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MEETING AGENDA 

Subject: FEMP Silos Project, Path Forward Decision 
Date: November 14  and 15, 1996 
Location: FEMP Alpha Bldg., Fernald, OH - 
8:OO Welcome I Introductions I Logistics R.  Heck 

8:30 Purpose R.  Heck 

8:45 Introduction to Formal Decision Process L. Merkhofer 

9:45 Break 

9:55 Project History & Status D. Paine 

11:30 Lunch 

12:OO Preparation for VITPP Tour D. Daniels 

12:30 VITPP Tour N. Akgunduz I D. Nixon 

2:30 D. Paine 

4: 30 Meeting Concludes 

VITPP Tour Q&A / Project History & Status - Continued 

8:OO 

8:15 

8:30 

11:30 

12:oo 

2:oo 

3:OO 
.. . 

Opening 

FEMP Press Coverage 

Review and Initiation of Decision Process 

Objectives 
Alternatives 

Lunch 

Decision Process (Continued) 

Meeting AssessmentIPath Forward 

Meeting Concludes 

> 

D. Paine 

R. Maslin 

L. Merkhofer 

L. Merkhofer 

L. Merkhofer 
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FEMP Silos Project 
Path Forward Decision 

Distribution List 

IndeDendent Review Team w/Attachments 
Gail E. Bingham, consultant 
Gilles Chevrier, NUMATEC 
Robert Cook, consultant 
Jim Edmondson, consultant 
Carol Jantzen, WSRC 
Bob Lawrence, WVNS 
Todd Martin, HEAL 
John Plodinec, WSRC 
Bob Roal, consultant 
Ray Schumacher (alternate) 
Ben Smith, consultant 

Decision Analvsis Sumort  Contractor 
Lee Merkhofer, Applied Decision Analysis, Inc. 

w /A tt a c hmen t 

Fluor Daniel Fernald 
John Bradburne w/o Attachments 
Mike Connors w/o  Attachments 
Doug Daniels w/o Attachments 
Mark Dehring w /  Attachments ' 

Yvonne Gale w/o Attachments 
Terry Hagen w/o Attachments 
Bob Heck w /  Attachments 
Rick Maslin w/o Attachments 
Richard L. Maurer w/o Attachments 
Dennis Nixon w/o Attachments 
Don Paine w /  Attachments 
Harry Robertson w /  Attachments 
Jeff Stone w/o Attachments 

Jeannie Foster w /  Attachments 
Jill Oligee w /  Attachments 

DOE-FN 
Nina Akgunduz w /  Attachments 
Johnny Re ising w /o Attachments 

FRESH w /  Attachments 
Lisa Crawford 
Vicky Dastillung 

Citizens Task Force 
w/  Attachments 

Gloria McKinley 
Doug Sarno 
Gene Willeke 

FATLAC 
Robert Tabor w /  Attachments 
Rick Wilson wbAttachments 

Buildina Trades w /  Attachments 
Lou Doll 

U.S. EPA-V 
Gene Jablonowski 

Jim Saric w/o Attachments 
w /  Attachments 

Ohio EPA 
Kel I y Ka I e t s k y w /Attachments 
Tom Schneider w/o Attachments 

Others w /  Attachments 
Marc Fioravanti, IEER 
Ben Rusche, MTR Inc. 
Silos Project File 40000 

KFernald Public Reading Room 

1.1 /22/96 
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MEETING NOTES 

SUBJECT: 

MEETING DATE: 

Silos Project, Path Forward Decision 

November 1 4  & 15, 1996 

LOCATION: Fluor Daniel Fernald Office 

ISSUE DATE: November 18, 1996 MN:WMTSP(SP):96-0028 
File Record Storage Copy 104.(35).5 

Project Number 40000 

DISTRIBUTION: Refer to  the Attached Distribution List 

1.0 PURPOSE 

This meeting served as a kickoff of the Silos Project path forward decision process. A team 
of subject matter experts (the Silos Project'lndependent Review Team) has been assembled 
to serve as an advisory group and technical resource. The Silos Project Independent Review 
Team consists of nine members wi th recognized expertise in environmental restoration 
programs, vitrification and cement stabilization technologies. The team includes: 

1. Mr. Gail E. Bingham, consultant 
2. Mr.' Gilles Chevrier, NUMATEC 
3. Mr. F. Robert Cook, consultant 
4. Mr. James N. Edmondson, consultant 
5. Mr. Robert Lawrence, West Valley Nuclear Services Co. 
6. Mr. Todd Martin, Hanford Education Action League 
7. Dr. John Plodinec, Westinghouse Savannah River Company (primary) 

Dr. Carol Jantzen, Westinghouse Savannah River Company (secondary) 
8. Mr. Robert Roal, consultant 
9. Mr. Benjamin L. Smith, consultant 

The Independent Review Team will participate, along with representatives of stakeholder 
groups, regulatory agencies, the DOE and Fluor Daniel Fernald (FDF), in developing a Silos 
Project path forward decision recommendation. The process will involve a series of meetings 
to review project developments, review and analyze alternative path forward scenarios, and 
develop recommendations in support of a path forward decision. Applied Decision Analysis, 
Inc. will facilitate the decision analysis process. 

. 
* *  

i 
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2.0 DISCUSSION 

2.1 Overview 

FD FERNALD CONTRACT 
DE-AC24-920R21972 

PAGE 2 OF 5 

The meeting was conducted in accordance with the attached agenda. Bob Heck, Vice 
President of Waste Management, Technology, and Silos Project, opened the two-day 
meeting with introductions of the team and other involved participants (a list of attendees 
is attached). Bob provided an overview of the issues currently facing the Silos Project, 
the objectives of the two-day meeting, and the objectives of the path forward decision 
process. Bob expressed the desire that the process will allow the Independent Review 
Team to bring their lessons learned to bear on the issues, and enable the Project to  
successfully complete the final remediation of the silos residues in a safe and cost -, 

effective manor. Bob introduced Dr. Lee Merkhofer of Applied Decision Analysis, Inc. Lee 
has substantial experience in the application of decision analysis t o  management of 
environmental issues with the DOE complex. 

2.2 Introduction to  Formal Decision Process 

Lee Merkhofer explained the decision analysis process proposed for the development and 
evaluation of the path forward options. The process combines key elements--preferences, 
alternatives, information--with logic t o  arrive at a decision. There are five steps to  the 
decision analysis process: ( 1  1 Establish decision objectives; (2) Identify decision options; 
(3) Specify performance measures that indicate the degree to  which options achieve 
objectives. If performance is uncertain, all potential decision outcomes may need t o  be 
evaluated; (4) Establish the equation for combining performance measures into an overall 
measure of option desirability, including importance weights; and (5) Estimate decision 
outcomes, evaluate performance, compute overall desirability, and investigate whether 
differences in ratings or weights affect results. 

Lee illustrated the process by describing t w o  recent applications: one involved the siting 
of a hazardous waste management facility at Sandia National Laboratory, the other 
involved an evaluation of the tank waste retrieval systems for the single-shelled tanks a t  
the DOE Hanford Facility. Both examples involved complex technical and environmental 
issues, and representatives of the DOE, regulatory agencies and stakeholders. In each 
case the decision analysis process successfully assisted in reaching a recommendation 
supported by all parties. 

