' n y t-. h i. n g a b o u t o u r s i. t e , t h n t i. s t h e 

S vAl l0y ~rea between the two hills we have and 

I) t-hat t- h r: t- h 1~ u s t-. n f t. h a t-. o p e r.· a b 1 <'"! 1 1 n i t. i s t h e 

7 •J r o u n ri \: " t ~· r c o n t i't m i n a t. i o n f r o m t h e ::; i t e 

The main hill seep is our main 

' 1 '" !1 e r r " :· c ~· om e nat. u r a l s p r i n g s on the s ide of t. he 

0 [\ n ci .-1 n y ·~ o n t i1 m i n a t. i o n t h a t 1. s t h e r e s u 1 t 

of from .'l <1 t h 1 .I .I J s i n t. h a t. c1 p e r n b I e u n i t , a n d 

! ') ~..J P ~' ;t v p · ,'""' r~ tl :; o rn ~ v o l ;J. t i. l e o r g an i c c om p o 11 n d s and 

tr1t.1\1m in hose seeps MiscelJuneous ::;ites are 

4 nnnr..1r11 n.J•' .. VP ;-tr.eas wher.e we don't-. know of 

t: 
·' 

I () 

7 

l) rob I •"' m s \l t ~Pre mav have been an operAtion 1n 

I· h i1 j- t •. -•. l ., t he past ;:J. n d w e '\ e e d 1'. o I o o k: <1 t i t 

,lnd VPrl f"? hat there 1s no contamination 

Miami.-Rrie Canal in the park down 

here •n the c1ty ot Miamisburg. 'J'he 

_) 0 c o n t i1 m 1. n .1 t 1 n n ~~ e :=; u l t- e d f. r. o m i1 s p i. l 1 f. r o m a 

!_) .1 p e l i n e ;--, r '~ n i~ 1 n l 9 6 9 , a n d 974 it was studied 

-, ') 

·- "- by thr: ~rA i1nd then Monsanto and looked at 

;> 3 var.1ouc. ·,..vpi::; nnd it was determined that in its 

) 4 , : u 1: ~~ ,.~ n r ; t- .1 t t=: ::; not. there i8 no risk to the 

.• c: . ·' It has been ~ooked at since, 



/ 

) 

4 

5 

I) 

7 

H 

,-, 

0 

1 1 

. ) 1 7 

L 3 

.l 4 

') 

1 f, 

7 

8 

!. ') 

70 

") L 

7 7 

) J 

>' 4 

~) _') 

2 l 

11 n ri e r· ~ a e n e w 1. e g u l a 1". o r. y g 11 i d <.1 n c e , a n d i. t ' s s t i 1 1 

the r1sk assessments were done in '74 

standing up under. t-. oday' ~' new clean ··up 

guideJ1nes. 

are 

Rad:i oact.i vel y contaminated soi 1 s. 

Those ~re areas we have known radioactive 

( · o n ci :i t- ~ n n (~ o n t a m i n a t i o n . We're not sure of the 

t-: x t e n t n f 1 t , 'J u t t: h i. s o p e r a b 1. f) 11 n j_ t·. w i 1. l. v e r. i f y 

it·~ t~err and wiJ we'] 1 pin down the extent 

o f t h e • : o n t a m i n n t i o n :1 n d .-; l e a n t h a t. 11 p i. E i. t ' ::; 

npproprl ~t.e. 

Decontamination and 

decommt:::>toni.ng sites. That was used earlier. 

But. t h i :; 1 s " s epa r a t. e opera b l e u n i t that we are 

g o 1 n g r. o : o o k .1 t h a z a t· d o u s c on s t i. t u e n t s an d t o 

ver1fy that. the radiological evels that were 

clAaned u~ ar.A n.~?propriate to today':-; standar.ds. 

T.jmited action sites are sites 

t-hat havP heen identified i.n prev~o11s surveys 

where hey thought there might have been a 

pr.ohlem, but 1n looking at i.t <1nd further review 

a n d ;; t u d v , :i t. d o e s n ' t. ook J:ike we're going to do 

anyth1ng hecause ther.e isn't a problem. The 

pr1marv PXnmpJe is some of the d:ipsy dumpsters 

wher.e pappr l"r.a~>h was thrown in. That was 
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'GPllt'. ,., I: 

t, th<lt' 

,; 'Jpnn 

,, '') 

' / 

ooki.nq at 

one nt the onef', on the .list.. 

fnactive under.gr-ound :--;tor.age 

tanks. We have tanks that nre ~overed by the 

5 TJ . ~) . r· r q 11 ! a t-. i. o n s , u n d e r. g r. o u n d :; t o r. <1 g e t-. <1 n k 

reguJ ati ons. We're looking at all of them, the 

7 ones rh.l.r lr.e rJotng t-.o he taken out, <lnd the 

8 PnvironmF·ntc.i restoration program will do 

') :o-; a m p 1. :1 g 1· o :> e e i. f. t h e r. 0 i. s a n y c o n t a m i. n a t i o n 

·10 that' .. ~"SC<lped 

1 And the site wide RIFS. That is 

l ? t-. h P n 1 n r. ~ n p c: •~ a b l e u n i. t Roll all the operable 

3 u n .1 t ;. \I p nto one thing <1nd l oak Cl t :i t and say, 

h a v ,, w ~' I , 
C) 0 ,( <: d ilt P v e 1~ y t-. h i n <J ·? ~) 0 the s i. tt~ wide 

;~ T P S ·,J 1 001\ ... t (' 1 g h t .. <" 
l.( .. __, (l who i e Llnd make sure 

1 Ci ; t. ' :; :, ,, P n . · ; ,.... a t\ Ad up . t 1". ' . • ;t : e m e d i. a ;_ 

7 i n v e s t 1 r: ~: t 1 o n f e> n ;. i b :i i t y ~~ t u d. y . We have to go 

18 thr·ouqn !hat. wi.t-.h the I':Pl\., t-.he Ohi.o and U.S. 

1 9 P.PA. Ann they were go:ing to look at all the work 

~0 we do And hasically the r.emedi.al investigation, 

/1 we'rP <JOlng t-o go out and look at 1t., and the 

~~ feasiht i 1 ty study will ~oak at alter-natives to 

? 3 r:.lean-up ilnd whatnot And. that will roll up, 

·' 1 '1 a :=; P. ri. r) ,, t.J h .J. t-. I. ;, f 0 ll n d l n t h a t and 1.-1 h a t. t- he 

) 5 requ1atnr;. «grr~e with, wi1 be called a record of 
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f[ p c: L :~ 1. o 11 • ;\ n n t-. h il t- \1 1. <ii.ci·.at-.r-: what wr: have to 

;-> c: 0 t () t 'l ;l t :; ] t i:' • 

Environmental restoration. FY 

'90. Aft.Pr two y~a~s of negotiating, we have a 

5 Super F'und agreement with the U.S. EPA. They 

t) w i. I 1. ,-~ o n t-. r· n I t· h r: .-: I e a n ·· u p o f o u r. ::; i t ~ s . We're 

7 vPry ;1;1npy 'Y'hat occurrPd :-J e ,,. i g h t h o f l'l u g u s t . 

n And t- ' . , ,, n t- .. r: i. p a t e d t-. h a t 1. t w i 1. L b e c om e 

,.. .. f f t" c· t , .,, P . : n m e t i m e ate thi0 month or early next 

0 m o n t. h , . 1 n c: t- h e n t h e c t o c !<: :·; t n r- t. ;, ~:· u n n i n g iJ. s f a r 

<1.::·mePtlng deadlines «nd public involvement of 

?. r. h P ,. I e r1 n -- u p o f t h e s 1. t e s . 

3 Uncertainty You watch the news 

L 1 as we I l .-1 :) r do 'rhe federal budget :;;>rocess i 5 

.') l n ; mho .: 0 that 1 s a concern for \1!3 They are 

iJ <_! 0 I. ng ~ n l) p t-he ones that ;,upp l y the money And 

7 t ;, t~ ~' r o 1 f' ,. t :~ c ope , we t h i n ]{ we k n ow we have 

1. l3 the ;,ite .-:haracterized very ~-~~11. There 1s a lot 

'J <1 f w or :: hat':. heen done at t-he Mound Plant, but 

:"' 0 t-. h r-: r 0 ' . , ;1 i. w a y ;-; M u ~ p h y ' ::; r, a w , :·-• o t o ::; p e a k . S o 

') 
~ <: n v t h i : • q :1 o t e x p J i c :i t e l y 5~ t a t e d a f t e r t h e 

., ') -"l.gr.eP.ment-. 1;-; found \-ii.l.l be added. So i.t';-; not 

'l .... 
' ,) .~omet hi ng hat has to he gone back and 

) 1 r.· P. n e: <J n t- i :1 t· r: d . [ t w i. i be ilutomati.call.y added if 

) 
') .') the reguJ<Jtors want it .1n 



Wf'!' re in the 

, cJ n r n ow , _,, a v P p l i1 n s v1 r i t t e n t o h a v e t h e 

-~ 1 e q u : ,, t n 1 ;; r p ~~ n v ~ , t·_ o d i. c t. n. t. e how we g o o u t and 

4 

, . 
. ) 

7 

0 0 j{ .~ t ~P ~jte and make sure we're not going to 

m 1. :; ::; ·; o m P i " t n q t·. h n. t. w e w o u l d nobody would 

want 1{ .:l tn m1s~ 

Assessment and decisions. This 

on<J rime, and, in pn.rt.i.cular the site 

CJ w :i ct e -.: I r ;: . b e c a u s e i t ' s g o i n g t n 1 o o k <l t 

LO •"veryt-htng as a whole Several of the operable 

J ll n 1 t. .s ~J 1 J J b e d on e , t h e r em e d i CJ. 1 i n v e s t i g a t i on 

1 ') w 1. L l. l) P ' ! o n e L n t·. h e ' 9 l t i m e E r. a m e . Rut because 

1 3 WP h<1VP n WCJ.lt. on ones that are anger, like the 

I 1 M 1 ;J. m 1 ·~ r· 1 ··~ c ~ a n ;J. WP hn.ve to Wili.t-. until. they are 

' 5 n1ne of those will be done in 

(j :· .;. m f~ 'A i L h r; u r.· r. e n t. ::; t n. t u s 

7 Public involvement CF.RCLA. We 

r1 8. v e t c > n . 1 v '" p u b i L c 1. n v o i v e m e n t-. rt'c; 1.11 the 

i1W. 'v~ r ' ,, c; o 1 n g t o h a v e p u b 1 :i c rn e e t i n g s 

)0 w her P v P ~~ r ' .. wa~ranteri when there'~ a period of 

7 ] time ~or t We will be holding public meetings 

'1 1 Check the 1 Pposi.tory nf. the Miamisbut~g City 

73 r.:ibrary, <~nci the yearly public meeting, like 

? 4 w e ' 1: e :. n n n w They're 1.11 the rive-Year Plan. 

7 5 Waste management And this more 
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7 5 

s our acti.vi.t.y f1Ler:\. '1.' h i. :> i :1 n n g o i. n g . 

GenerC~te vutste C~ny facility that makes 

anythLng generates waste. It just so happens we 

generate some waste that most places don't. 

Handle our ongoing activity and treatment and 

storage and disposal of waste. We have 

'· a d i. o <1 c: r- 1 v e a n d h a z a r d o u s , a n d t h e t h i r d , m i x e d 

waste. Mixed waste is a combination of both 

t- n 9 e t h e r: . And there are some very special 

restri ct..i ons on that . 

And waste minimization program, 

off-·~tt0 drainage and replacement of underground 

~~ t. o r a g e <lnks, FY I C)Q I Part n I Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act. We submitted a 

reviseci ~·ne C~nd that's to the state. They have 

0.uthor.J.t.y now, and they will r-eview our ongoing 

processes, and any permit required, they will be 

Jssu1.ng t-hose. We are in interim status as long 

as you got the paper work in by I forget the 

date y o u h a d i. n t e r i. m ;, t a t u s u n t i. 1 t h e E P A 

r.ou)d i1pprove your permit. 

We had some undergr-ound tanks 

tested. The law allows us ten years. We had a 

p I. a n t-. h a t ;t I. I o w s u s E i v e y e a r s . We've found some 

tanks that were leaking, and we've taken them out 
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:.1 n d h :.1 o t· h (' <J r. o 1.t n ci t-. e s t-. e d r. o m a k e :; u r. e t h a t t h e 

') fueJ (ll dinn't r;et «way. If we went by the 

!_ e 1". t e r. n 1· t1 e !. :} w , w e w o u I. d n ' t h a v e h a d t o 1 o o k 

4 u n t i 1 CJ97. 

