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Fernald Citizens Task Force Minutes, March 15, 1997

1. Call to Order and Approval of Minutes
Chair John Applegate called the meeting to order at 8:40 a.m.
2. Announcements and New Business

The Minutes from the January 11, 1997, meeting of the Task Force were accepted
and approved as presented.

Al Alm, who was at the meeting to discuss the Department of Energy’s Ten-Year
Plan, as well as give an update on the status of the budget and answer questions, was
introduced. Dan McElroy was introduced as a potential member to replace Jerry Monahan.

Applegate raised several membership issues. Guy Guckenberger has become a
Hamilton County judge, and is thereby not allowed to remain a member of the Task Force.
We will be looking for a Hamilton County replacement for him. Phil Hamric is retiring
from the government, and a replacement will also be sought for his position.

Jerry Monahan has retired from the Task Force. The membership committee
interviewed candidates from the Building Trades Council, whom Monahan had helped to
identify, and recommended Dan McElroy to the Task Force for membership. The Task
Force unanimously approved the committee’s recommendation, and Applegate welcomed
McElroy to the group.

Applegate reported on recent discussions with DOE to improve communications
among DOE, regulators, and stakeholders. Many things are being accomplished at the site,
and the Task Force would very much like to have access to that information. Tom Wagner
suggested that we schedule an official tour of the site, as the last tour was in 1993. It was
agreed upon to arrange a tour for an upcoming meeting.

3. Committee Updates

Transportation Committee

Committee Chair Tom Wagner reported that activities since the last Task Force
Meeting have included a meeting on February 6, 1997, to discuss options for intermodal
transportation through Envirocare. The likelihood of a transfer point there does not appear
promising. DOE is exploring another possibility in North Las Vegas. Jack Craig has
talked to the Nevada Operations Office of DOE, and there may be a facility available to ship
the waste via intermodal transportation, and apparently at half the cost. They will be doing
apilot study. The committee is awaiting details on this possibility. At this point they are
also waiting for feedback on issues from February 6th meeting.

The committee also took a trip on the rail line to Cottage Grove in a small passenger
vehicle on March 12, 1997.

Community Reuse Organization .
Lisa Crawford reported that the strategic planning is done, and a draft report 18
available in the reading room. It will be sent to all members.
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Health Effects Committee

Crawford reported that this committee held a meeting last month. They are still in
the process of going through background materials. Another meeting is scheduled for
May.

GAOQ Report
Jack Craig indicated that the final GAO Report will be released sometime Tuesday,
March 18th. A copy will be sent to each member.

DOE Ten-Year Plan and Budget

Al Alm began his discussion of DOE’s Ten-Year Plan and the budget by affirming
the commitment to a balanced budget by the appropriations committee and the president’s
budget. The authorizing committees are stuck with their total allocations. They requested
5.8 billion dollars, which was just slightly higher than in previous years, and they also
proposed a one-billion dollar privatization program. DOE has three priorities: 1) to reduce
the most urgent risks as quickly as possible, 2) to reduce landlord costs, and 3) to meet
compliance agreements.

Alm said it is imperative that Fernald meet the Ten-Year Plan: “If we can’t achieve
it here, then we won't make it anywhere.” He stated that if there were not funds available
to achieve this, he would reallocate funds.

It was noted that many terms used by DOE were not well understood by the public.
Alm promised to put together a glossary to be sent around to stakeholders to help clarify
these terms.

Monitoring Committee

Committee Chair Pam Dunn reported they have compiled the recycling results from
the January 11th Task Force meeting. At this point, they are waiting on the recycling
meeting, which is expected to take place in April or May.

Natural Resources Committee

Committee Chair Jim Bierer reported that activities since the last Task Force
Meeting have included a January 29th meeting with Flour Daniel Fernald and EPA, at
which the Natural Resources Impact Assessment was discussed. They also reviewed the
Natural Resource Restoration Plan, as well as the Habitat Equivalency Analysis. They
have heard that the native American agreement has been set forth; the burial will take place
on site, in an area that has been certified as clean.