2.3 Vitrification Pilot Plant (VITPP) Tour 

All the members of the Silos Project Independent Review Team plus the stakeholders and 
EPA representatives toured the Vitrification Pilot Plant. Nina Akgunduz, DOE OU4 Team 
Leader, and Dennis Nixon, VITPP Manager, served as tour guides. 
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MEETING NOTES - Continued 

2.4 Proiect Historv & Status 

Don Paine, Manager of the Silos Project, gave a detailed presentation on the history and 
current status of Operable Unit 4. Topics discussed included origin of the silos residues, 
development of the RI/FS and ROD, regulatory milestones, radon related issues, objectives 
and status of the VlTPP program and the development and assessment of remediation 
alternatives. Questions were fielded throughout the presentation. Information requested 
by the team that was not included in their original packet was noted and will be provided 
to  them. 

2.5 FEMP Press Coveraae 

Rick Maslin, Director of Public Affairs, gave an update on the media coverage of the 
VITPP and the silos that began in February 1996. Most members of the Silos Project 
Independent Review Team are not from the Ohio area and, therefore, were not aware of 
the coverage. 

2.6 Review and Initiation of Decision Process 

Lee Merkhofer proceeded to  walk the group through the first t w o  steps of the process: 
Establish Decision Objectives and Identify Decision Options. A brainstorming session 
followed on "what's important." Over 25 objectives were submitted plus other key 
influencing factors. These objectives were displayed for the group as a hierarchy of path 
forward alternative selection criteria (draft Objectives Hierarchy attached). Don Paine 
presented the history and status of remediation alternatives and recommended. three basic 
path forward alternatives be included in the decision process: 

( 1  ) v i t r i f i  Silos 1 ,  2, & 3 residues; . 
(2) vitrify Silos 1 & 2 residues and use cement stabilization for Silo 3 residues; and 
( 3 )  use cement stabilization for Silos 1 ,  2, & 3.  

Alternative (1) was the original baseline for the Silos Project. Alternative (2) was 
evaluated following issue of the Value Engineering report in January 1996 and has since 
been adopted as the current. basis for the Silos Project. Alternative ( 3 )  has not received 
serious consideration or evaluation since the Operable Unit 4 Feasibility Study. 

2.7 Path Forward 

Before the next meeting Lee Merkhofer will prepare a straw man of the next step in the 
process, building upon the accomplishments of this initial meeting. Step 3 will specify 
performance measures that indicate the degree t o  which the alternatives achieve the 
objectives. By using a "decision tree," performance measures such as public risk, worker 
risk, and cost will be applied to all "branches" such as regulatory approval, technical 
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MEETING NOTES - Continued 

success, availability of the on-site disposal facility and weighted to  see if the 
options/alternatives still meet the objectives. 

Mark Dehring, Silos Project Engineering Manager, will serve. as the primary point of 
contact for both the .Independent Review Team and Applied Decision Analysis. The next 
meetings are scheduled for December 12 and 13, 1996, also a t  the FEMP Alpha Building. 

3.0 ACTIONS 

3.1 During the course of the two-day meeting, the following information was requested by 
members of the Independent Review Team: 

Provide the quantity and estimated value of precious metals in Silos 1, 2 and 3 residues 
(attached). 

Provide a comparison of vitrification and cement stabilization with respect to  volume 
reduction. Include volume, density and additives (topic will be addressed a t  the next 
meeting). 

For the current baseline, provide waste disposal costs (packaging, transportation, burial, 
etc.). Provide a comparison of waste disposal costs to the total life cycle cost of the Silos 
Project (topic will be addressed at the next meeting). 

Provide a cost breakdown of the VITPP. Provide a history of the Silos Project budget and 
schedule. This topic will be addressed at the next meeting. 

The Value Engineering Final Report included a proposal involving stabilization and volume 
reduction using vacuum extrusion. Provide a copy of the white paper addressing this 
proposal (attached). 

The original package of Silos Project documentation provided t o  the Independent Review 
Team did not include work plans relating to  the VITPP. Provide copies of the VITPP 
Treatability Work Plan (distributed at the meeting and attached). 

Provide the offgas composition for the VITPP (will be provided under separate cover). 

Provide copies of Treatability Studies for Silos 1,  2 and 3 residues included in the original 
Operable Unit 4 Feasibility Study (attached). 

Provide details of the Waste Acceptance Criteria for the Nevada Test Site (attached). 

Provide final reports from other mixed waste cement stabilization projects at the FEMP 
(one final report attached). 

Q88806 
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Several of the questions posed by the Independent Review Team addressed the scope and 
capabilities of the waste retrieval system. Provide a copy of the Silos Project Waste 
Retrieval System Conceptual Design Report (attached). , 

3.2 All data provided to  the Silos Project Independent Review Team will be copied to  the 
FEMP Public Reading Room. 
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 

Meeting Agenda 

List of Attendees 

‘Independent Review Team Names & Addresses 

lProject History & Status Presentation by Donald Paine 

J Introduction t o  Decision Analysis Presentation by Lee Merkhofer 

;ISilos Project Press Coverage (Series of Cincinnati Enquirer Articles) 

-46bjectives Hierarchy (draft) 

JOU4 VITPP Phase I Treatability Study Work Plan, WP-25-0007, Rev. 2 

Nevada Test Site Defense Waste Acceptance Criteria, Certification and Transfer 
Requirements, NVO-325 (Rev. 11, June 1992 

Brick Maker Feasibility Evaluation/Fernald Environmental Management Project, 
DOE-1219-96, September 4, 1996. 

The Fernald Mobile Mixed Waste Stabilization Project 

Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 4: Appendix C--Summary of Cement 
Stabilization, Chemical Extraction, and Vitrification Treatability Studies; and 
Appendix E--Detailed Cost Estimates 

Waste Retrieval System Conceptual Design Report 

Table 2: Characteristics of the K-65 Residues Stored in Building 434 of the 
DOE-Niagara Falls Storage Site and at the FMPC, Fernald, OH (Quantity and Value of 
the Precious Metals in Silos 1, 2 and 3) 



, Independent Consultants 6 3  l' 
1. Mr. Gail E. Bingham 

2. Mr. Gilles Chevrier 
NUMATEC 
7401 Wisconsin Avenue 
Bethesda, MD 2081 4-341 6 

(301 1652-8479 fax 
(301 1941-8387 

3. 

4. Mr. James N. Edmondson. 

5. Mr. Bob Lawrence 
West Valley Nuclear Serv. Co. 
1082 Rock Springs Road 
P.O. Box 191 
West Valley, NY 14171-0191 
(71 61942-4390 voice 
(716)942-2106 fax 

6. Dr. John Plodinec 
Westinghouse Savannah River Co. 
Building 773-43A Room 112 
P. 0. 616 
Aiken, SC 29802 

(803) 725-4704 fax 
(803)725-2170 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Mr. Todd Martin 
Hanford Education Action League 
1408 W. Broadway 
Spokane, WA 99201 

(509)326-2932 fax 
(509)326-3370 

Mr. Benjamin Lanier Smith 
5054 Hargrove Road 
Columbia, TN 38401 
(6 1 51364-73 1 2 
(615)364-3103 fax 

Mr. Robert C. Roal 
Independent Consultant 
1601 Butternut Avenue 
Richland, WA 99352-2743 

(509)946-0372 fax (call ahead to  
let him know it's coming) 

(509)946-0372 

7. Dr. Carol M. Jantzen 
Westinghouse Savannah River Co. 
Building 773-A Room B104 
P.O. 616 
Aiken, SC 29802 

(803)725-4704 fax 
(803)725-2374 
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.'.*tVCINNA TI ENQUIRER . .  