5 The mixed waste issue approved 

f) reposit-ory i.n the United ~tates. ri: you generate 

7 rn .1 >: ,-.. (i you h<1ve t o ]{ e e p :i t . Now, that 

fl v 1. o I. a r. r:: ·; t· he h o d. i. n g r. i me r: e s t r. 1 c t i on s on the 

9 hazarc-ious waste as far <lS the EPA .i.s concerned. 

10 Rut then there's no approved repository. So 

J J while that is being worked between the EPA and 

I l ?. anybody t-hat generates a mixed waste, and 

l 3 I h o s p i t i1 J ~: d o .i t. t o o , w e h a v e t. o s t o r e i t o n - s i t e . 

L 4 So t- h;). t I ,1 .. f. 0 r us. 

5 Planned activity. We're 

G 1. n c 1~ P. <l ;; t n CJ :; t-. d. t f i. n t. h e !l a y t-. o n a r. e a o f f i c e , w h i c h 

., We're going to add another 

'B t. w e n t: y · ·:; 1. :< p e o p l <: • Of that twenty-six people, 

9 like T ;.ay, ;.eventy-five percent are in 

20 environment, ~afety, and health. 'l'he r::ontt'actor 

7 1 had approximately a hundred and fifty, and EG&G 

'\ '\ 

'· '· had 0. hundred d.nd f:ifty, and they're going to add 

') .., 
/ _, east fifty more in environment safety and 

2 4 health. So out of about twenty-two hundt'ed, ten 

7 5 percent w1l 1 be dedicated to environment, safety 
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l. ~) o 1. t-. ' :; ;; v (~ 1.· y i m p o r.- t a n t 1. ~-; ::; u e t. o 

7 \l:J. 

3 Public :involvement. The yearly 

4 meetings, ~ga1n, while it's not really a public 

s involvement, the U.S. EPA and the Ohio EPA have 

6 control nve~ us with certain items Like 

7 rP:=;ources. In water we discharge to the Great 

R Mi~m1 R1ve~. the ::;tate issues n permit, and we 

9 havP t n rnmpJy and submit monthly reports to 

10 t.hem. 

} Clean Water Act. aust a myriad 

. ·.·- il of taws that we have to comply with under waste 

.l 3 manctgernent . PY '89 we spent eighteen point two 

m1.llion rlollar::; that was money spent We 

1~ buclgPted 1n '90, twenty-three po:int. e:ight; '91, 

G almo~t thirty million and requested almost sixty 

17 mil~ on; '94, eighty; '95, seventy-nne million, 

'')6, fifr.y-nine. ~he Department has a fair 

19 amount nf money :invested. 

?0 My last comment is a very 

7 1 . importilnt. date. It's 1n your hand now . October 

}? the t-welfth is the closing period for comments on 

') ., 
,. .l the ~:ite Specific Plan. And Mr. c'fames A. Morley 

) 1 :. :; 1. h c~ ::> e 1.· ;, o n t· h a t y o u n e e d t o s e n d a n y w r i t t e n 

/ 5 commPnt:. to that. you wou)d j ){ e t. o lJ a v e 
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L And that name is also in that handout 

~ you ~1ot ;1t the front door. 

) If there aren't any other 

4 PmplOYPPS, we'} open the meeting up. Now, Pat, 

,. 
) we' r·e qo1.ng to neAd 

fi MR. HIGGINS: If you have a 

7 c. p e c 1 f :. ·~ ·: u ~: s t 1 on t h a t yo u ' d i. k e t o a s k , i 1.1 s t 

n rome forwnro nnd identify who you are and what 

') o r g 3. n 1 z a r. 1. o n y o u a r e , i. f y o u r- e p r c s e n t o n e , a n d 

0 who your questjon is directed to. 

l. 1 MS. SHEARER: I have some 

1 '} ~omment;., ~nd these were written previous, of 

1. J course, to tonight's meeting, to some of the 

4 explnnat1on.s that you have given tonight I I d 

1 5 l i. k e t o •I o r h r o u. g h t he ~-~ h o i e thing , i. f I may . 

6 I'm Dr. Ve]ma Shearer of 

7 r. n g l (~ w n o r--!. <)hi. n . I represent the Church of the 

8 Brethrc>n. 

1 9 Public meetings, such as this, are 

?0 an apprPciated value in our society, historically 

? ] and 1n the present. I do hope that this meeting 

) ?. w i. I. l hP.come the first of many publ i. c meetings 

? 3 And you' ve PXplained that to us. For it is 

~ 4 pr.eci.sel I these meetings that w i 1 1 enable a 1 1 of 

? 5 us, the Department of Energy, the Albuquerque 
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o p P. r. 0. t i o n :-; 0 f f i. c e , 1·. h e l~ G & G t-1 o u n d F a c i 1 i t y , t h e 

') U . S . F: P A , t h e 0 h i o J•: P A , <1 n d t h e c o m m u n i t y t o w o r k 

3 0.t and br.ing about the changes within the 

4 Department of Energy operations, as ordered by 

5 James Watkins and as required by legislation. 

6 This is a time to care about each 

7 other and to work cooperatively to attain a 

8 series of goals, a working agreement between 

9 Federal and Environmental Protection Agency and 

:tO the 1\Jbuquerque Office, called the consent 

Ll agreement, I believe, is a good working document . 

. •.. I 
J 7 There ~rP some circumstances in relation to the 

l.J 0.greement, however, which remain to be 

14 c]arifiPd. 

First, the consent agreement 

~h prov1des for. cooperative work effort between the 

17 Department of Energy, the Federal EPA and Ohio 

18 ~PA and the clean-up plans for the EG&G Mound 

19 Facility. 

20 The consent agreement between the 

?1 two federal agencies was signed by the two 

2 ') parties as recently as August eighth, 1990. The 

73 Ohio F.PA consent agreement is not yet signed. 

7 4 The circumstance in question is 

) 
7 5 this. The Site Specific Plan for environmental 
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L restornt1on and waste management, as presented 

tonight, cannot have been a cooperatively 

1 prepared document as ordered by congress in the 

4 Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation 

!5 a n d T. i a b i. 1 i t y A c t , o r C F. R C L A , s i n c e t h e S i t e 

6 Specific Plan predates the consent agreement. 

7 The second circumstnnce of concern 

8 renter:. ;1rnund the .1988 environmental monitoring 

9 report as the basis for the Site SpeciEic Plan 

) 0 development. This report was essentially 

ll invalidated by findings of the Tiger Team 

12 assessment, as reported in their documents of 

L 3 November ~nd December 1989. It would be fitting 

14 to redo the Site Specific Plan as a cooperative 

1.5 document, us1ng data collected cooperatively and 

J 6 ~nd tested, separated, that is split samples as a 

L7 base for defining the details of clean-up plans 

J 8 or oper~bl e units. 

1 9 And the third circumstance of 

20 concern 1s that the operable unit eight, that it 

21 be identified as a glass melter testing and 

?2 assessment and the glass melter confirmation for 

73 the under Environmental Pol icy Act or NEPA 

?.4 regulations. 

? 5 T notice that you have another one 
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f.or. numb~r. P.ight. :Jo just movP. this down one. 

2 And operable unit nine should be added as air 

1 monitoring assessment and air monitoring 

4 remediation to assess and remediate on-site and 

5 off-·~ite monitoring equipment and skills. 

6 In the Site Specific Plan operable 

7 unit ten should be added to assess the Plutonium 

n 238 in other off-site locations since off-site 

9 soil samples tested in 1977 revealed measurable 

10 amounts of Plutonium 238 in soil east of the 

l. 1 

1 2 

13 

site. Plutonium 238, it is two hundred 

seventy· five times more toxic to humans as two 

t- h i r- t-. y - n i. n P. u s e d i n n u c 1 e a r w e a p o n s . Soil 

14 sampling on-site and off-site should definitely 

LS be incl.ttded as an operable unit. 

1. 7 

18 

1 9 

at·ises fr-om 

independent. 

assessments 

20 practice. 

2 1 

A fifth circumstance ot concern 

the need f.or 

third party 

and tests. 

the evaluations of an 

or agency on all 

Simply good scientific 

A sixth circumstance of concern is 

22 that the five recommendations be used as 

?3 guidelines in the new Site Specific Plan, in all 

74 assessments, remedial investigations operations 

?5 and waste management businesses. 
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l Seventh, from the from congress 

2 in J 988 included information that the Mound 

3 Facility nuclear this one here activity to 

4 be discontinued by 1995. With the transfer and 

5 location of other sites, how does this schedule 

6 measure with the Site Specific Plan and the Five 

7 Year "Lan when several of the environmental 

8 restorntion and waste management activity go 

9 beyond ~hat date? 

10 Eighth, it is my concern with 

l.l accessibility of copies that the accessibility 

12 of copies of the Site Specific Plan and, needless 

13 to say, the availability of upcoming documents, 

14 my concern is with the availability of those 

1.5 plans or those documents. Only one copy of the 

16 Site Specific Plan was available at the 

1.7 Miam1sburg Library and it could not be checked 

18 out. It had to be used there. Since copies of 

1.9 such documents under circumstance are, by law, to 

20 be made available to the public, sufficiently in 

21 advance of public meetings, I suggest that a list 

?2 of per~ons interested in receiving copies be made 

?.3 

2 4 

75 

with some arrangement for postage or pickup. And 

I think you'] l all be able to discuss that and 

hopefully to make copies available for more of 
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11 :> . r h a. n k y o u r n t:· r. h i :J t-. 1. me . 

,, 
/ MR. HIGGINS: r.et me ma){e one or 

1 t w o ,-: o m m e n t s i. n r.· e g a r d t o s o m e o f t. h e c o n c e 1~ n s 

4 that you i.sted. 

5 We are quite aware of the fact 

G that recent events have changed perhaps the next 

7 per~pPrtive that you'll see in the Five-Year Plan 

13 and certainly in the next ~evision to the Site 

9 S p e c ·i t .i c !' l a n . The basis for our process was 

1.0 t-hat we felt that it would be more advantageous 

11 tor the general public for the Department to 
~· --

l l. 2 produce a document to review, as opposed to 

l 3 ~ay1ng ynu all come and let's talk. 

l 4 The current Site Specific Plan 

5 encnmpa;;~ed whatever they believed would come out 

G o f t· ~1 a. t-. :1 q r e em en t and neg o t i at i n g p roc e s 3 • 

7 SevPraJ did result and those, as you mentioned, 

L n are curr.·~ntly not, i.f you will expressed in the 

9 current S:ite Specific Plan. And those any 

20 agreement that has been signed and put in place 

2 1 will bP ~etlected :in the revision that we'll be 

•) ') 
L. t/.4 d o i. n g , h o p e f u 1 I. y , t h e n e x t q u a r t e r o f t. h e n e x t 

23 fiscal year, October, December of this year, 

2 4 roughly. 
) 

7 5 As far as accessibility and 
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n v .r1 i. 1 ,J. l) 1 i i t y , <J g a i. n , t h i. :1 p a r t i. c u 1 a r p r o c e s s i s 

:-' just getting started, so our first attempt was to 

l place those in public reading rooms. [f you do 

4 wish to be put on a mailing Jist, we would ask 

5 you to put your name and address, if you will, 

6 for us on the comment sheet, and we'll use that 

7 to a~semble a reading list, if you will. 

R Again, trying to cross cut a whole 

q myriad of activity, as John points out, not only 

l 0 CF.RCI.A t s a concern, but all of the other 

1.1 environmental regulations i.n trying to put 

17 t.ogethPr, if you will, a concerned citizens list 

1.3 that covers gambit, l.S indeed quite A.n 

l 4 undert<lking. So any help that you could give us 

l. 5 1. n p r n v 1 d i n g y o u 1~ n a m e n r s o m e o n e e l s e ' ;:; o r 

16 organ17.at1on, if you will, that you think should 

1.7 be put on t.hat list, we would certainly 

18 apprPcJate your comments. 

1. 9 MR. LYONS: I'm going to have Dick 

70 Nett come up because he's the EG&G employee, and 

21 he knows more about the individual units. 

77 MR. NEFF: I wasn't able to write 

?. 3 

7 4 

7 5 

your questions down. But we have t.aken a 

position about the mailing list. Anci. there are 

thing;, that we mail out frequently. The 
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·J o c u m e n t- a t-. i o n i. 3 g o i. n g 1·. o b e m a s s i. v e , [ m e a n , i t 

') .· ;. ·; u s t. o o 1 n ~ t o b e h o r r e n d o u ~ , e1 n d w e r e a 1 1 y 

·~ .-.: a n ' t-. m Q. i l c o p i. (~ ::-; o f t. h e s e t-. h i n g s o u t b e c a u s e i t 

4 won't he unusual for some of these things to be 

r: 
.) five and ~lX i.nches thick. So just mailing it 

f, out when the document is readily available in the 

7 I Lbt~<J.ry, we've taken a position t-.hat we're not 

8 go:ing to do it. 