With all of the site activities occurring, such as buildings coming down, there have
been several citizen inquiries as to what is happening. The citizens would like to be
informed on a regular basis of activities on-site. They would also to see some early actions
undertaken to improve the aesthetic quality of the site during construction. Al of these
ideas were passed on to Jack Craig for consideration and comment. The Natural Resources
Committee has lost a member, and is looking for a new member. Upcoming action items
include continuing to track progress of the restoration plan. The excavation plan has been
delayed until July. '

page 3



Fernald Citizens Task Force Minutes, March 15, 1997

4. Update on Silos

Doug Samo provided background and history of the silos on site. Then,
Committee Chair Gene Willeke described the Waste Management Committee’s
recommendations.

In August 1996, the Task Force was presented with a proposal to change the
process for Silo 3 from vitrification to cementation. This caused a fair amount of concern
among the Task Force members and within the community. The Waste Management
Committee first responded by presenting DOE with a list of questions that were critical to
making an informed and sound decision. DOE also convened an outside technical team to
help determine what had gone wrong, as well as what the next steps should be. This team
came to be called the Independent Review Team. The report from the IRT should be
available within a week or two.

The Waste Management Committee identified three primary questions and presented
its preliminary recommendations to the Task Force.

1) Should the materials in Silos 1 & 2 be separated from Silo 3? The committee
recommended that they should be separated. The primary reason for separation of Silo 3
wastes is the major concemn that treating all silo waste together will cause significant
problems, and will most likely prevent the successful treatment of the materials in Silos 1
and 2.

2) What is the appropriate treatment technology for the materials in Silo 37 The committee
does not have a specific proposal for the treatment of Silo 3 wastes at this time because
more information needs to be developed concerning treatment alternatives.

3) What is the appropriate treatment technology for the materials in Silos 1 and 2?
Vitrification continues to be the remedy of choice for materials from Silos 1 and 2, and
should be vigorously pursued. Recognizing that there is some possibility that vitrification
may prove to be unfeasible, it is important also to continue the evaluation of stabilization to
determine whether stabilization is a bona fide back-up option for the treatment of Silo 1 and
2 materials. Any future decision to abandon vitrification must be clearly and fully
developed and determined with full stakeholder participation.

Jim Saric (US EPA) addressed the issue of the May 15 deadline for informal dispute. Saric
expressed concern that he needs a path forward regarding vitrification or cementation. It is
important to have a decision by May 15th. The question of what information is needed to
make that decision was raised. Disappointment was expressed that the Independent
Review Team went through its process, and was not able to come up with answers to these
questions.

Pam Dunn asked if there was a question as to whether we could actually vitrify. Don Paine
answered her that vitrification is possible, but we are faced with vitrifying 30 times the
largest amount that has been vitrified in the world, in a timely and a cost-effective manner.
We have a tremendous volume, and this is a unique situation. Saric asked what
information needs to be known in order to discern if you can vitrify at that level. Alm
asked what operation comes the closest to the situation we have here. Don answered that
the one at Savannah River is closest, operating at 2 or 3 tons a day. ,
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John Applegate brought the group back to the first question of whether to separate Silo 3
from Silos 1 and 2. The silos are very different in terms of hazard. Graham Mitchell and
Jim Saric both endorsed separating Silos 1 and 2 from Silo 3. Gene Willeke proposed that
the Task Force adopt the first proposal, to separate the silos. If Silo 3 is separated from
Silos 1 and 2, the waste can be disposed of at places other than the Nevada Test site. If
Silo 3 remains with the other silos, it will have to go to the Nevada Test Site.

The Task Force voted unanimously to separate Silo 3 from Silos 1 and 2.

The second question was then addressed. What is the appropriate treatment technology for
the materials in Silo 37 Pam Dunn asked if we could send it off-site for treatment and then
send it back to the site for disposal. Don Paine confirmed that the RFP does not disallow
off-site treatment. When the feasibility study was done, some of the technologies that are
available now were not available at that time. Gene Willeke explained that the Task Force
is trying to put all of the factors together that will ultimately have to be considered to clean
up the site as a whole. Lisa Crawford urged that the RFP avoid language that would bias
their choice of treatment. Pam Dunn added that whomever is chosen as the contractor be
open and able to communicate with the public, as public participation is important, even if
through a contractor. Applegate clarified that the Waste Management committee would be
involved in the development of the RFP.