-ooorrer: Mike Gailaaher - 

i% originai trtrciear waste cleaiitip process flawed. 
FER\ICO is deuelobiiz.g another - hr millions more 

'. . 

BY MIKE GALLICHER 
Copyright 1996. The Cincinnati Enquirer 

he company hired to clean up 
Fernald is diverting govern- i 

I 
I 

T ment money to secretly devel- 
9p a new process to prepare nuclear . 
waste for disposal. 

The top U.S. Department of Ener- 
7 official at Fernald acknowledged 1 
Friday he just learned about the ! 
new process. If implemented, it I 

I 
would raise the estimated cost of 
disposing of 20 million pounds of , 

:-adioactive wastes in two under- 
;round siios to about S240 million. 
3 e  Enquirer has learned. 

I 

I 

3 

I - 

! 

That iigure is based 
on cost estimates of 
Fluor Daniel Corp. and 
:rs subsidiary. Fernald 
ilnvironmental Restora- 
ion --.\lanaqemenr Co. 
FERIICO). 

FERJICO c..;rimated 
:a September lLW3 that it 
would cost an estimated 
590 million to cleanup the 
waste in wnat are known 
as the K 6  silos. said 
Jack Craig. the Energy 
Department's chief at 
Fernald. That included 
about S 3  million to build 
and operate a full-scale 
processing plant The job 
is considered one of the 
most complicated por- 
tions oi the overall S2.2 
billion Fernald convan . 

The secret plan bv 
. F E R K O  and Fluor 
Daniei oi h e .  Calif was 
uncovered during a six- 
month Emprirer investiga- 
tion oi the plant 

Fluor DanieVFERM- 
CO are developing the 

P' - 6 3  1 

The Fernald 
Cleanup: 
Pari I I I  

,RADIUM RECOVERY: A 
study on how to extract 
medically valuable radium 
has been comoromised by 
the Energy Deoartment. the 
study's director says. A4 

b BUYOUTS: Taxpavers are 
footina ;R s:ii for S13 miilion 
in severance cay to 476 pri- 
vate emotoyees of FERMCO. 
The buyours average 
S27.000 eacn. 

new plan because they 
know the original cleanup method. which would 
encapsulate the peanut butterconsistency waste in 
glass pellets. has serious flaws. The new plan involves 
the dehydration and powderitation oi the waste before 
it is encapsulated. 

Facts about the secret plan uncovemi by me Enquir- 
e r  include: 
b Fluor DanieVFERMCO are using iunds from its 

government conmct. unbeknownst to the Energy 
Department. to pay ior the development ot the new pm 
cess. Fluor Daniel/FJ3hKO have been billing the ROV- 
munent ior this secret work by their employees both at 
heir  Los hgeles-area headquarters and at Fernald. 
Documents submitted to the Energy Depanment show 

(please see FJxxALD. Page A41 
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.c.se pcopic workinp on the orirri- 
ii orocess. 

FERMCO is auempunc :*.? 

.de the cost increase rhroucn a 
.oooseCi buagetinc procedure. 
. ;mpanv sources said. That oroce 
Ire would combine si& w r ~  

: a n  separate projects into single 
adget categories. accordine to 
:;ternal Fluor Daniel/FERMCO 
:merits. The new budget pre 
.&re is part oi the company's 
xcelerated cleanup proposal 
.&g prepared for the Energy 
eparunent. 

The secret plan calls for the 
-.pansion and modification oi a 
iil-to-bebuiit Ftrrnald Residues 
i:rification i'lant (FRkT'). :z 
iiich the waste would be turned 
:LO the more easily disDosabie 
' :as pellets. 
FERMCO President Don Ofte 

i d  Fluois design ennineen are 
..~oking at options that couid 
.ncrea~e or decrease the cost oi the 
'ull production plant. 

'The full production plant couid 
:ery well be more expensive than 
.ve lirst estimated. I'd be surprised 
ii it were not" Mr. Ofte said. 

But Mr. Ofte characterized the 
:.ark on the new process as just 
:ystems engineering studies." 

"Ihere is no secret \vork." Yr. 
,he said. 

:{e said Thursday neither he nor 
:uor Uaniei nor FERMCO empiovees had 
.eard of the dehvdntion and powderizalion 
;rocedures. ' 

Mr. Craig of the. Energy Department 
:aid Friday he became aware oi the new 
,Ian after 77le Etiquirer began its investi- 
:ation. 

He said he has since learned that Fluor 
and FERMCO were charging the 

;ovemment for the work. He said Friday he 
.add not conkin that all the comwes '  
.:ark. or the financial chams to the gov- 
:rnment wvcre properly authorized by the 
:.:new Department 

-1%- are still investigating all that." Mr. 

.'.everrneiess. \lr. C'raip said. Ruor 
.:JlieiiFEX\ICO dticlals were muired to 
;rain wnnen aurnorization uom the EnerL? 
_mrtment wiore iniuatinp me stuciies or 
: x e i n p  uie governrnenr for the wnm. 

'.!ll I can tell yoii ncnt now IS that tiils is 
..i under invesucauon. ' J;r. irzic. 

Futhermore. : i!-. C a i e  ..!id !..!:f)r 
. .a~-~ieliFEfL\lCU 8 .I ;ic.ii%s nave cc:nrirmra 
..) his suit that the comoanies' niost recent 
,jm to complete h e  tin%icauon [he*: 
riw v.we a)nrracred to a0 is more 
:?an j lN miiuon. Added to that is another 
:stimareci .%5 miilion to complete an 
nqoine piiot vivltication projen 

Wr. Crzie said the estimate is a gigantic 
'rap irom the companies' original 
September 11)93 budget estimates when 
;hey claimed the enrire vitrification project 
- including the pilot plant work - would 
"nst about S90 million. 

The Energy Department has not agreed 
:a authorize that much of an increase at this 
::me. LIr. Craig quicklv added. 

'Those are all their (Fluor Daniel/ 
:.'ERMCO) eslimates and we haven't been 
.riven anythine oil naper as vet We have not 
-.--en the cost brrakdown ni their lOvear 
;mi." Mr. S:ip said. 

.kcordina IO in~ernal Fluor Danieii 
FERh4CO docunic~~ts. because ot serious 
;,;obiems aiscovcrrd while trying to build 
:he pilot vitrification plant. the companies 
;Ire designing a process that would add 
several more steps to the original vitrifica- 
tion process. The physical plant needed to 
accommodate the new process would 
have to be about four times larger than 
originally planned. 

The new process would bring the total 
estimated cost of cleming up the K G  waste 
to about S310 miilion. according to Fluor 
Daniel/FERi\lCO rlocuments. I 

.I\ source nithin tluor Daniel said he was .; 
coming iorwvard \\iih details of the Smet 
jlan because his bcisws "are discussine 
;rays to tell the cowrnmcnt . . . costs wiil i 
increase. but only to ?;IO0 million, or 8130 
million." not the iull S2 10 million. 