9 We have asked the library to keep 

LO track of the number of people going there so 

l ] i.f it's a problem. And they're say1ng they're 

L:~ only ~eetng one or two people a week. So ri,ght 

] 3 now we oon't perceive it to be a problem. We 

1. 4 were thinking about putting more copies down 

1 .5 therr <~nd too, it we get a lot of interest from 

() p 1 <1 c e ~ n o r t h o f t-. h e s i. t e , c ·o n s i d e r i n g d o i n g 

l 7 c.omethin~ with the Daytonand Montgomery County 

L 3 i. i b r <1 ~~ y , he c a use no t on I. y Q. r e the doc u men t s 

19 ma;.sive, each individual document, but we have to 

70 keep 0vety one of them in the reading room, and 

21 there 1s a high probability that this library 

?2 won't be able to handle it when we go into full 

7 3 production of producing these documents. So it 

?. 4 m a y n o t 0 v e n b e h e r e i. n t h e f. u t u r e . 

75 MR. LYONS: The Dayton Library 
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w o u 1 d h a v ~ a I. o t. m o r. ~ t· o o m , a n d t h e y ' ~~ e b e i n g 

') treated os o reference book. You can't check 

. ) ever.y book out of the library . They're being 

4 treated os reference. You can make photo copies 

5 of them if you need that. So it's not any 

6 different than nny other reference book in the 

7 library. 

n 
0 UNKNOWN SPEAKER: Is there a 

9 possibility that you can provide an extra copy 

J 0 for people to be able to take out of the library? 

l. 1 If if you have a library card 

7 MR. CHARBENEAU: Let me explain 

1. 3 w h e r P. w P. :1 r P. • okay'? We got a special concession 

'! 4 from Jean Gaffney, the librarian here in 

1.5 Miami~burg, ~ha~ yes, she would cooperate with us 

16 :in Jetting us to use that as a public repository. 

17 We are in the process of buying furniture so that 

J8 they can ~tore what, in some cases, will be three 

19 feet of documents coming in at a time. 

?0 We have no such agreement, or 

7. 1. <1 c t u a 1 l y , w a y i. n t o t h e M o n t g om e r y c o u n t y a n d 

? 2 Dayton Public Library. They are not required by 

?3 law to ~ake any of these documents or by even a 

!4 rourtesy to take any ot these documents and make 
I 

) 
/ ') 5 them availablP. to you. 'l'he requirement by the 
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I. 1. a w 1. :> i. n c u m b e n t up o n t t :1 t. o m a k e t: h em :1 v a i 1 a b 1 e . 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Now, the reason we have not put 

multiples of the 

that Miami~burg 

y o 11 , ,J o h n h a s 

very, ve~y large documents, is 

has more room -- to contradict 

more room than the library 

downtown. If we start putting in multiple copies 

7 of some documents, we're going to run out of 

8 space. So that those things can be available to 

9 you or they're going to be up at Mound in our 

10 lobby, which will make them even more 

11 

12 

inaccessible to you. 

about not pounds of 

We are literally talking 

paper but tons of paper in 

13 the Long run. 

.1 4 Now, we asked Jean, very 

LS carefully, to look at the kind of traffic we were 

J6 getting tn reading it, and where they had 

l7 multipl~ documents, yes, she will allow them out 

18 

l. ') 

/0 

/. 1 

/ 2 

of the 

normal 

she has 

tied up 

the library in circulation under their 

rules. But you have to understand that 

not 

<1nd 

expressed to us that 

anybody has requested 

MS. SHEARER: I've 

those have been 

them. 

been there, and 

/.3 I have requested them. 

24 MR. CHARBENEAU: But not tied up 

25 so somebody else couldn't read them. Until that 
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hecomes 0. pr.oblem, I don'~- Lhink we' t:e going to 

") 
/ respond I o th«t. When it becomes a problem, we 

.1 w i 1 L t r. y t o m ;:1 k e :·; o m e a r. r. a n g e m e n t s o p e o p 1 e c a n 

4 have those documents in their hands to read. And 

.') they ar.e Literally r.eference documents. We have 

Ei to go rlown there and check regularly to see that 

7 that 1nventory is correct. 

8 So, you know, that's where I stand 

9 on the subject r.ight now. If i.t becomes a 

] 0 problem, we'll work to make it easier. 

1. 1 MR. NEFF: The last thing Howard 

7 said keeP us informed if you have problems. 

1. 3 We've asked Jean to, but our. commitment is to 

4 make ~ure that the documents are available. We 

1 5 w i l l feei . I 
1. .< e the system we've set up is the 

Ei t i r s t ~: t e p . I t :i t turns out. that. I C"' 
•' not. 

1.7 suffictent, we need to know that. If there are 

1 8 problem.s, you go down there and they're always 

J. 9 unavailable, L e t us know that and l e t the library 

70 know that, because we' 1 1 adjust if we have to. 

2 1 We do have t. hat commitment. 

7 2 Let me go down the list and see if 

23 I've cover.ed most of the things. You mentioned 

/ 4 the fact that the U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA were both 

7 5 involved in the agreement weren't both, so the 
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~• i. t (~ n e e d ;; •· o b e r. e d on e . 

/ They were both involved. And in 

3 our working on the federal facility agreement 

4 that John mentioned, we've been negotiating two 

, . 
. ) years, we have met monthly with both in 

6 continuing to involve the Ohio EPA, as well as 

7 the U.S. EPA, so we're behaving as though we have 

p, ~n ~greement with both, as to exchange of 

9 i n f o r. m a t i. o n . t h e r e v i. e w o f d o c u m e n t s , t h e i n p u t , 

0 coming tram both regulatory bodies, not just U.S. 

1. 1 P.PA. P.Ven though we only have the agreement with 

l ') 

' the U.f>. EPA. The rev1ew of the site has been 

l 3 involved with both agencies, as well, so it is 

4 coord1nated with both. 

5 I'll mention adding operable unit 

L G 0i.ght. glass melter. The glass melter is an 

7 incinerator that we're trying to get to. It 

l n would be ~ost effective and a very cost effective 

1 9 WnY. f~ut you have to have a permit to do that 

?.0 from Ohi.o and U.S. r<:PA. We're pursuing that. 

:;.> ] Research Conservation Recovery 

) 7 !\ct. These are separate from the Environmental 

? 3 Restoration Program, and that's why it'n not an 

~) 1 opernhle it i.s part of public records and 
.. ) 

c! 

:;.> 5 are right now negotiating and discussing with 
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l. them. ~rial burns oE this glass melter 

7 jncinerntor nno see if it can't meet 

1~equi rement.s. So it is going through a 

4 regulatory review and not part of the program 

5 part of a different EPA regulation. 

Adding an operable unit for 

7 assessing air monitoring and so on. The 

8 environmental restoration is to look at clean-up 

of past spills or leaks or incidents. While the 

10 Tiger Team had some findings in this area, air 

ll monitoring and location, they're separate in the 

1/ progrnm we have, and there's a copy in the public 

3 repository down here. 

4 A copy of the Tiger Team 

l 5 assessment, a draft Action Plan assessment. The 

16 final Action Plan was just approved by Secretary 

'.7 Watkin~ last week, and it will go in there once 

l 8 we get our copy back. It didn't change 

19 significantly as far as actions, but you'll see 

20 in that Action Plan, the actions do address any 

21 deficiencies that were found by the Tiger Team in 

2 2 the air monitoring, for example. But it's a 

?. 3 separate program. The ER is designed to address 

7 4 past spills and leaks and so on. So assessing 

25 how we it is being addressed through the Tiger 
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4 l 

l team ~esponse. 

2 

., 
J 

Operable unit four. Talked about 

adding other off-site soil monitoring . Four is 

4 the canal, five is the radioactive soils on-site. 

5 In both those cases, we're looking at the whole 

6 site, the off-site area, including the canal, 

7 and Looking at the operation and what contributed 

8 to the spill, and if we see indications we need 

9 to Look further, we' 11 look further. 

] 0 The commitment we've all applied 

11 to the agreement is we will assess whatever needs 

] '2 to be as~essed, and if clean-up is appropriate, 

13 anything we not just these eight. So if we 

14 see indications that there's a level of Plutonium 

1.5 y~u mentioned to the east we 

.l 6 know here are levels that we can detect, but if 

1.7 there are levels there, we 1 1 , we would go in that 

18 direction. 

.l 9 We have submitted to a background 

?0 assessment ar-ound the site, determine what 

'21 background should be around there, what it is 

? 2 around the site, and comparing to that. But, in 

23 any case, east, whatever direction, if there's a 

?.4 r-eason we need to do further- monitoring, that 

2 5 will be rolled in. We're very early in that 
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l pr.·ogr.nm. 

7 We're just now receiving and 

J responding, to comment on the site wide work 

4 plan. That I C! 

~· 
the kind of issue that w i 1 l come up 

5 in the work plan. Once the regulator agrees 

6 with, t will go out tor public comment. 

7 So that's the if you see 

8 something specific that you think we've missed, 

9 we and the r.egulators you say why aren't you 

10 checking in the east where you know there's 

11 Plutonium we need to respond to your comment 

J2 and advise you why we have not or maybe make some 

11 changes. But that pr.ocess will be very possible, 

14 and the work plan is the first key document that 

1.5 think you' 1.1 be seeing a comment on that kind 

.16 of thing. 

17 Independent third parties you 

18 talked nbout the analytical techniques and so on. 

1 9 That lS a requirement of CERCLA. We are not 

20 under the Environmental Restoration Program, 

21 doing the analyses at Mound on these samples. 

22 We've hired contractors who do the field work, 

23 take the samples and then send them to EPA 

? 4 n p p r o v e d o f f -· s i t e . They have to meet EPA 
I. ) 

25 requirement. So in the Environmental 
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1 Restoration, EG&G Mound is not doing the 

2 

3 

4 

analyses. We do for a normal routine emission, 

but completely 

assessment. If 

separate 

we want 

from this 

to assess 

5 recommended, it will be done. 

clean-up 

what has to be 

6 

7 

MS. SHEARER: Do they take the 

samples, as well? 

8 MR. NEFF: Yes, Weston is one of 

9 the corporations. Adopt a work plan, takes 

10 samples, either analyze the samples or sends them 

11 to an independent for analysis. All of those get 

12 reviewed by EPA. The labs have to meet EPA specs 

13 and be approved by EPA. I think it meets your 

14 concerns. And that's something· else that I thi.nk 

15 you'll see more detail on it, as we get into the 

l 6 

17 

18 

19 

F.R Program. 

Weston? 

20 Corporation. 

MS. SHEARER: Will you spell 

MR. NEFF: W-E-S-T-0-N. Weston 

21 You mentioned using bar five. 

22 -we're guided by the contract, we're guided by the 

23 contract with DOE on following DOE orders, as 

24 well as environmental regulations. I don't think 

25 bar five yet is quoted by either the EPA or DOE 
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L as the bible we follow. 

7 When we look at clean-up standards 

3 and health protection standards, we have two 

4 documents. We have the clean-up standards. We 

5 have to look at those kinds of things. But the 

6 mandatory things are the EPA. Bar five, I don't 

7 t h i n k i. s a p a r t o f t h o s e y e t b u t i. t i s s o m e t h i n g 

B that will be looked at when we start setting 

9 standards. 

10 You mentioned the discontinuing of 

11 radioactive work at Mound. That isn't the DOE 

12 decision yet. That is a recommendation that was 

13 made out of a study called the 20-10 study to the 

1 4 

15 

1 6 

l7 

.1.8 

then Secretary Harrington of DOE. There was 

recommendation that was made -- many 

recommendations third group down, a lower 

priority. But even if it were implemented, 

radioactive work around and clean-up would 

19 continue for years at Mound. 

a 

the 

20 The transfer of technology, even 

21 if you say let's stop treating operations at 

22 Mound, for example, the transfer of that 

23 technology to some other site would take years. 