A motion was put forward and seconded that the committee does not have a specific
proposal for the treatment of Silo 3 at this time, because more information needs to be
developed concerning treatment alternatives. It was unanimously accepted.

Next, question three was addressed. What is the appropriate treatment technology for the
materials in Silos 1 and 2? The discussion began with Pam Dunn’s and Lisa Crawford’s
concerns with the concept of continuing to evaluate dual technologies. The cost of the
running the double track seems unclear, as well as the question of when that double track
will cease. Based on the preliminary study, we can conclude that it is possible to design a
plant to make quality glass. The caveat to that is that we are not using a low temperature
melter. The melter tests would need to be finished (not able to be completed since the
melter failed,) and then perhaps some other smaller tests would need to be run. Al Alm
suggested since we have only a small amount of information left to be determined, couldn't
this be accomplished at another site, using someone else's melter? When can we get that
information? Don Paine stated that he believes this will take at least 6 to 12 months, even if
more than one melter was used. The goal would be to gather information, while at the
same time developing a back-up plan.

John Applegate expressed his sense of the meeting was that vitrification is the remedy of
choice, and that looking at other alternatives should not be a subterfuge to really choosing
them. The whole purpose of the backup investigation is to simply determine if it is a bona
fide backup option. Doug Sarno suggested that we add to the outstanding concerns that the
Task Force will work with DOE in determining the process for evaluating backup
technologies.

5. Opportunity for Public Input
A question was asked from the floor. The following points were made: Why are you

moving so strongly towards vitrification? Your pilot plant failed - the plant at Savannah
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River failed, and no other plant has been successful. No other country is proposing
vitrification of materials that are so low in radioactivity. Heating materials to 1000 degrees
is complicated and an unknown. What about the KISS principle?

John answered that the uncertainties are driving the issue of setting up a backup process.
We have always been operating under the context that we have a signed ROD that says we
will vitrify.

John Applegate opened the floor to further public comments. One gentlemen stated that the
existence of a ROD legally requires vitrification to be the remedy of choice. He also stated
that he does not personally favor this choice, but until the ROD is changed, there is really
no question about the choice of vitrification.

Someone questioned the ability to change a ROD. Gloria McKinley said there should be no
problem with changing the ROD. Others disagreed, saying that it would be quite difficult.
Phil Hamric expressed concern that the Independent Review Team had not developed a
side-by-side analysis of vitrification and cementation. Without that tool, he feels a decision
really cannot be made, and that it would be wrong to make two mistakes.

Gene Willeke moved that his committee recommendation for question 3 be accepted as
amended, and the movement was seconded. Jack Craig suggested that a statement be
added for DOE to create a balanced side-by-side in conjunction with the Waste Management
Committee and other stakeholders. It was unanimously accepted.

6. Budget

The budget will be the centerpiece of the May meeting, as it has been twice rescheduled to
date. John Applegate asked Al Alm to discuss the Ten-Year Plan. Alm said that the clear
goal for this site is to achieve a nine-year cleanup. He commented that he will be working
to achieve a sense of stability in the program, and that DOE would be discussing this
process in a very public way. The only way is by improving in efficiencies and lowering
support costs for the site. Fernald is the first major site to make a cleanup commitment and
it is very important that we keep that commuitment.

John Applegate asked for a motion to wish Guy Guckenberger farewell, and added that
Phil Harmric has been a true friend to the Task Force and to public involvement. It is due to
Phil’s leadership that the Task Force has had many of its successes. The motion was
adopted by acclamation. John offered the Task Force’s congratulations to him on his
successful and fruitful career with DOE. Al added that Phil is characterized by honesty,
integrity, and responsibility, and will be greatly missed. John presented Phil with a plaque
thanking him for his service to the Fernald Citizens Task Force.

9. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 12:27 p.m.

I certify that these minutes are an accurate account of the
March 15, 1997, meeting of the Fernald Citizens Task Force.
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