"(hey are mulling around the idea to i 
deceive the government with the lower tig- I 
ure. get the new contract and then later hit I 
them (Enerrry Ikparrment) with change : 
proposals to add on the extra costs they pur- 
posely left OUL" he said. 'That's a criminal 
act. as far as I'm concerned, and I just want 
someone to know what's happening here." 

Those new processes include dehydra- 
tion and powderintion of the waste before 
iunneling it into ;L melter where it would be 
superheated with the &ss-makinR inmedi- 

.rain said. ..I can tell you that up until cnrs accordinZr to tluor Daniel/IZRMCO 
ai,out the (bluer conceptual llesim reports. -rile oriRind 

plans called for the waste to be funneled ; )anjel/FERMCO) work on tho* technolo- 
'fiat is something 1 should have been dimtlv to the 

Also. the original plan to produce small :lade aware oi. cnie Enquirer) asked about that pellets oi vitrified material has been 
'<ret work.' I spoke to nur penon in scrapped. The new dc-jims call for the pre 

2ucuon oi "monoliths" or bic blocks 0 1  vim- :large the vitrification Droject" Mr. :kd waste. 
. ;rug s id .  '*she said she n s  been told all !:rider its contract with the Enern 

.aiel/FE&\ICO oiliciaist and they con- 

.~ 

hew 

those 5;udies \::: (Fluor . . 

I 
.m& they were working on bem.' .. . .  

5cpartrnenL b.E!?bICO :vas to build ana 
.y=t a s l4 .4  rniilion oiiot viMcation piant to 

. :ae oiant wniiiu wrK. 
>ut h e r -  1ki)arrment ana FERMCO 

x o r a s  show mat orelect is montns behind I 
;cneciule ana the actual cost to the eovern- 
rnent has jumpeci to more than $Y2 miiiion : 
::ist ior the piiot plant And FERMCO ma I 

zovernment rccoras c~otained bv Et ! 

.fx:auirer rewai that the oiiot olant's timi cost . 

.:OW is mtimated at more man .H2 nullion 
.:') iar. thc secret pian does not inciude ! 

3uiidine a new piiot plant to test the new@ i 
lesiened orocesses [hat fluor Daniel i 

. 
izure tnat [he cinonaiiv proposes: iuii- : , 

'FERMCO'W~~~ to incorporate, according 
:n internal company records. 

Lee Tashjian jr.. Fluor's vice president 
corporate relations. declined to com- 

ment directly about the secret plan or the 
charges to the government for the pro- 
ject's new conceptual designs and h a m  
~ i a i  estimate reports. 

'.3ut wouidn't it be reasonable to assume 
.hat the company hired to do that won<. ii 
hev ran into problems with the pilot plant). 
:nuid be authorized under the contract to 
;o new stuaies to iry and fix those m o b  
--ms?" Vr. 'I'xhiian responded in an inter- 
'ew on Feb. 2. 

'..'.hen told that Energy Dcpartment otti- 
:iais said the company would first have to 
.;oafy them 0 1  any new work and then sub  
nit a change proposal requiring the Energy 
Department's signed approval before they 
could proceed, Mr. Tashjian said, -I'll have 
:o look into this further." 

During its investigation. 77ie Enquirer 
1)btained a list of the Fluor Daniel/-- 
CO employees who have been assigned to 
work on the secret plan. Work mports and 
payroll records show the companies have 
charged their salaries and expensest0 the 
government through the Fernaid contract 

The records show those employees 
iwe been assiqned to the vitrification pro- 
'IS - tded  Operable L'nit 4 - approved 
I)v the Energy Department and the US. 

"I can tell you that UP until 
recently, I knew nothing 

about tke [fluor 
Daniel/FERMCO) work O n  

those technoiogies. That is 
something i shouid have 
heen made aware Of." 

-Jack Cruig, E n e m  Department5 
Fernald Area hrpervitm 

Environmental Protection &encY. 
However. internal reports and ~ u r c e s  

from Fluor Daniel said these employ- 
instead have been working O n  the Secret 
project for months. 

Fluor Daniel/FERhICO records - 
including several internal company 
;nemas in Sovember and December 1995 
- +now , \ fa& Drterinc. who heads 
, )v r ; i~ l e  (.'nit 4. hns k e n  iilvolved; in 

,.vhen and ho  
I )c.pntmcnt about thc increased Costs. 

iiiqh-lwei co ~p@UJ~SE;~;; I 
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posal as requested. Mr. Craig now says he 
expects to receive the complete l(b);ear pro- 

-'robIems with on- plan 
Severe and costiv technicai ana e a ~ i p  

.:lent problems on thc Operable Unit .! prG 
sparked the secret plan. according to a 

review oi Fluor DanieliFERMCO internal 
.nemos and contidentid reports. 

.I\ Nov. 27 story in 7 I e  Enquirer reveaied 
:hat the problems were so bad that they 
:.vere expected to result in a possible 1;- 
month delav in the piiot projen 

Energy Department and FERMCO oi& 
cids have said Fernald is a "guinea pig" for 
!he vitrification process because there 
:ever has been a successM full-scale vi& 
xion operati0.n in the United States. 

.-\ccorainc to internal Fluor Daniei 
i--ERMCO records. aelavs and overruns 
.iih the piiot pro.tect occurrcd bccause: 

b To make aeaaiines and quaiii$ for oer- 

formance iees. the company bought materi- 
als before the plant design was completed. 
That led to numerous design problems. 
equipment failures and to FERMCO pur- 
chasing hundreds of thousands of dollars in 
unnecessary machinery 
b Technical and mechanical problems 

developed. including trouble with cutters 
designed to slice vitdied nuclear waste into 
small pieces aiter it is superheated in a laqe 
melter. In recent tests. the cutters quickly 
became coared \\ith the radioactive materi- 
.d and unusable. T;?ere are substantial c o s  
.ind safety concerns with having to repiace 
I. hem riequentlv. 

' * Large amounts oi highly toxic and 
radioactive gas. called off-gas. were creat- 
LXI when the pilot plant's meiter super- 
heated the nuclear waste and the glass- 
making materials. Filters, used to remove 
the gas. which otherwise spreads 
rhroughout the plant. have continuaily 
broken down and become contaminated. 
They are difficult to replace. 

bbbyinq for ionqer contract 
List vcar. iluor ihniei/FER!lCO tl)ia . 

:ne Enerq uinnrunent that ir crvi!d reduce 
rhe tomi 1i;r.c t~ c'omolcte :nc. >::+i%lrie 
cieanuo a L'crnia iron: 2.i Vi'aE 10 i t .  V C ~ .  

Fluor r!nniei: FER4ICO i*:ns awzrned a 
iivevear contract :11 15?2 ii%n the iixrey 
Dcparrmcnt holdins mrce. oncvcar ondons 
:o extend it Tlir tive-yex poruon 01 [ne con- 
tract is up in 17 months. At that time. ti;c eov- 
munent couid exercise the tirst opnon. ur 
decide to quit doing business wvitn the com- . 
panies ana put the contract out to bid again. 