24 There are over a hundred and some million dollars 

25 that would have to be constructed at some other 
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1 site, people trained, and then the technology 

2 transferred. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

It's a long-term effort, and 

if it were made more than a recommendation, 

would still have this 

fifteen, twenty years. 

clean-up ongoing 

So we'll be in 

for 

the 

7 radioactive business, as far as clean-up at 

least, for a long time. 

even 

we 

8 

9 

10 

MR. LYONS: Also, the document you 

mentioned was a study. And we have a commitment 

11 from Mr. Higgins' boss, Bruce Dwayne of 

12 Albuquerque, and my boss, Jim Morley, that we 

13 will continue to get money as if Mound is going 

1.4 to stay in the treaiing business. And if 

15 som~time in the fut~re, t~e DOE decides that 

16 Mound will not be in the treating business, then 

17 the money to upgrade the facility will stop, and 

18 then we will clean the thing up. 

19 But we are not going on a study 

20 that's not even accepted yet, that we're going to 

21 pull the Tritium out of Mound, you don't get 

22 any more money for upgrades. We have fought 

23 that, and we have the manager of the Albuquerque 

?.4 Operations Office backing that we will continue 

/5 to get money as if we were going to be in the 



4 6 

l Tritium business forever. 

2 MR. NEFF: I have one more thing. 

3 Access to the information, documents, and I think 

4 we've already hit that a lot. 

5 One thing I might mention though 

6 is there's a distinction, at least in my mind, on 

7 the Environmental Restoration Program from the 

8 Five-Year Plan. And we're going through a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

1 6 

17 

18 

separate CERCLA, required public participation, 

that's separate from the overlapping public 

participation Five-Year Plan. 

And the documentation for this ER 

Program, as everybody said, it's horrendous. It 

-is just a mountain of paper that CERCLA requires 

~hat we go throu~h very thoroughly, so we can 

show you all the det.ailn. When we ask you to 

participate, 

teeth in and 

you have something to sink your 

say I see what they're doing now. 

19 The Five-Year Plan documentation, 

20 we have copies of the Five-Year Plan and Site 

21 

22 

Specific 

problem. 

we can send to people. That 

We had extra copies made so 

is 

we 

not a 

could 

23 forward those to you. That would be proper right 

24 now if .somebody wants to sign up and get a copy 

25 of what's in the library. The Five-Year Plan, 
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l. which is about an inch and a half, the Site 

2 Specific, maybe a quarter inch document, we can 

3 forward those to you without a problem. 

4 MR. HIGGINS: Anything else? 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

would 

giving 

on the 

like to 

us the 

MR. LUCAS: 

read. I'd 

opportunity 

I have a statement I 

like to thank you for 

this evening to comment 

Site Specific Plan. 

I am here because of my concern 

JO about possible radioactive effect on workers and 

11 on the general population. The Site Specific 

]2 Plan appears to have been written over a year 

13 ago, as I think has already been mentioned, since 

14 it contains no reference to the assessment of the 

15 Mound made by the Department of Energy's Tiger 

16 Team late last year. 

17 There are a number of troubling 

18 

l 9 

20 

points in 

should be 

the Tiger Team report 

addressed in the Site 

which I believe 

Specific Plan. 

There are many radioactive 

21 emission sources consisting of ten active stack 

22 release points and twenty-two contaminated soil 

23 areas at the Mound and one off ground 

24 contaminated soil area, which includes the Miami 

25 Erie Canal and the Great Miami River. The canal 
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1 area contains radioactivity in vegetation and 

?. fish which are higher than background levels in 

3 the surrounding area. 

4 In 1974 an evaluation said that 

5 the risk of Plutonium contamination in the 

6 Miami-Erie Canal was within acceptable DOE 

7 guidelines. However, the Tiger Team said that a 

8 new evaluation should be done using current 

9 methodologies, since the 1974 dose/risk 

10 assessment remains conservative based on current 

11 land uses near the canal. 

12 The Tiger Team report also 

13 mentions that some radioactive constituents are 

14 not included in determining doses of 

15 radioactivity received by the pablic. In other 

16 words, the public may be getting doses of 

17 radioactivity unknown to the Mound. 

18 Apparently, the Tiger Team 

19 believed that the Mound should be more concerned 

20 about the danger of possible radioactive 

21 emissions, since it commented that the EG&G Mound 

22 emergency preparedness system does not recognize 

23 the potential for off-site release. In the view 

24 of the Tiger Te~m, EG&G personnel, quote, 

25 consistently maintained that off-site releases 



\ 
l 4 9 

! 
--

l are not credible events. End of quote. 

2 The Tiger Team ran into a number 

3 of difficulties at the Mound in its attempt to 

4 get the information it needed. This is somewhat 

5 disconcerting since the public relies on the DOE 

6 to protect it's safety. The Tiger Team could not 

7 find accurate t·ecords of the· Mound Plant's 

8 compliance with the National Environmental Policy 

9 Act, and the Mound was unable to locate certain 

10 files before 1988. 

] l At the beginning of their 

1 2 assessment, the Tiger Team was not routinely 
) 

J 3 allowed into two rooms of one building because of 

l 4 secuqity. The Team also found handwritten 

.1.5 changes in ~ertain analytical procedures, such as 

l 6 air samples of Plutonium 238. 

] 7 I am concerned about safety within 

18 the plant, based on newspaper accounts over the 

1 9 years of inadequate safety practices within the 

20 plant. Despite the change of management at the 

21 Mound, this remains a concern, based on the Tiger 

2 2 Team report. 

/3 The Tiger Team report mentions a 

2 4 system at the Mound which requires that releases 

/ 5 of radioactive substances be reported as unusual 
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occurrence reports, called UOR's. This is to be 

done to protect human health. 

The Tiger Team report said that 

twenty-eight operations had been shut down, but 

none had been reported as UOR's. Other 

6 ~ignifjcant events were not reported as UOR's, 

7 such as the failure of ~oom monitor to detect 

8 Tritium release and many releases to on-site 

9 ditches from laboratory and service operation. 

10 My question is, how can human safety be protected 

11 if such emissions happen? Further, there is lack 

12 of contamination ~upplies in Building 

13 twenty-three. 

14 In speaking of the safety risks to 

15 workers and the public, the Tiger Team assessment 

16 stated that there js an inadequate safety 

17 training program that has not resulted in well 

18 

19 

20 

2 1 

22 

23 

2 4 

2 5 

run compliance driven operations. A further 

setback is the fact that oversight surveillance 

has been minimal on the part of the Mound safety 

staff. 

The Mound has nineteen safety 

analysis reports. Some of them will not be 

completely processed until 1997. Does this mean 

that it will be seven years before we know of 
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l. unsafe conditions? 

/ On this subject, the Tiger Team 

3 comments that this time frame is excessively 

4 long, given the importance of the documents in 

5 establishing the safety framework for the 

6 operational activities. 

7 No analysis has been done to 

8 determine if the drums of waste oil are 

9 radioactive. Also, waste generated by the 

10 decontamination and decommissioning program have 

11 not been adequately analyzed to determine whether 

12 or not they contain hazardous substances. Yet, 

13 they are shipped off-site for disposal as a low 

14 level radioactive waste. This raises the 

L5 possibilities that some people somewhere are 

16 getting more radioactive material than they are 

1.7 aware of. 

J8 The Tiger Team mentioned also that 

l9 the quality assurance coordinator is not 

20 independent of the analytical labor operations 

21 and that documentation practices of the 

22 Environmental Monitoring Program do not allow 

23 independ~nt verification. 

2 4 

25 

I would like also to recommend 

that EG&G improve its access to documents. The 
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1 Site Specific Plan was placed only in the 

2 Miamisburg Library. It would help if it were· 

3 also placed in other locations, particularly the 

4 downtown Dayton library. 

5 Apparently, other improvements and 

6 public relations can be made, judging by the 

7 Tiger Team's comment that the Community Relations 

8 Plan does not follow all of EPA's recommended 

9 guidelines. 

10 While I would- like for the risk of 

11 radioactivity to be removed from the Mound, I 

12 would like to see also the gradual ending of the 

13 Mound's role in the production of nuclear 

1 4 weapons. The reason most often given for the 

15 manufacture of nuclear weapons has been the need 

16 ·to deter the Soviet Union from attacking the 

17 United States. But since the cold war is over, 

18 that reasoning is no longer relevant. 

19 The other reason for our 
.-,; '. 

20 possession of nuclear weapons is to coerce other 

?.1 nations during times of international crisis. 

22 That's why we have, at this time, hundreds of 

23 nuclear weapons in the Persian Gulf. This does 

24 not add to anyone's security. 

25 EG&G, in my opinion, should 
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17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
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24 
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dev~lop an economic conversion plan for the 

Mound, so that the nuclear weapons part of its 

operation can be replaced by the production of 

civilian goods in order to save-jobs. The 

Department of Energy plans call for the end of 

such nuclear activity at the Mound by 1995. 

And recently, the layoff there 

was a lay-off of sixty-seven persons announced. 

Perhaps they could be used for clean-up purposes 

or for doing research into the creation of such 

things as ceramic automobile engines, which would 

be more fuel efficient. 

Thank you very much for your 

attention. 

MR. HIGGINS: Let me just make one 

point in regard to some of the statements the 

gentleman made there. 

The Tiger Team assessment that was 

done at each facility did cover a wider range of 

activity than specifically addressed in the Five 

Year Plan. That may be one source of confusion 

for the general public in terms of reviewing the 

document. So let me try to briefly walk you 

through that process. 

While the Tiger Teams were called 
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1 Environmental Assessment Tiger Teams, their role 

2 in life was to do more than assess the 

3 environmental conditions and compliance 

4 conditions of that site. They were empowered to 

5 go in and look at every safety aspect of 

6 operation, as the gentleman pointed out. Many of 

7 the actions that will be taken by individual 

8 sites, Mound included, to correct deficiencie~ 

9 that were identified by those teams are outside 

10 the scope of the Five-Year Plan. They come under 

11 the base appraising of that particular facility. 

12 So you may have difficulty if you're trying to 
. ) 

13 look for solutions to some of those 

14 recommendations in the structure of the Five-Year 

15 Plan. 

J.6 The best place to find those 

17 particular actions, as they're outlined by the 

18 site, is indeed the Actiori Plan that was recently 

19 approved by the Secretary of Energy. That review 

20 process for that Action Plan, as it went through 

21 the process of review and approval through the 

22 Albuquerque Operations Office, as well as through 

23 the myriad of organizations in our DOE 

24 headquarters, was to address all issues brought 

25 up by the Tiger Team. 
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l Now, I'm not knowledgeable to 

2 specifically tell you how they were addressed in 

3 the case of Mound Lab. What I would recommend to 

4 you is when the final response plan is indeed 

5 available, you will probably find the answers to 

6 many of your concerns in th~t final 

7 documentation. 

8 MR. LYONS: I'm going to try to 

9 answer as many of them as I can. The stacks are 

10 covered we have limits, and it's not like it's 

11 carte blanche. We can't release anything we 

12 want. So the stacks are something that is 
·.; 

13 separate and not being ignored. 

14 The twenty-two soil sites that are 

15 radioactively contaminated. We have a 

16 radioactive soil site I'm not sure of the 

17 twenty-two the gentleman was talking about but 

J8 it's covered in one of our operable units 

19 already. 

20 The Miami-Erie Canal~ the Tiger 

21 Team concerns yes, they were concerned. The 

/ 2 assessment was done in 1974. What they did was 

23 directed us to redo an assessment on its use 

24 right now. And that assessment has been done, 

25 and it basically corroborates whatever was done 



~··. 

56 

J. in '7 4. And the Tiger Team said they would be 

2 happy with this, that they could wait until we 

3 addressed the Miami-Erie Canal under the Federal 

4 Facilities Agreement, that CERCLA 120 thing I 

5 mentioned earlier. 

6 For its current use now, we can 

7 wait until the U.S. EPA until the clean-up is 

8 done. We don't want to there was a concern, 

9 so they wanted us to do the focus risk 

10 assessment. And we did it, and it basically 

11 agreed with the previous assessment in '74. 

12 

13 

14 

MR. NEFF: I think a number of 

these, it's appropriate to look at the Action 

Plan in detail in the library, and you'll see how 

15 we're addressing it. 

16 Example, the Tiger Team was 

17 concerned that we have buildings that we can 

18 detect radon and well, if you look at our 

19 response, we do, we have taken those into 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

account. Those are not a significant factor. 

T h e- ·· d o s e i s b a s e d u p o n T r i t i u m a n d P 1 u t o n i u m , 

that's all we can detect off-site. The radon 

that we get in the area is not a high enough 

volume. So we assess it. And I think that kind 

25 of information though would show up in the Action 
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1 Plan where you see the response. 

2 

3 the Tiger Team. 

For example, when you talk about 

Statement that we don't 

4 recognize the potential for off-site dose for 

5 exposure, that isn't a tr.ue statement. We have 

6 continuously monitored emissions for amount of 

7 radioactivity, but they're so low, below the EPA 

8 

9 

standard.s. We recognize the potential. 

We have what we call a maximum 

10 credible access, a scenario, the maximum credible 

11 accident for a facility. We've calculated what 

12 the worst case is, and those are factored into 

13 our calculations, what we told the Tiger Team, 

14 the wor.st case accident can't create a dose high 

15 enough off-site that it would cause us to have to 

1 6 evacuate the public. That got garbled, but I 

17 think if you look at the response, they've 

18 accepted this response when we say we have an 

19 improved Action Plan. They accept and show us, 

20 yes, we recognize the potential for off-site dose 

21 

22 

but not an efficient dose to the response 

would reflect this. It's an important document 

23 to look at. 

2 4 MR. LYONS: Basically, not a 

25 standard manufacturing facility. We don't deal 
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in large volumes of things where you would worry 

about big events. 

volumes of things. 

We deal with very small 

That makes things very 

different than if you had a tank of two hundred 

thousand gallons of something. 

this kind of situation up here. 

We don't have 

It does make us 

unique with -- the other two facilities in the 

state do have large volumes of things, and it's a 

concern for them. But we're slightly different. 

Another one, decontamination, 

Building twenty-three. It's a storage area. 

It's not raw -- it's not it's in containers 

that are inside melting drums. It's not a 

processing area, so it's not as critical I 

don't know the exact comment on the lack of 

equipment there, but it's not like an area where 

you would have raw radioactive material. 

Safety training program has been 

enhanced. Within DOE, it is now a big item, and 

there's a whole group out there dedicated to work 

on that issue. 

MR. NEFF: I'll comment on that. 

Pat talked about the change in climate we're in 

today. One of the key changes that DOE is trying 

to put in place -- we had a person who was 
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1 operating a certain process, and he's very 

/ knowledgeable about the process and he knows how 

3 to do it. And he says, well, I'm going to change 

4 step three, and he writes it out on a sheet of 

5 paper. In today's climate, he can't do that. 

6 It's got to go through a review and document and 

7 printed up, got to be filed, formality of 

8 operations. 

9 Lack of formality of operation was 

10 a key finding of the Tiger Team. But these 

11 individual things, that is a known thing that 

12 we're going to address right now. Going through 

13 the very detailed procedures, how you're going to 

14· change something, who's going to approve it, 

15 who's going to oversight and so on, it's 

16 something that we know we've got to change. 

17 We're trying to. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

MS. SHEARER: John or Dick, I 

think that the gentleman was referring in 

to the stacks with the air monitoring. I 

he was referring to the location of the 

monitoring equipment. Also 

regards 

think 

MR. NEFF: As far as the Tiger 

24 Team deficiencies? 

/5 MS. SHEARER: Yes, because I 
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1 ~emembe~ ~eading that the location of the 

2 

3 

4 

equipment was not 

MR. NEFF: Tiger Team did cite a 

couple things in r.elation to monitoring. They 

5 were seeing that the elevation of the monitoring 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

station didn't meet the correct 

it being a meter and a half off. 

talked about 

And there was a 

deficiency in there, 

stations, and these 

which has inside of 

Part 

some of the monitoring 

are smaller, about -that big, 

{t, an air sampling system. 

of one of their comments were 

12 some of these monitoring stations were over 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

1 9 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

grown, there might be a branch that keeps 

emissions from properly being pulled in and 

tested, something like a branch that needs to be 

pruned back or something. 

Part of the problem is we aren't 

free to say okay, I want to 

station right there. That's 

house, so unless they agree 

have a monitoring 

somebody's private 

we've tried to 

work out agreements where, if we wanted one right 

there which the Miamisburg Fire Department is 

a good example. It's on the roof top. It's not 

as accessible if we had vandalism or whatever. 

25 It's easier to maintain. 
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The county health district takes 

We pay them for a contract to do 

That was one of the problems we had 

location. Again, in the action 

you'll see we're addressing these 

6 after we got more information. They've agreed 

7 and we've agreed on the issues that need to be 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

addressed. 

We're a little bit -- we're 

outside of what the meeting was intended to be 

on, the Five-Year Plan. Good if you've got 

concerns on the ~iger Team. We'd like to receive 

them. Maybe it's more appropriate on some of 

them to pass them back through the public 

relations and focus a little more on the Five 

Year Plan tonight. But I don't want to turn off 

17 anybody from commenting on the Tiger Team, 

18 because we welcome your comments on that too. 

19 MR. LYONS: The oversight on 

20 safety and taking too long yes, they're trying 

21 to beef their staff up by basically adding 

22 another fifty to seventy people so that will help 

23 resolve part of the issue of safety oversight and 

2 4 

25 

taking 

They have 

as far as the safety agency's report. 

to be done by people, they didn't have 
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l them. Without getting any extra money from DOE, 

2 the p]ant engineer has taken money from other 

3 areas in the plant and we've handled some 

4 independent contractors, and we'll speed that 

.5 process up. 

6 I guess the last thing to say, 

7 community relations plan not following EPA 

B guidelines, that is true. When the Tiger Team 

9 was here, we weren't covered by the guidelines. 

10 We did not have to comply with CERCLA with our 

11 community relations plan. Now they're in the 

12 

13 

process of revising 

requirements. But 

it 

at 

to 

the 

meet 

time 

the CERCLA 

of the Tiger Team 

14 assessment we weren't required to meet the CERCLA 

1.5 requirements. But that has already been at least 

J 6 one review by the EPA, right? 

1.7 MR. NEFF: Yes. 

18 MR. LYONS: Submitted April 13, 

1.9 and already got the comments back? 

20 

2 1 

22 

?.3 

/ 4 

2 5 

MR. NEFF: 

community relations plan. 

as covered by CERCLA, not 

overall community effort. 

Team assessment there are 

Yes. Another thing on 

It wasn't specifically 

talking about Mound 

In fact, in the Tiger 

three noteworthy 

assessments. One of them is community relation 
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effort::>. We've done an awful lot of effort and 

put resources into trying to provide information 

to the public and let them have easy access back 

to us. That was a noteworthy achievement 

MR. LYONS: Next? 

MS. FOREST: I haven't looked at 

7 the Five-Year Plan and if you'd send me one, so I 

8 I can comment though on I'm Jane Forest. 

9 I'm with the Ohio Citizens Action and Toxic 

10 

11 

Action. We're 

environmental 

a state-wide citizens and 

organization. 

12 Like I said, I didn't read the 

13 Five-Year Plan, but I have some general questions 

14 thaf I'd lik~ to get answers to tonight 

15 First off, I'd like to 

J6 congratulate the EG&G folks for looking into 

17 waste reduction, promoted as a way of reducing 

18 waste at the source as opposed to trying to find 

1 9 alternative ways of disposal. And, as many of 

20 you know, a lot of chemicals aren't are going 

?.1 to be slowly but surely banned from landfills and 

22 incineration. So at least you're one step ahead 

23 of the t~ing. But when I hear in your Part B 

74 Permit., that you are going to incinerate your 

?5 wastes, it raises a lot of concern. 



L 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

reduction. We 

because you're 

landfil 1 into 

64 

We suppor-t, you know, waste 

don't want to see any incinerated 

putting what would end up in a 

the area. There are regulations as 

far as air polution control sources, but little 

known about the particulates of incomplete 

combustion and other air emissions, not to 

8 mention here in the Dayton area, we do have over 

9 

] 0 

11 

12 

13 

1 4 

four 

into our 

I think 

should 

five million pounds of taxies emitted 

air. I am going to look into that, and 

it's a concern that Miamisburg citizens 

ook into as to a hazardous waste 

incinerator in their backyard. 

One question I did have was, is 

15 there con,stant monitoring at Mound, and I had 

16 heard the that the public information 

17 MR. LYONS: Yes. 

18 MS. FOREST: The work plan for the 

19 RIFS through the CERCLA, is that going to be 

?.0 available any time soon? 

2 1 MR. LYONS: Right now through one 

22 review with the U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA, and we 

23 just had a meeting about the eleventh of this 

24 month, and we're in the process of revising that 

25 document. And we will have to resubmit it to 
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1. them. Once they approve oE it, that Looks like 

2 that's an acceptable means to go, we have to --

3 the public 

4 MR. NEFF: It will be in reading 

5 rooms. 

6 MS. FOREST: CERCLA --

7 MR. LYONS: There will be an 

8 opportunity for everybody to read it and make 

9 comments on it. 

10 MR. LYONS: January 1990 that plan 

11 w i 1 l be developed. 

] 2 MR. NEFF: '91? 
_. ,i 

13 MR. LYONS: I 9 1 1 yes. 

1 4 MS. FOREST: Since it's a CERCLA 

15 site, that means that citizens from around the 

1 6 Miamisburg area, Montgomery County, should apply 

17 for a technical assistance grant? 

18 MR. LYONS: Yes. 

]_ 9 MS. FOREST: Does RIFS in draft 

20 form or even the Site Specific Plan look into 

21 off-site ground water contamination, as we've 

2 2 heard about at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base? 

2 3 The scop~ of work here did not include off-site 

7 4 investigation, and due to some work done by the 

/5 city, we found substantial ground water 



( 
) 

6 6 

1 contamination, Ar.A there off-site monitoring 

2 wells to 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

MR. LYONS: Yes, there are. There 

have been since what year? 

MR. NEFF: Since '84. 

MR. LYONS: Off-site wells in the 

city of Miamisburg for ground water monitoring. 

We hav~ an entire operable unit dedicated the 

Area B Operable Unit is dedicated to the ground 

water contamination. Now, when you roll all the 

other eight operable units up and look at it from 

the site wide RIFS, that's where any other if 

13 any of those other units would contribute to 

14 ground and water contamination, that will· make 

15 sure that'~ not a problem,. 

l 6 

17 had 

MR. NEFF: Let 

monitoring wells 

me mention, we've 

since the '70's. 

18 When we started the Environmental Restoration 

19 Program :~n '84 since then, we've put in 

20 probably fifty total wells, and probably 

21 twenty-five or thirty were off-site additional, 

?.2 and even abandoned some of the ones we had 

23 because ~hey didn't meet the requirements of 

24 CERCLA. So we have a lot of off-site monitoring 

25 wells, probably a total of thirty off-site. 
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I. MS. FOREST: What do you monitor 

2 for, what chemicals? 

3 MR. NEFF: Full range of 

4 chemicals, and what you --

5 MS. FOREST: BSE, heavy metals? 

6 MR. NEFF: Yes, the total 

7 MS. FOREST: Tot a 1, okay. And in 

8 the I guess the, let's see, corrective action, 

9 one of the things was the new potable water 

10 supply. What happened to the old potable water 

11 supply and what's being done right now? 

12 MR. LYONS: Basically, you have a 
.. ) 

13 forty yaar old plan and, therefore, have been 

1 4 connections to the process water. And we use a 

15 lot of single process tooling water, non-contact, 

]6 but under present guidelines, it is not 

17 acceptable. I think it's the Ohio Revised Code. 

18 So rather than -- we had a study 

19 done on three types of buildings, a typical 

20 office building, a typical manufacturing 

21 building, and I forget the other one, to see how 

22 many connections there are. And basically it 

-
23 came back that the simple thing to do is put in a 

24 brand new water system for the potable water and 

25 use the old lines for the process water, because 
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of the options that we could have done 

and look at every connection and put 

is go 

a back 

flow preventor on it so that any process water 

couldn't come back in. That's a maintenance 

problem, if the back flow preventer fails, you've 

defeated the purpose. So it was more cost 

1 effective to put a new potable water system in 

8 for the plant, the drinking water system. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

MS. FOREST: Okay. That's all the 

questions I have. 

MR. LYONS: Any other questions? 

MS. FANNING: I've pondered a 

13 problem. I also studied the Tiger Team 

14 assessment ·so that the gentleman who talked about 

15 it ahead of me covered several things that were 

16 in my talk. And I've been sitting here trying to 

17 figure out how do I take out what he put in and 

18 how do I subdivide it up. And if it's all right 

19 with you, I'll go with my written statement and, 

20 well, I hope that's okay. It's just a little 

21 difficult to change it at this time. We should 

22 have gotten together and tried to get our 

23 statements separate some way. It may be of 

24 interest to you to notice that he picked up a 

25 number of things that I did, so that obviously 
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l. they art') g~neral int~r-est r-ather than just one 

?. person. 

3 One of the things that the Tiger 

4 Team found is that the Mound Plant measures only 

5 a very limited amount of radioactivity in their 

6 environmental assessment, so that we, the public, 

7 have only limited information. The only 

8 radioactive elements or isotopes they measure are 

9 Tritium oxide and Plutonium-238. The only ones. 

10 The Tiger Team pointed- out that this does not 

ll include other known radioactive elements which 

12 may affect the public. There are known emissions 

13 of radon from the Mound Plant, for example. 