In December. Fluor Danicl/FERVCO I 
gave the government a schedule ana cost I 
estimate ior the tint two years oi its 1& I 
year proposal. Tile company promised to ! 
submit plans tor the remaining eight y e i n  ! 
at a later date. I 

Mr. oite said the new, accelerated 
cleanup proposal could save taxpayes bil- 
lions 01 dollars. 

. 

6 3  1 
liiciing the secret 

Three FERMCC) oificids. :vno soot 
'In the conaition 01 anonvmim. sad the rt 
-on ior tile tielav in civinn the E m :  
Department the iuil 1Bvear proposaar 
:*~v*told 

b In h e  rusn to complere the pap 
wrk. the a)mpany came up i\%h an unre 
istic oroposai and ernoioyees nave naa to r 
review ana r M M a t e  everything!. 
b The company purposeiv wnrs to $1'. 

ihe entire lOvear proposal to the EncK 
Department as late as possible because kl 
Craig is scheduled to KO before Congress 
April to seek funding for the next fwo vex 
'me later the proposal is submitred. tl 
less time the Energy Department has I 
review it and pick out the problem areas 
said one senior FEkVCO official. 

Part ot the companies' plan to hide th 
estimated increase is to break the entir 
OU4 project into subprojects and then con 
bine those costs with other similar project 
:hrouqhout the Fcrnald site. said a dt'nio: 
Icvel. Fluor uaniei management tiinoiove 
irom irvine. ialit. kvolved in prepmne th 
.ecret plan. 

One e.mple oi hidina the c w s  cite 
by the Fluor source is site prepmtioi 
"Instead oi idenwing a specific 0C-l sit 
prep cost. the (lCbyear proposah \\-nub 
lump that in a category with other sitr 
wide prep work so it wouldn't necessarii 
be identified as OU4. They plan on doin 
that with all the other costs as well. Then 
would then be no wav for the governmen2 
10 quickly tind the entire cost of 0U-I 
They'd have a monumental chore to fin( 
:dl the associated costs." 

Spreadinq the costs over a l@vear pcn 
#MI also will mask the size of the increase 
'he source said. .That will make it a ~ p e a .  
':iat the escaiated costs are more xinirnai 
!:ut it's nothinq but a shell qame. i:i !he in! 
:.id years. they wiil show only smaii incrcas 
rs for the cviuificationi new plan." 

The Fluor source. and several FERhI- 
CO sources. said the companies' oificial: 
would at some point have to alert anc 
receive approval from the Energ! 
Department and the €PA to implcment'thc 
changes being made in the OL'4 dt.siRr. 
plans to include the new processes idehy 
dration and the monoliths). 

"But what the public has to understand i 
that what Fluor Daniel and FERMCO pr 
marilv want is that extended contract iror. 
the Energy 1)cpartment" said thc kluo. 
iource. who requested anonymin. out o 
(car tor his job. 

"That's why they can't surtacc wirh thc 
' (act that the piiot titdication project as i 

u n d s  now doesn't work. And that the nev. 
:)Ian will cost about $200 miUion morc. if thar 
,.ernes out thev thhk the government nii 
. m k  their conmct. or at the very ir'ast. nc 
'(new it. .id Lhcy're probabiv rient. 

I ,  
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Construction is under way for a pilot plant at which wastes will be encapsulated in alass pellets for easier disposal. 
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DOE, FERMCO deny secret 

BYMIKE GALLAGHER 
The Cincinnati Enquirer 

U.S. Department of Energy officials 
at Fernald said Tuesday the 
companies hired to manage the site 
do not have a "secret plan" to 
develop new cleanup processes for 
radioactive waste as reported in an 
Enquirer story Tuesday. 

Jack Craig, the Energy 
Department's chief at Fernald, said 
Tuesday the Energy Department is 
aware of those processes, including 
one that would dehydrate and 
powderize 20 million pounds of 
radioactive waste before 
encapsulating it into glass pellets. 

< I  
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The Enquirer reported that on 
Thursday Mr. Craig said he was 
unaware of the processes until told 
of them by the newspaper, and that 
he did not know of any 
authorization for Fernald 
Environmental Restoration 
Management Co. (FERMCO) or  its 
parent company, Fluor Daniel, to 
develop such operations. 

"That is something I should have 
been aware of," Mr. Craig said 
Thursday in a tape-recorded 
interview. 

On Friday, Mr. Craig said that he 
had learned that one of his 
subordinates had been told about 
the new process by Fluor Daniel - 
FERMCO. Because someone at the 
Energy Department had known of 
the new process, it should not be 

00QQB3S 
11/14/96 l5:z 

2 of4 



The Enquirer's Femald Lnvesugauon hapf/cnquim.com idd.stoneu02 1496b-fcrrrald.htm 

P 6 3  1 
characterized as "secret," Mr. Craig 
said. 

3 of4  

On Friday, Mr. Craig said he did 
not know when his subordinate had 
learned of the plan or if it had 
received formal authorization from 
the Energy Department. 

On Tuesday he said he still did not 
know the answers to those 
questions. 

In a related development, FERMCO 
issued a press release Tuesday in 
which its president, Don Ofte, 
denounced The Enquirer's story. 

Mr. Ofte said Fluor Daniel = 

FERMCO had informed the Energy 
Department of their plans = 

including the work on dehydration 
and powderization = in "weekly 
meetings at the staff and 

- .  
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The Enquirer's Fcmald Investigation 

management levels." 

But in a taped interview last 
Thursday, Mr. Ofte categorically 
denied that anyone in either 
company was studying or  
developing plans for a dehydration 
and powderization process. 

"I can't find anyone who knows 
about that..  . Make sure I got your 
- dehydration and what was the 
second word? powerhation?" Mr. 
Ofte asked in the interview. 

Asked about that discrepancy, Mr. 
Craig said Tuesday, "You'll have to 
take that up with him.'' 

Published Feb. 14,1996. 

Ccmmmts? Qudons? Criticisms? Conlad Gree Noble, online editor. 
Entire contents CODMI& (c) 1996 by 'Ihc Cincinnati Enauim. a Gannm Co. Inc. n w .  
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Company official, 
pilot plant unsafe; 
were told to cover 
FERMCO ignored defects 

BYMIKE GALLAGHER 
The Cincinnati Enquirer 

subcontractor say 
workers say they 
up problems 

Life-threatening structural defects have been ignored and covered up in the 
construction of a pilot plant that will be used to clean up radioactive wastes at 
Fernald. 

Officials of the Fernald Environmental Restoration Management Co. 
(FERMCO) have known about structural flaws since the building's concrete 
foundation was poured in 1994, according to hundreds of the company's 
internal documents and more than 50 FERMCO photographs obtained by The 
Enquirer. 

A senior FERMCO official connected to the project told The Enquirer that the 
danger to current and hture workers is so great, the pilot plant is "a deathtrap 
awaiting its first victim." The official requested anonymity to protect his job. 

The vice president of the construction company that did work at the plant 
acknowledged that areas of the building are unsafe, but said FERMCO 

. officials refixed to allow his firm to repair the flaws properly. 

'That is because when mistakes were made, FERMCO was in such a damn 
hurry to get this project completed, they wouldn't allow us to fix the 
problems," said Dan Lynch, vice president of the R.E. Schweitzer 
Construction Co., the subcontractor that did the concrete and welding work 
on the plant. 

"We told them things needed to be fixed, but they ignored us," he said. 