L4 Radon is a radioactive element. 

1 5 A report in 1988 included releases 

16 of r-adioactive Tritium, Plutonium-239, 

17 Uranium-233 and 234, and Uranium-238. There are 

18 also areas contaminated with other radioactive 

19 elements, such as Thorium-228, Actinium-227, 

20 Cobalt-60, Cesium-137, and Bismuth-207. These 

21 radioactive elements are not measured in the 

22 environmental monitoring program at the Mound. 

23 And this means their presence is not evaluated in 

24 the dose to the public. 

25 I am troubled by another finding 
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1 of the Department of Energy Tiger Team. It found 

2 that wastes generated by the decontamination 

3 program at Mound, have not been adequately 

4 identified to make sure that they do not contain 

5 hazardous substances. And yet, they continue to 

6 be shipped off-site for disposal as a low level 

7 radioactive waste. Without careful 

8 identification, no one can be certain that they 

9 are indeed low level radioactive wastes. 

10 When the Department of Energy 

11 Tiger Team checked and evaluated the EG&G Mound 

12 facility, one of their forty-six findings was 

13 that the system for reporting unusual happenings 

14 or unusual occurrences at Mound does not meet 

15 requirements of the Department of Energy. They 

16 want an improved system at Mound to include the 

17 identification and reporting of unusual 

18 occurrence events. 

19 The Tiger Team said that a number 

?.0 of events involving shutdowns and releases at 

21 Mound had occurred within the previous few 

22 months. These events were not reported as 

23 unusual occurrences. At that time, twenty-eight 

24 operations were shut down, but none of these 

25 shutdowns were reported as an unusual occurrence. 
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1 ~he Tiger team also said that other significant 

2 events, such as the failure of room monitors to 

3 detect Tritium releases, were not reported as 

4 unusual occurrences, and that many releases from 

5 laboratory and service operations to on-site 

6 ditches were not reported as unusual occurrences. 

7 We are left to conclude that since 

8 the Mound does not meet Department of Energy 

9 requirements in this respect, we, the public, 

10 just never hear about these unusual occurrences. 

11 We don't hear about room monitors which fail to 

12 detect Tritium releases or the many releases to 

13 on-site ditches from laboratory and service 

14 operations. If these are not unusual 

15 occurrences, we are left to wonder what the Mound 

16 would consider an unusual occurrenc~. 

1.7 The Tiger Team reported that the 

18 Mound Plant has numerous radioactive and 

19 non-radioactive air contaminant sources. 

20 Radioactive emission or discharge sources include 

21 ten active stack release points. Plutonium 238 

/2 and Tritium are the radionuclides of primary 

23 concern so far as the air pathways that result 

2 4 from the Mound's current or past operations. 

\-. 25 
' 

The air sampling measurements at 
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1 Mound are substantially below the radionuclide 

2 health criteria of the United States 

3 Environmental Protection Agency and the 

4 Department of Energy. 

5 The Mound Plant has twenty-two 

6 known radioactively contaminated soil areas 

7 

8 

9 

10 

on-site and one known off-site area. The 

off-site area includes the Miami-Erie Canal 

and the overflow creek which connects the 

Miami-Erie Canal to the Great Miami River. 

area 

The 

11 sediments in the Great Miami River also contain 

12 levels of radioactive material that are higher 

13 than background levels for the surrounding area. 

14 Two years ago a Mound report about 

15 the characterization of radioactive materials in 

16 site soils concluded that additional radiological 

17 characterizations of these areas was necessary, 

18 as Mound put it, to answer existing questions or 

19 resolve inconsistencies or apparent anomalies in 

20 specific parts of the data, unquote. 

21 There are approximately a hundred 

22 areas on-site that are either known or suspected 

23 

24 

to be contaminated hazardous 

sediments and biota hav~ not 

substances. On-site 

been sampled at 

25 these sites for hazardous or nonhazardous 
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1 components. 

2 Groundwater in the buried valley 

3 aquifer at Mound has afso shown evidence of 

4 Plutonium-238 and volatile organic compounds or 

5 VOC contamination. 

6 The Mound Pland doesn't have 

7 administrative and work controls for conducting 

8 operations to include items such as pre-job 

9 planning and calibration and monitoring of 

10 operational activities. The Tiger Team gave many 

11 examples of what this leads to. Here are just a 

12 few examples. 

13 There were panel and equipment 

14 indicator lights burned out because of no 

15 periodic required checks. 

1 6 They said there was an empty 

17 oiler in the brine pump probably because there's 

18 no written- requirement for routine checking of 

19 equipment. 

20 Tiger Team found that an 

21 unapproved continuity meter was used on explosive 

22 devices. There were no routine tests established 

23 in laboratories to check such things as the oil 

24 level in the glovebox bubblers or the 

25 radioactive monitors. A bubbler was noticed with 
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1 apparent tow level and no markings to indicate 

2 the proper level. 

3 Uncalibrated equipment, 

4 instruments, and tools were being used. There 

5 were no established procedures or requirements 

6 for proper. recording of routine or periodic log 

7 sheet data. 

8 I appreciate you letting me speak. 

9 And I would like to just add that I hope all of 

10 us can be and become more interested in the 

11 environmental matters so that some of these 

12 things which, perhaps in some cases have been 

13 taken care of, at least will be taken care of in 

14 the future. 

15 MR. NEFF: I think we tested and 

16 monitored off-site I want to make a couple 

17 of general comment before we address specific 

18 ones. 

19 There have been so many comments 

20 on the Tiger Team. If. you look at the Tiger Team 

21 report, which obviously a number of you have( you 

22 also see in there the statement I don't know 

23 the exact words but no imminent threat, 

24 nothing that would cause cessation of operations 

25 or something. That's not necessarily true at all 
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J. times. What the Tiger Team said was management 

2 had a number of things that needed to be 

3 addressed, but you don't have any really critical 

4 problems that we need to shut down until you fix 

5 the problem. 

6 If you look at the Action Plan, we 

7 have in the library, that tells you how we 

B addressed each finding, and I would encourage you 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

to do that. The comment I want to make, if you 

look at that Action Plan, it puts out that our 

submitted cost through fiscal year 1996 to 

address all of these Tiger Team findings is 

around a hundred and twenty million dollars. Out 

14 of that hundred ·and twenty million, and I'm not 

15 sure of the exact number, something like a 

16 hundred and fifteen million of that, we already 

17 had planned and had in our plans prior to the 

18 Tiger Team. So what I'm saying is we already 

19 knew we had a number of things, we had to 

20 address. 

21 What the Tiger Team did is, they 

22 came in and said you've got all these 

23 deficiencies. What they don't tell you is you 

24 guys already knew that. If you look at the 

25 Action Plan, it addresses it tells you, you've 
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been doing 

in current 

carry those 

76 

a good job of identifying deficiencies 

~perations and getting a plan in, now 

plans out. That's important to note, 

4 this wasn't the Tiger Team didn't come in and 

5 say, you have a hundred and twenty million 

6 dollars worth of problems and we knew about 

7 almost all of them. 

8 The thing that would help us most 

9 in getting your involvement in incorporating your 

10 concerns and comments is comments on the action 

11 plan. You can see how-we're incorporating it in 

12 the Action Plan. If you had that, which has been 

13 accepted by the Tiger team, if you see that and 

14 you think we're not addressing it promptly, tell 

15 us that. The things you're telling us tonight 

16 are things that you're saying the Tiger Team 

17 found a problem, and we know that, we've read the 

18 report too. But tell us if you don't agree with 

19 the Action Plan. That would really help us. 

20 MR. LYONS: The second time I 

21 heard, I guess, the lack of characterization of 

2 2 

23 

2 4 

low level 

the Tiger 

hazardous 

waste being shipped off-site. And what 

Team said was you weren't looking for 

constituents, nonradioactive. The 

25 issue of whether the level of the activity of 
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l that soil being shipped off-site wasn't the 

2 issue, it was to nonradioactive portion, and it 

3 wasn't a requirement in the past to do that with 

4 DOE. 

5 Since then, the Nevada Operations 

6 Office, where most of our depending on the 

7 level of the activity you go to the Nevada 

8 test site or Idaho lab. Depending on the level 

9 of activity. We have to there's we have to 

10 get a permit now through the EPA region in those 

11 states in order to send waste there. And right 

12 now we're not shipping any waste because we're 

13 going through the mechanism that's required to 

14 show that that's not a mixed waste. So that's 

15 it wasn't a lack of characterising of nuclides. 

16 There was a problem with it, and DOE has since 

17 come up with a new order, our new reporting 

18 system to the Secretary of Energy, the events 

1 9 that go on in the plant. He had a concern that 

20 he was not being notified of things, so created a 

21 whole new order for mandatory notification on 

2 2 given events. 

23 And that has necessitated the 

2 4 Albuquerque Operations Office, where Mr. Higgins 

?.5 is from, to have an EOC, emergency operations 
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5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

1 2 

center. that has 8omebody in it 

a day. So we have adjustments 

since the Tiger Team event has 
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twenty-four hours 

to a lot of things 

occurred, and new 

orders, which is causing a lot of additional 

requirements on the plant. We now have four 

facility managers that have beepers twenty-four 

hours a day. 

plant, they 

And if anything happens in that 

have to be called. It didn't happen 

prior to the Tiger Team. 

been done beyond the Tiger 

notification of unusual 

That's something that's 

Team to beef up the 

MS. FANNING: Are you saying that 

13 it would be impossible now to have Tritium 

14 escaping into a room without it being monitored? 

1. 5 

1 6 

17 

l 8 

19 

20 

21 

22 

2 3 

2 4 

25 

MR. LYONS: No, I'm 

MR. NEFF: You look closely at 

that finding. The format listed a finding and 

then gave you some discussion of what they 

observed. rf you look at that discussion in 

there, it says that Mound is not consistent 

the we're doing what Albuquerque told us, 

DOE ordered that we're not consistent with. 

with 

but 

We 

work through Albuquerque Headquarters. We're 

following our immediate supervision and what the 

Tiger Team said was the result of that 
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L disct'"epancy. Albuquerque you've got to follow 

2 the headquarters' order, which means you've got 

3 to tell the contractor to do that. We were 

4 following the current guidance. We're following 

5 the guidance we have in Albuquerque but that was 

6 inconsistent with DOE orders. I think you'll 

7 find that in the discussion with the ~iger Team 

8 reports. 

9 MR. LYONS: The UOR system was to 

10 notify othet'" sites that there was an event and 

11 this was why it happened and you need to look to 

12 make sut'"e it won't happen to you. So it was not 

13 a notification system that you had so many 

14 minutes. 

15 Right now, if there's an 

16 emet'"gency, we've got fifteen minutes to call the 

17 Secretary of Energy Emergency Operation Center. 

18 Now we have to call them directly within fifteen 

19 minutes of its classification of emergency. So 

20 there are all sorts of new things that were never 

21 placed on the site before as far as notification 

22 goes. 

23 

24 

25 

comment. I 

that there's 

MR. NEFF: One other general 

mentioned that the Tiger Team states 

no imminent threat, nothing that 
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L would warrant shut-down of operations. But I 

? think something we lose sight of when we see the 

3 Tiger Team assessment, we see a list of findings 

4 and say, oh, my God, the world is falling apart. 

5 UNKNOWN SPEAKER: Forty-~dx is 

6 what T found. 

7 MR. NEFF: There were forty-six 

8 compl'iance findings, and there were whatever the 

9 rest of the total to get the seventy-seven. 

10 There was a total of seventy-seven findings, but 

11 you're right, forty-six compliance. You see this 

·'! 
! l 2 long list of deficiencies, without the detailed 

13 knowledge of the process, you think, gee, things 

14 are really bad. 

15 But if you look at the real health 

L6 risk, if you look at what we put out, health 

17 standards, I've heard concerns expressed from 

18 workers, if you look at our worker safety in 

19 industrial as well as exposure injuries, you look 

20 at our atr emissions, dose to the public off-site 

21 for one year, it's well below the standards. And 

22 we're not tn compliance with the letter of the 

23 requirement, but we're not we don't have a 

24 significant threat to an individual worker or 
) 

25 member of the public that's uncontrolled. We're 
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l well below the standards. 

7 We need to improve our system, we 

3 need to improve our documentation. But comparing 

4 to health risk standards, I think I would 

stack the Mound up 

industry. We have 

against any in the 

an excellent record 

5 

6 

7 time, exposure, environmental release, 

8 health risk impact. 

in lost 

true 

9 UNKNOWN SPEAKER: Why do you think 

1.0 the EG&G will be more successful than 

11 Monsanto was? All this waste has been 

12 accumulating some time. 

13 MR. NEFF: That almost implies 

14 that Monsanto did not do a good job on 

15 MS. SCHEARER: Because they 

16 certainly did accumulate. 

17 MR. NEFF: The waste did, yes. In 

18 fact, the conditions happened while Monsanto was 

19 here, but it wasn't a Monsanto caused problem. 

20 The philosophy of operations 

21 

22 

twenty or 

different 

thirty or forty years 

than today's. That's 

ago was entirely 

not it's a 

23 common industrial situation. I think DOE, 

24 especially Mound, is doing a better job of 

25 addressing those issues and staying on top of 
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l them than many Ln private industry, but we get 

2 more publicity because we have radioactive 

3 

4 

materiul. 

Again, the conditions twenty years 

5 ago, the conditions today, if you look at our 

6 health risk issues, what's the exposure to 

7 workers, what's the exposure to the public, 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

.l 6 

17 

18 

what's the rate of accidents, they're excellent 

records. What we're is we have a number 

of things we 

better with 

can do 

seeing 

better, and we need t 0 do 

to comply with today's requirements. 

on requirements with a regulatory 

think that's a key distinction. 

They're based 

procedure. I 

either. 

hundred 

need to 

I'm not trying to downplay it 

We had plans to already spend over a 

mil lion to address these things. They 

be addressed. It isn't that they're 

insignificant. Just keep it in perspective. 

19 We're not talking about people falling over from 

20 health problems because of it. 

21 MR. HIGGINS: Let me add one 

22 statement about the unusual reporting 

23 requirements that were mentioned a moment ago. 

24 If you are familiar with that system, and 

25 probably, in general, people aren't, you have to 
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1 understand that the original system that's set 

2 up, as Dick pointed out, was an information 

3 exchange system, not set up as an emergency 

4 notification process. That's not what it was 

5 designed to do. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Okay. Admiral Watkins came in and 

said when things go awry, by George, the top man 

knows about it and knows about it very quickly, 

so fix this system. Okay. We understood what 

the order of the day was. And the system has 

been revamped rather considerably. But, quite 

honestly, you have to understand what the system 

was originally set up to do. It was not 

J4 originally set up as an immediate notification 

1.5 process. It is now set up to do that. 

16 As a matter of fact, there are 

17 capabilities throughout Albuquerque that we 

18 generally can contact both the Admiral and 

19 several members of his staff virtually where they 

20 

21 

22 

23 

live. 

them, 

been 

also 

They drive around in cars with phones in 

as well as carry beepers, so the system has 

changed both in terms of its capability and 

its intent. It's also now used as an 

24 immediate notification system. And you have to 

25 understand that that originally was not one of 
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l the original requirements. 

2 Let me just make one other comment 

3 to amplify on something that Dick said a moment 

4 ago in regards to some of the other comments that 

5 the lady iust mentioned. 

6 In any industrial process, there 

7 are ulway~ a hundred and one things that you have 

8 to do. Whether every one of those is dotted 

9 every ~1ngie step and whether it's been approved, 

10 and whether you have a changed control process 

11 and whether the individuals are trained and 

12 follow that religiously is, you know, a concern 

13 that we have to deal with more today than we have 

l 4 in the past. The operational program, which is a 

l 5 has u counter part both within P.G&G and 

16 the area office is the program that has been put 

17 into place to develop that entire process. 

18 Dick pointed out the formality of 

19 operations. That's one, but it's only one of 

20 them. Going in and trying to figure out 

21 everything that needs to be documented is 

22 something of a task, especially when you have 

23 skilled workers that are used to doing the job 

2 4 every day. They tell you they don't believe that 

25 you have to have it documented in front of them, 
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]_ we'r.e telling them yes, we do. Not even though 

~ you may be an expert machinist or whatever, to 

.1 

4 

change that process, to add a 

step, you're not the only one 

step, to change a 

that can do that. 

5 It must go through some review and documentation 

6 process, and, in addition, everyone else has to 

7 be trained to know that new procedure. 

8 

9 

1 0 

11 

.l 2 

13 

.l 4 

1. 5 

.l 6 

17 

Okay. So the program which we 

hope will alleviate the concerns that people have 

expressed, the Tiger Team just being one of those 

vehicles. That 

has very active 

offices, and we 

in the future . 

time. ) . 

ahead and start 

program is very active, and it 

elements both with Mound and the 

expect to see results from that 

(A short break was taken at this 

MR. HIGGINS: Why don't. we go 

here. Let me just make one 

18 statement that I neglected to make earlier and 

19 should have, and that is in the fact sheet there 

?0 is a comment page that can be removed. If you 

21 decide later that there's something that you want 

22 to say that you neglected to say at this 

23 particular meeting, you can put it that comment 

2 4 sheet and send it to us. If you'd like to fill 

/5 it out tonight and leave it in the back of the 

I 
I 
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the room, we'Ll take it tonight. There are 

plenty of those hand-outs, fact sheets, in the 

lobby, just as you walked in here, so take as 

many of those as you feel you need. Let me just 

state that we do appreciate all your comments. 

I think what I'd like to do now 

is to again focus on the Five-Year Plan and the 

program activity there. I would ask you all to, 

in regard to your comments on the Tiger Team, as 

Dick pointed out and John, to concentrate your 

current review on the Action Plan. The action 

plan addresses those activities that the Mound 

Plant specifically will undertake to correct any 

of the deficiencies that were outlined in that 

particular document. 

MR. LYONS: I just have one more 

response. On the issue of preventative 

maintenance and things not being corrected prior 

to the Tiger Team's arrival, Mound had already 

decided it as a problem, and they're developing a 

computer system to automatically track it, to 

track items that needed preventative maintenance. 

And when it spit the piece of paper out that said 

go do this, it also spit out the instructions 

also. 
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L That has since come on line. And 

2 the items in that system have a prioritization, 

3 and a number one priority means it's an E, S, or 

4 H, environment, safety, or health. And even if 

5 you lay the whole plant off, somebody has to be 

6 there. If you don't have people available, you 

7 have to work according to priority. Two, three 

8 and four and five ones I don't know a good 

9 example of a five, you know, grease a wheel or 

10 something like that. Between that and number 

11 one, you have no choice, you have to do them in 

12 their priority. So if you only have five 

13 workers, all the ones will be done. And if you 

14 have more, maybe twos and maybe threes. 

15 It's a system that was in the 

16 works for a long time, and it is now active. And 

17 it automatically, when you enter an object for 

18 preventative maintenance, its frequency is built 

19 into it, the priority and all the instructions, 

20 so a worker has that when his foreman says here, 

21 go down there. It's all here. This is a new 

22 system that's come on line since the Tiger Team's 

23 departure. It was in development since 

24 before, prior to that, and it's a massive system. 

25 And I think in the future, things like that 
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shouldn't be a problem. With any luck, that is. 

professor of 

MR. SMITH: I'm 

political science 

Reed Smith, a 

at Wright State. 

4 And we've been concerned about many of these 

5 

6 

7 

8 

areas for a long time. 

Plan on page five, this 

to, but i. t came out, the 

listed us a corrective. 

On your Site Specific 

has already been referred 

potable water system is 

What would be the 

9 source of this new potable water system? 

10 

11 

12 

we 1 1 s 

water 

we 

t 0 

MR. LYONS: Still 

have, put new lines that 

the buildings. And the 

use the same 

supply the 

lines that are 

13 there presently will continue to be used for 

14 it's ike when you add a faucet in your house, 

15 you r.un ~ new pipe. And this will be a 

16 dedicated pipe, and it will be marked for potable 

17 water only. 

18 MR. SMITH: Will that water be 

19 safe, not contaminated at all, the wells? 

20 MR. LYONS: Present 1 y, our wells 

21 do have VOC's in them but below EPA guidelines. 

2 2 

23 

2 4 

/5 

We're in the process of getting air stripping our 

water supply prior to the people getting it. And 

we're in the process of preparing a report to 

submit to the Ohio EPA because they control the 
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1 water, and they will issue us a report to install 

2 and we install the air stripping to --

3 MR. SMITH: I'm not into the 

4 scientific side, but we do know about it's 

5 indicated it's in the area and the tendency which 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

1 5 

1 6 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1 

22 

23 

2 4 

25 

seems to be in the public domain, when there's a 

problem, you redefine the you know, I'm very 

delighted about Admiral Watkins, and I'm sure you 

people reflect it too, a more conservative 

environment. But it wasn't too long 

people these low 1 eve 1 ranges, we 

ago that 

redefine it. 

I may be completely off base here, 

and If I am, please forgive my ignorance, but I 

guess the impression is that the whole intention 

of the DOE i.s 

the public so 

to show that they're considering 

that operations can go on in the 

future as needed. Well, there's a good many 

people in the public you're beginning to ask 

the public what they think. There's a good many 

people who think that the whole nuclear operation 

has been illegitimate from the beginning, and 

we're not interested in a government that it sets 

out to prove that it can go on as normal. 

As you, yourself, admitted, the 

mere complications of monitoring all these many 
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l elements means often mountains of paper, and you 

2 get caught in a mountain, tons and tons of paper, 

3 when the basic question is, is the production of 

4 nuclear radioactive things legitimate at all? 

5 When does the democratic government undertake to 

6 shoot the citizens in their foot and say, I'm 

7 sorry, I didn't realize that forty minutes ago. 

8 It seems that the government has 

9 been doing an illegitimate thing, and now they're 

10 trying to say, we're trying to help. But the 

11 thing is still illegitimate, as the gentleman 

12 mentioned a minute ago, the need for nuclear 

13 weapons, and we have fifty thousand of them in 

14 

15 

the world, is ridiculous. 

hole in your head, to keep 

It's like you need a 

a facility going so 

16 we can make a going to make more nuclear 

17 weapons is just insanity, if I may give an 

18 opinion. 

19 There are a lot of people who are 

20 delighted to see you concerned about the 

21 environment, but we still have no place to store 

22 these things, the waste, and we still have no 

23 use. We have many more pressing problems. And 

24 why on earth do we have to make more bombs in a 

25 democratic government? 
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You asked the citizens to express 

We think the whole business is 

But so don't bend over backwards 

trying to make yourself looking you're trying 

to do a job, you're going at it conscientiously. 

But let's work for the day when we can abolish 

the whole business. It's not really needed. If 

8 you'd care to comment, you're welcome to. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

MR. CHARBENEAU: I'll comment for 

EG&G. I think it's important to realize that 

the defense policy of the United States is set by 

its citizens through its elected representatives, 

including the president of the United States. 

MR. SMITH: When were we asked for 

15 making the atomic bomb? 

16 MR. CHARBENEAU: You vote for a 

17 representative every election. That policy is 

18 set by our elected officials. And EG&G 

19 performs the job in Miamisburg, not for a great 

20 deal of money, but for money, yes, and as a 

?.1 corporate citizen, is interested in national 

22 defense. And we will make no excuse for that. 

?.3 But you can express your opinion to your elected 

24 officials because that is where those priorities 

25 are set. 
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MR. SMITH: We do. 

MR. CHARBENEAU: okay. From EG 

and G' ::> perspective, that's where we are. 

MR. SMITH: Thank you. 

MS. SHEARER: Howard, there's been 

an element of secrecy for years and years. Only 

now are we beginning to understand, 

MR. CHARBENEAU: An 

the public 

element of 

9 secrecy about what, Velma? 

10 

11 

12 

MS. SCHEARER: 

weapons and such. 

MR. HIGGINS: 

The development of 

Let me state that 

13 the people who are here tonight, I'm not really 

14 equipped, and I don't think anyone in this room 

15 really ts equipped to debate the morality of 

16 nuclear weapons with you at length. The 

17 rationale that we can put forward to you, as 

18 Howard pointed out, the elected officials decide 

19 

20 

what the defense posture is, 

rather elaborate system that 

21 those elements are executed. 

and there is a 

does dictate how 

22 In the past, there was an element 

23 of secrecy because of the nature of the business 

24 and the concern that the nature of that business 

25 could expand beyond our immediate control. 
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1 MR. CHARBENEAU: You've been been 

2 through our place. We told you twelve years ago, 

3 as a matter of fact, in 1979, that we could talk 

4 about eighty-five percent of what we did. And we 

5 talked with you about that; did we not? 

6 MS. SCHEARER: Urn-hum. 

7 MR. CHARBENEAU: And for the 

8 subsequent six or seven years, we continued that 

9 dialogue; did we not? 

10 

11 

12 

MS. SCHEARER: Yes. 