Mr. Lynch said the plant's porous and chipped concrete floor and walls - 
including the radiation shielding walls - should have been patched or 
resurfaced before FERMCO had them repeatedly cpated with epoxy. 

"FERMCO did not want us to fix those walls and floors like they should have 
been because they were on this tight schedule and they didn't want to lose 

000038 
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money by missing a deadline," Mr. Lynch said. "If nuclear waste spills there, 1 
can't guarantee that it won't seep into the walls the way they are now, even 
with the epoxy. They should have been patched to protect against that, but 
FERMCO wouldn't let us." 

Substandard work 

Known as Operable Unit 4 (OU4), the pilot plant will be used to vitrify - 
encapsulate in glass - radioactive sludge stored in two underground silos at 
Fernald. 

The pilot plant is part of the $2.2 billion Fernald cleanup contract that 
FERMCO was awarded by the Energy Department in 1992. 

The pilot plant - estimated to cost more than $42 million when completed - is 
the test model for a fbll-scale plant that will be built to vitnfjl20 million 
pounds of the radioactive material at an estimated cost of $190 million. 

The orginal estimate for building the pilot plant was $14.4 mdlion. So far the 
government has spent about $34 million on it. The internal documents and 
photographs obtained by The Enquirer were compiled by FERMCO from 
1994 to the present. 

U 

The substandard work has been done primarily by employees of Schweitzer, 
according to FERMCO's documents. However, FERMCO management has, 
in many cases, allowed the defects to remain unfixed or accepted substandard 
repairs. 

Among the flaws noted in the company's records that FERMCO managers and 
employees say still have not been properly repaired: 

Several large sections of the building's concrete foundation and walls - 
including radiation-shielding walls - were built with inadequate or faulty 
reinforcing bars (called rebars). 

Concrete floors and walls - including radiation-shielding walls - are severely 
chipped, cracked and filled with air pockets into which spilled waste could 
seep, contaminating the entire building and its workers. Industrial painters 
were told to put several layers of epoxy on the floor and walls to cover up the 
flaws. The painters said they were told to "keep quiet" about the problems. 

Entire sections of walls are cracking, tilting and out of alignment. In several 
cases, concrete was poured in violation of temperature and timeliness 
requirements set by national engineering and construction organizations, 
resulting in substandard and damaged walls. 

Substandard and faulty welds were made on pipes, structural beams, metal 
stairways and even tanks that eventually will hold radioactive material. Some 

2 o f 8  008039 11/14/96 15:4 
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joints have been rewelded so many times that the metal has become brittle and 
is cracking. One document reveals that unqualified welders from Schweitzer 
were allowed to perform critical welding jobs. 

Piping and other metal work throughout the pilot plant were not properly 
coated before installation and are beginning to rust. Workers attempting to fix 
the problem during the past two months failed to properly seal off the area 
before using a sandblaster and now hundreds of thousands of dollars worth of 
machinery in the pilot plant has been damaged, some irreparably. 

FERMCO allowed inferior and substandard welds, concrete work, piping and 
equipment that violated its own required design and engineering standards to 
remain unfixed. FERMCO decided the standards should not apply after a 
problem was discovered. 

FERMCO's quality assurance inspectors, looking for such things as bad welds, 
often conducted their inspections without the required drawings and 
specifications because no one had given them the materials. Tests of 
equipment, piping, welds, etc., often were done piecemeal and not as a 
complete system, in violation of U. S. Department of Energy regulations. 

'Way behind schedule' 

The senior ERMCO management source connected to the pilot plant project 
said that while many structural defects and building problems were identified 
in 1994 and 1995 by his company's engineers and included in written reports, 
"not all the problems were taken care of or taken care of properly. 

"One of the reasons these problems have occurred is because this company 
(FERMCO) is-in a hurry to get the pilot plant on-line," the source said. "The 
company only makes money if it completes various aspects of this project in a 
certain amount of time. Right now this (vitrification) project is way behind 
schedule and we have lost millions as a result." 

FERMCO has "fast-tracked this project and that has meant overlooking 
substandard and unacceptable work by our subcontractors, or accepting faulty 
repairs that should have resulted in the .work being completely redone," the 
source said. "The plant is full of problems and I'm scared that someone is 
going to get hurt." 

In response to Enquirer questions about the problems at the pilot plant, 
FERMCO spokesman Jack Hoopes said Friday FERMCO has reviewed 
allegations reported by The Enquirer regarding the pilot plant construction 
activities. "FERMCO finds these allegations have no substance." In response 
to questions about construction problems at OU4, Jack Craig, the Energy 
Department's Fernald area supervisor, issued a statement Thursday. 

"The Department of Energy takes The Enquirer's allegations seriously. At this 
. .  . I ., .. 
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time, we believe the best course of action is to cooperate h l ly  with the 
pending General Accounting Office investigation to determine the substance 
of the allegations. Any problems identified by the GAO will be immediately 
addressed." 

The GAO investigation cited by Mr. Craig was initiated by congressional 
leaders after a four-day Enquirer series last month detailed numerous problems 
with the way FERMCO and Fluor Daniel, its Imine, Calif.-based parent 
company, are handling the Fernald cleanup.' That series reported the 
companies had created inflated work and cost estimates, phony cost and 
performance reports, and misused control accounts and charge numbers used 
to bill the government. The series also reported numerous safety incidents that 
have occurred at the site. 

Dangerous problems 

The structural, mechanical and safety problems uncovered by The Enquirer at 
the pilot vitrification plant were contained in FERMCO's deviation reports, 
non-conformance reports, quality control evaluation plans, and internal 
computerized messages between FERMCO officials assigned to the project. 

While FERMCO is not required to routinely submit copies of those reports to 
the Energy Department, officials can request copies at any time for review, 
said Gary Stegner, the Energy Department's Fernald spokesman. He said he 
could not say whether all those reports have been reviewed by Energy 
Department personnel. 

The reports, along with sources in the Energy Department and FERMCO, 
question the quality and safety of every wall in the pilot plant. FERMCOs 
own engineers and management officials - in their reports - voiced concern 
about the quality of the concrete; how and when it was poured; and the 
resulting chipping, cracking and air pockets. 

For example, an Oct. 22, 1994, internal message &om FERMCO Quality 
Control Specialist Steve Hurley to his boss, Frank Thompson, about the 
concrete work being performed that day by Schweitzer employees, said: 

"They were pathetic . . . . As the (concrete) truck traversed the forms it 
continually moved farther fiom the forms until . . . the chute was too far fiom 
the forms for direct placement, (Schweitzer employees) then discharged the 
concrete onto the ground forming two, 3-fOOt high piles. Concrete was then 
shoveled into the forms. Concrete went 25 minutes over 90-minute limit. 
Thought they were going to lose the placement entirely." 

Time limits are placed on how quickly concrete must be poured to prevent it 
fiom setting too fast, causing cracks, air pockets, chipping and failure to 
adhere to an adjoining concrete section. 
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Substandard and inferior welding by Schweitzer employees also is a problem 
that FERMCO officials have failed to entirely address, Energy Department 
and FERMCO employee sources said. 

6 3 1 

Scores of welds on building support beams, pipes, and tanks that will hold 
radioactive material, have been found by FERMCO engineers to be inadequate 
or faulty, the records show. FERMCO also violated Energy Department d e s  
by allowing the Schweitzer Co. welders to work without providing the 
company official certifications proving they were qualified to perform the 
welding tasks. 

Despite a Sept. 15, 1994, internal computerized report from a FERMCO pilot 
plant official regarding unqualified welders who were working at the site, 
FERMCO continued to allow the Schweitzer employees to work without the 
proper documents being submitted. 

The problem led FERMCO's contract administrator Robert Burns, in a June 
22, 1995, letter to order Schweitzer to suspend welding work on a large, pilot 
plant tank because "1) An unqualified welder has welded on the tank and 2) 
The required procedures . . . were not in place when welding commenced." 

Defending his company's work at Fernald, Ron Schweitzer, president of the 
construction company, said: "We vigorously refbte any statements that we did 
anything wrong. The problems were caused by FERMCO repeatedly changing 
designs and work specifications on us. FERMCO did not let us do a lot of the 
work properly." 

The records also re-vealed that FERMCO officials didn't even try to fix all the 
problems that were identified by their own quality assurance engineers. In 
many cases the FERMCO reports noting construction flaws directed the 
subcontractor to leave the work "as is." 

Examples, cited in FERMCO's reports, include ignoring smaller-th-an-required 
welds and "corrosion allowances" in a "thickener tank shell"; failing to ensure 
that required pressure testing of pipes as a complete system be conducted; 
allowing oversized or undersized walls and doorways to remain; allowing 
structural steel to be delivered arid erected without the painting of a required 
protective "field coat"; and letting concrete pourers drop the concrete more 
than 13 feet into forms, resulting in damaged, porous walls. 

Other, more dangerous, problems also have occurred. One involves flaws in 
shielding walls designed to prevent workers and equipment fiom being 
exposed to high levels of radiation. Many of these walls were so badly 
constructed that they are filled with air holes, cracks and some have even 
"segregated" or broken apart fiom other sections of the wall, according to the 
reports and several FERMCO employees working at the pilot plant site. 

Three Schweitzer employees who worked on pouring the pilot plant concrete 
told The Enquirer that because FERVCO officials were in such a rush to get 



the pilot plant built, no time was given to properly "vibrate" the wet concrete 
poured into certain floor and wall sections to remove the air pockets from it. 
The three asked not to be identified in this story to protect their jobs. 

One senior Schweitzer employee who helped pour the concrete, said, "I'm 
afraid somebody's going to get hurt, especially when that radioactive stuff 
starts spilling onto (floor - walls). The waste will seep into the concrete's air 
pockets and then the whole place will be one contaminated shell." 

All three Schweitzer employees told The Enquirer that radiography (X-rays) 
pictures were taken only of sections of the floor and walls where the concrete 
was vibrated properly to eliminate air pockets. Radiography was not 
performed on all sections. 

"Those good pictures are what was shown to the (Energy Department) if they 
asked to see them, and then put in the files,'' one worker said. "I don't believe 
(the Energy Department) knows the extent of the problem. Some (concrete) 
sections are OK and were vibrated properly, others are not. That's where the 
problem lies." 

. 

An employee of another subcontractor, who worked at the pilot plant from 
August to November 1995, said he was speaking out and agreed to be 
identified because the safety problems being hidden at the pilot plant kould 
endanger somebody's life." 

"I was employed as an industrial painter at the pilot vit (vitrification) plant and 
it was my job to apply the epoxy on the floor and walls as an added protection 
in case radioactive material spills onto them once the plant is operational," said 
William Stidham of Cincinnati. Mr. Stidham said he was employed by the Fred 
DeBra Co. and A & J  Painting Co. - both hired by FERMCO as subcontractors 
- to work on the pilot plant. FERMCO records confirm Mr. Stidham was 
employed at the plant site during that time. 

Describing the serious safety problems at the pilot plant, Mr. Stidham said: 

"The walls and floor are pockmarked with them (air pockets). . . we call them 
'bug holes' and they're dangerous because radioactive material can seep in 
them and S e c t  the workers and the plant," he said. 

"ERMCO officials know about the concrete problems, but they told US not to 
worry about it," Mr. Stidham said. 'They ordered me and the other guys 
(industrial painters) to just keep applying layer after layer of epoxy over the 
floor and walls to try and cover up this problem. "The trouble with that," Mr. 
Stidham said, "is that we can't get the epoxy in to seal up all the (air) holes - 
there's too many of them." 

Mr. Stegner of the Energy Department said government inspectors were 
shown some FERMCO photographs taken of the pilot plant and radiography 
reports, but he could not say whether all the ones depicting structural and 
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mechanical problems had been reviewed by Energy Department personnel. 

"We are reviewing all these things rizht now," Mr. Stegner said. 

Gene Branham, vice president of the Fernald Atomic Trades & Labor Council. 
the union representing 650 workers at Fernald, confirmed workers' reports of 
the pilot plant's substandard concrete floor and walls. He said he also had 
heard workers express concern about being told to put layer after layer of 
epoxy on the floor and walls to try to "cover over" the problems. 

"I have heard these reports from my members, but the company and (the 
Energy Department) apparently don't seem to want to listen," Mr. Branham 
said. !'They (the Energy Department and FERMCO) were told verbally'' of the 
problems, %ut nothing was ever done. Hopehlly somebody will investigate 
this now." 

PILOT PLANT TIMELINE 

1992: Energy Department selects FERMCO, a company formed by Irvine, 
Calif-based Fluor Daniel, as new manager of Fernald site. The $2.2 billion 
contract is hailed as a model for cleaning up other nuclear weapon sites. 

1994: Among other site cleanup projects, FERMGO begins building a pilot 
vitrification plant to test a process that will encapsulate 20 million pounds of 
nuclear waste in two silos in glass. Construction problems surface 
immediately. 

Sept. 15, 1994: FERMCO officials issue report after finding that 
subcontractor used unqualified welders, installed inadequate reinforcing bars 
in radiation-shielding wall, and the wrong joint in  a stabilizing footer. 

Sept. 22, 1994: A FERMCO engineer discovers another incident of a 
radiation-shielding wall built without the required number of reinforcing bars 
needed to support it. FERMCO tells subcontractor to drill into wall and insert 
dowel rods as a way to fix problem. 

. 

Oct. 24, 1994: FERMCO subcontractor installs anchor bolts into concrete 
wall and more than 15 feet of the wall cracks and concrete forms tilt. 

Dec. 13, 1994: Tons of structural steel were installed and erected without the 
required protective coating, in violation of design specifications, a FERMCO 
report reveals. May 12, 1995: Welds on a pilot plant tank are found to be 
defective and do not meet design specifications. Repairs are ordered. Latest of 
a long history of welding problems discovered at the pilot plant. 

June 15, 1995: FERMCO misses its original pilot plant completion deadline 
due to construction, design and other problems. The company tells the U.S. 
Department of Energy that new construction completion date will be Jan. 29 
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June 22, 1995: FERMCO sends letter to R.E. Schweitzer Construction Co. 
ordering it to stop all welding on pilot plant tanks because unqualified welder 
was found working on them. 

June 26, 1995: FERMCO officials detail numerous new problems discovered 
in construction of pilot plant, including faulty weld reinforcements; 
mismatched bottom shell plates of tank. Orders are gwen to subcontractor to 
start submitting written repair procedures instead of verbal ones. 