MR. CHARBENEAU: So, at least from 

the elements that we can talk of, that have 

13 nothing to do with national security, you and the 

14 people at Church of the Brethren and Sisters of 

15 Loretto and other groups that were interested 

16 had every bit of information that was at our 

17 disposal to give. 

18 

l 9 

/0 

21 

limitations 

percent is 

MS. SCHEARER: There were 

to what you would give us. 

MR. CHARBENEAU: Eighty-five 

what you got. The other fifteen 

22 percent, even I'm limited from knowing. 

23 MR. HIGGINS: Any other questions 

24 related clean-up efforts? 

2 5 UNKNOWN SPEAKER: I wanted to 
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17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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refer to something that Reed said. The phrase 

within acceptable limits has been used tonight 

and below DOE guidelines. I'm not an expert on 

radioactivity, but my understanding is that at 

one time, much more radioactivity was considered 

below acceptable limits, but as time proceeded 

forward and more and more information was secured 

about radioactivity, guidelines became much more 

stringent. And we have current limits now, but 

we can't really be sure that those limits will 

apply in the future, because, in actuality, 

there's no safe level of radioactivity, the 

activity, it's all relevant. 

radioactivity 

even what you 

So my concern 

be eliminated, 

consider minor 

dangerous are being released, 

point there may be a revision 

is that a 1 1 the 

if possible, because 

agents that aren't 

and at some future 

of the guidelines. 

And they may be below the acceptable levels now, 

but may be above acceptable levels at sometime in 

the future. And at that point, it will be too 

late to do anything. 

MR. SMITH: Cumulative. I 

understand. 

MR. NEFF: We've got to keep in 
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l mind the amount of radioactivity we're talking 

2 about. We mentioned that Mound's emissions, you 

3 get over three hundred milligram from nature 

4 every year. That isn't saying that ours is 

5 acceptable, but well below the EPA standard of 

6 ten that's allowable. 

7 What we have is a program --

8 lowest reasonably achievable. A program. Try to 

9 reducP. it wherever it is reasonably achievable. 

10 Once we're below a standard, that standard is 

11 based on current knowledge of health risks and, 

12 yes, those standards are changed over the years. 

13 Whatever the standards are at that point in time, 

14 our commitment is to operate within those 

15 standards. 

Again, I'll go back and say we 1 6 

17 

18 

19 

have 

be. 

w i 1 1 

Might be 

it be lower in ten 

they'll be higher. 

years? They may 

I doubt it. 

But we're trying to be as low as we can. We're 

20 not just meeting the standards, we're below. So 

21 I guess I can say I think we're doing about the 

22 best we can do to be as low as reasonably 

23 

24 

25 

achievable at the current time. 

UNKNOWN SPEAKER: You look at 

cancer rate at different parts around Ohio? 

the 

I 
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l understand right near these facilities, there's a 

2 

3 

4 

much higher cancer 

MR. 

that I'm aware of 

rate. 

NEFF: There's 

that there's an 

no information 

increased 

5 cancer rate around Mound. One part of this, of 

6 the CERCLA process, is a study with the ATSER, 

7 

8 

9 

agency for toxic substances. This is a study 

that's going to help. 

UNKNOWN SPEAKER: One of the 

10 things that occurred in the Super Fund process, 

11 there's an agency for toxic substances, agencies 

12 for toxic substances, disease registry and 

13 they're a part of Center for Disease Control. 

14 And it's a collection of pretty top-notch medical 

15 doctors, epidemiologists. And what they're going 

16 to do is do what they call a health assessment. 

17 It's exactly this kind of thing that they're 

18 interested in in terms of cancer rates, in terms 

19 of any other symptoms. 

20 They are mandated by the Super 

21 Fund Law, CERCLA, to do these, once a site goes 

22 on the national priority list, which Mound is. 

23 And it went on last year. They'll have to be 

24 doing that within a certain time frame, memory 

25 says about two years. And they'll be looking at 
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1 that, and they' 11 do that. 

2 First, they'll do a sort of 

3 initial assessment to be looking into data on 

4 sources and what it takes to do so. And they'll 

5 be doing a final one. The remedial investigation 

6 under the CERCLA process adds more background 

7 data foL them to look at, what kinds of problems 

8 there are. And they will be coming up with a 

9 Lather extensive health assessment at the end. 

10 So they'll do one early in the first couple of 

11 years, and then in 1997 when they're done, 

] 2 they'] 1 be doing another one that kind of wraps 

13 it up and looks at what our incidences are. What 

14 they'll find, I don't know. I have heard it, 

15 there was the preliminary thing, there isn't 

16 anything that they found on the first pass. 

17 That's all I've heard of anything. First ever 

18 MR. SMITH: I heard that the study 

19 out shows the cancer rate and how much they're 

20 increased by Fernald and and these various areas. 

21 MR. CHARBENEAU: That report by 

22 the National Cancer Institute is on my desk. 

23 Three volumes, it's about that thick. Okay, it 

2 4 :indicates it's by the National Cancer 

25 Institute, sir, and that was done without 
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l consultation with DOE or EG&G or anybody. 

2 They used counties with similar population 

3 densities and took a good long healthy look, and 

4 they say no increase of cancer around nuclear 

5 facilities. 

6 MR. SMITH: Didn't Dr. Schearer 

7 have something to that? I think I heard 

8 MR. CHARBENEAU: That report is on 

9 on my desk and a synopsis was and that's 

10 exactly what it says, as reported last Saturday 

11 in the Dayton Daily News on page three. 
.• 

_) .1 2 MS. SHEARER: I saw the item in 

13 the Dayton Daily News. When you do a breakdown 

] 4 of the cancer mortalities in Montgomery County, 

1 5 you see ~hat the liver cancers have increased by 

16 over by like about a hundred and forty-seven 

17 percent. 

18 MR. CHARBENEAU: I can't speak to 

19 that. All I can speak to is the National Cancer 

20 Institute on Nuclear Facilities. If you had 

21 taken a look at that Dayton Daily News article, 

2 2 when they reported on emissions from plants, okay 

23 

24 MS. SCHEARER: I read that. 

25 MR. CHARBENEAU: other 
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operational plants, you would see that such 

emissions were significant in a lot of the 

industries, and in our case were insignificant. 

And, you know, if you take that and the National 

Cancer Institute report, and I'm sure that, you 

know, we can at least forward you a synopsis of 

that, you will see that it 

says just did not bear true. 

what the gentleman 

with you. 

show it. 

MS. SCHEARER: I have to differ 

And I have a list of statistics to 

MR. CHARBENEAU: Let's differ on 

the basis of good science, and let's take this 

meeting back to where it belongs, because 

literally, this is a meeting, a DOE meeting on 

their Five-Year Plan for remedial action . 

UNKNOWN SPEAKER: Would it be all 

right, could she finish her one point? 

MR. HIGGINS: Yes, sure. 

MS. SHEARER: I have worked with 

the statistics, I have not altered them to suit 

my point of view or anything. I've taken it as 

I've looked at them as a registered nurse. My 

profession is at stake here. 

The Montgomery County statistics 
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1 are commensurate with the Ohio average for cancer 

2 mortality. But when you do a breakdown of the 

3 different types of cancer, then you see a 

4 difference. And I'll not go into it any further 

5 than that. You can't say that the Mound facility 

6 does not make a difference. And I think it 

7 contributes a small amount. Okay. I will not 

8 say it's the only cause of cancer in Montgomery 

9 County. But when you add the exposure here, and 

10 to smoking and various other causes of 

11 cancer, you see a difference. 

12 MR. NEFF: I think that's the kind 

13 of thing that is expected to show up at this 

14 disease registry study, so maybe we ought to hold 

15 that until we get data. That would be intended 

16 to be around Mound and try to identify things 

17 that Mound may have contributed to, because, as 

18 you say, there are so many other industries. 

19 And one of the other people who 

20 gave a prepared statement also mentioned the five 

21 thousand tons of toxic material, and the list has 

22 Mound around three hundred on the list, way down, 

23 so we may be contributing, but minor. But 

24 regardless, the intent of that study let's see 

25 how much Mound is contributioning to disease. 
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MS. SCHEARER: May I add one other 

The fact that it's liver cancer 

3 indicates a relationship here to the Plutonium 

4 two thirty-eight. 

5 MR. NEFF: Why to Plutonium 

6 

7 

thirty-eight? It's a --

MS. SCHEARER: That's where the 

8 tie is. It's not a high elevation of cancer. 

9 The tie is in the type of radioactivity has a 

10 specific affinity for liver tissue. 

11 

l 2 

13 

information --

MR. NEFF: You may have 

MR. HIGGINS: As I recall the 

14 epidemiological, it has affinity for bone tissue. 

15 

16 

MS. SCHEARER: Bone and 1 i ver. 

MR. HIGGINS: But the levels of 

17 affinity on a relative scale, better than a 

18 hundred to one and 

MR. NEFF: But you can look across 19 

20 

21 

the scale and see a number of items that are to 

the kidneys and liver and so on. I don't know of 

22 information that ties Plutonium -- that ties it 

23 to the bones. It 

24 MS. SCHEARER: I did have that 

?5 data about the combination of the toxic and 
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1 hazardous materials, that one adds to the other. 

2 MR. NEFF: Again, that is the kind 

3 of information this study intended to uncover, 

4 seeing if there are ties to disease, cancer. 

5 MS. SCHEARER: I just wanted to 

6 add one thing, talking about the study. The 

7 studies where the -- and right in the clipping, 

8 which I have right here, they pointed out that 

9 the methodology is incorrect because it was not 

10 designed to find anything. You have to -- the 

11 nuclear plants have not been up long enough for 

12 

13 

people who have developed cancers to die from 

them. You have to look at the instance rather 

14 than mortality rate. 

15 

16 to studies 

MR. NEFF: I 

based on CERCLA. 

guess I'll defer back 

We've looked at 

17 epidemiological studies and haven't seen the 

18 trends, but that should answer the question for 

19 us. 

20 

21 fuse. 

MS. SCHEARER: Sorry if I blew a 

I didn't mean--

22 UNKNOWN SPEAKER: I assume that 

23 the Tiger Team had the ultimate in security 

24 clearance. 

25 MR. HIGGINS: Not across the 
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l board, no. 

2 UNKNOWN SPEAKER: Why did they 

J come out supporting -- with personnel that did 

4 not have adequate clearance to do the job? 

5 MR. HIGGINS: The first selection 

6 criteria that was used was on the basis of 

7 technical. Eventually, as I recall, and I'll ask 

8 John to comment on it, was different at Mound. 

9 All Tiger Team members were allowed virtually 

10 into every building in every facility. The 

11 problem was that some of those initial members 

1 2 that were selected for those teams, as I 

13 mentioned earlier, were separated from the site 

14 that they were inspecting. And they typically 

15 had worked in departments that didn't require 

16 acute clearance across the board. 

17 UNKNOWN SPEAKER: Perhaps you 

18 could give us a report as to what was in the two 

19 rooms? 

20 MR. HIGGINS: I'm not sure we can 

21 detail that for you. I personally don't know. 

2 2 MR. LYONS: A process goes on in 

23 the two rooms. It's an assembly operation that 

24 is classified. But on the issue of why did they 

/5 come so poorly equipped, it's not an issue of did 
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1 they come poorly equipped. It's getting acute 

2 clearance, which is what getting into the plants 

3 takes. If you're lucky, one a year. Because the 

4 Admiral wanted as independent and objective a 

5 view as he could get. Drew on an outside agency, 

6 OSHA, where he had three OSHA inspectors from the 

7 Department of Labor on there. They don't need 

8 clearance. 

9 I was associated with the 

10 environmental team and the assistant 

11 environmental team leader did not have a 

12 clearance. Was a DOE employee, was an expert in 

13 some phase of environmental area, so they tried 

14 to get the best people they could. And, in 

15 general, most of them were granted clearance 

16 during the exercise so that they could see it. 

17 There were the the issue of hiding things 

18 would not be an issue. 

19 MR. HIGGINS: I might add that the 

20 Department of Energy is not the one that conducts 

21 the investigation for acute clearance. That is 

22 by the FBI and that is 

23 MR. LYONS: And it is the Office 

2 4 of Personnel Management. 
) 

25 MR. SMITH: The issue is whether 
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1. we need the bombs. Manifestly, we don't. That's 

2 what the public would like to tell you. 

3 MR. HIGGINS: Any other questions? 

4 Folks, I thank you for coming tonight. And we 

5 look forward to the next meeting. Thank you all 

6 for coming. 

7 (Whereupon, the hearing was 

8 concluded.) 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 
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20 
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23 
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