July 3, 1995: FERMCO misses deadline of starting non-radioactive testing of 
the pilot plant. Company officials say problems leading to delay should be . 

fixed for a new test date of March 15, 1996. 

Aug. 25, 1995: FERMCO officials issue a report revealing that a 
subcontractor employee was forced to cut through a pipe to replace a broken 
gasket below a metal tank that will eventually hold radioactive material. 
Company quality control specialist says more pipe cutting may occur since 
design is flawed and that is only way to get to some gaskets. Nov. 27, 1995: 
The Enquirer reveals that construction, design and equipment problems could 
delay start-up of nuclear testing process 'by up to 17 months. 

Nov. 28, 1995: Thomas Grumbly, then the Energy Department's assistant 
secretary for environmental management, calls for an investigation of 
FERMCOs troubles with the pilot plant. Mr. Grumbly says FERMCO 
deceived the Energy Department about extent of problems. Jan. 29, 1996: 
Promise by FERMCO officials to have construction of pilot plant completed is 
not met. Work to fix problems and complete work continues. 

Cleanup plant has structural flaws 

The pilot vitrification plant at Fernald, which is expected to test a process to 
encapsulate nuclear waste in glass, has been labeled a "deathtrap" by a senior 
management employee of the company responsible for building it. Company 
records of the plant, which is under construction, reveal dangerous problems 
with welds, concrete walls and floors and tanks that eventually will hold 
radioactive waste. 

Published March 3, 1996. 
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Key project at Fernald plagued by 
problems 
Design flaws, excessive costs cited in Energy Dept. report 

BYMIKE GAUAGHER 
The Cincinnati Enquirer 

A U.S. Department of Energy investigative team at Fernald found scores of 
financial, design, construction, testing and safety problems in a pilot project 
for encapsulating radioactive wastes. 

The December report says Fernald Environmental Restoration Management 
Co. fast-tracked the project, resulting in design flaws; hid cost, design and 
schedule problems from the Energy Department; made repeated and costly 
design changes; and submitted unrealistic cost and construction schedules. 

The special team also said alternative methods for cleaning up the waste 
should be considered because of the pilot plant's numerous problems and 
ballooning costs. 

The team was made up of eight Energy Department employees, three Energy 
Department support contractors and three consultants with expertise in the 
areas of project management, vitrification design - construction and cost 
estimating. They were assembled to investigate pilot plant problems detailed in 
a November Enquirer report. 

After reviewing the pilot plant project, the investigative team repeatedly stated 
that the numerous safety, planning, cost and construction concerns highlighted 
in its report needed to be addressed to prevent personnel injuries and 
additional waste of taxpayers' money. 

And because the pilot plant and the proposed full-scale plant are 
schedule-driven: "The implications of this situation is a continual brush fire 
mode," the report says. "Crises (sic) management is the rule of the day, and 
advance planning to avoid problems seldom takes place because of continuing 
emergencies." 

The report by the special investigative team details problems,that could lead to 
another delay in the startup of a pilot project to encapsulate 20 million pounds 
of radioactive sludge into pieces of glass, a process called vitrification. 
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The plant is being built by Fernald Environmental Restoration Management 
Co. (FERMCO). The first phase of the pilot plant operation, testing 
non-radioactive waste, already has been delayed twice. 

The 48-page report was submitted to Energy Department headquarters in 
December and obtained recently by The Enquirer. 

"(The Energy Department) and FERMCO need to conduct a complete review 
of the cost benefit analysis for vitrification, including variations of different 
alternatives that could result in significant savings in time and money," the 
report said. "There is the potential for numerous alternatives to be developed 
and evaluated." 

In response to questions about the report, a letter signed on behalf of 
FERMCO President John Bradburne said, "Recently, the DOE has suggested 
the possibility of utilizing other alternative methods for dealing with a portion 
of the waste. FERMCO is currently investigating these alternatives in 
conjunction with DOE." 

FERMCO has spent more than $35 million in taxpayer money to design and 
build the troubled pilot plant, and now estimates the final cost of the project 
will be more than $42 million. The compGy's original 1993 estimate was 
$14.1 million. 

Last month The Enquirer revealed that FERMCO and its parent company, 
Fluor Daniel Corp. of Irvine, Calif., have cheated the government out of 
millions of dollars and jeopardized the safety of workers and neighbors at the 
Fernald site. At that time The Enquirer also reported there were significant 
design problems with the pilot plant. 

Earlier this month the newspaper also reported that structural defects have 
been ignored and covered up in the construction of the pilot plant. The Energy 
Department's investigation substantiates many of the problems with the pilot 
plant reported by The Enquirer during the past several weeks. 

Members of Congress called for the U.S. General Accounting Office to 
investigate The Enquirer's findings. That probe now is under way. 

The Energy Department's investigation of the pilot project was ordered by 
Thomas Grumbly, the department's acting undersecretary, after he read a Nov. 
27 Enquirer article revealing cost, construction and safety problems that were 
expected to delay the completion of the project by up to 17 months. 

At that time, Mr. Grumbly accused FERMCO of hiding the project's problems 
fiom the Energy Department, allowing the company to receive hundreds of 
thousands of dollars in performance fees that might otherwise not have been 
awarded. 

Mr. Grumbly's investigative team found that FEkVCO has spent millions of 
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dollars fixing, and sometimes refixing, problems that occurred because the 
company "fast-tracked" the project. Among the most serious problems and 
concerns facing the project, according to the Energy Department team, are: 

Piping designed to trap and remove radioactive "off-gas" from the plant may 
clog because it's too long and has too many bends in it. 

Pipes bringing the wastes into the plant may get clogged with chunks of debris 
in the waste stream. 

Operations and maintenance personnel have little or no access to the plant's 
processing equipment and system. 

A lack of involvement by operations, maintenance and safety personnel fiom 
the outset of the pilot plant project. 

A poor records management system. 

Problems in planning and construction may lead to major design and structural 
changes before and after the planned testing of both non-radioactive and 
radioactive waste. Serious problems could arise because FERMCO purchased 
equipment for the pilot project before studies and designs were actually 
completed. 

In its report, the team raised more than a hundred safety, reliability, equipment 
availability and maintenance questions about the pilot plant. ERMCO 
officials told the team in December they were attempting to correct the 
problems, but no completion date was specified, according to the report. 

. .  

Jack Craig, the Energy Department's Fernald area manager, declined requests 
to be interviewed regarding the problems identified by the investigative team. 

Rep0 rting, construction trouble 

The investigative team found that many of FERMCO's monthly reports to the 
Energy Department about the pilot project were insufficient and didn't detail 
the specific trouble areas. 

"As a result, unless project specific data is requested (by the Energy 
Department), the monthly data reports completely mask the (pilot) project 
data, thus making the data of limited value for project management," the 
report said. 

The investigators also found that FERMCO projected unrealistic costs and 
schedules when it initially planned the vitrification project. 

FERMCO also never developed contingency plans for cost and scheduling 
problems and provided the Energy Department with "overly optimistic" initial 
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cost and schedule estimates. "This led to major assumptions (by FERMCO) 
which were unverified and not identified with their associated risks." 

. ,  

The investigators also found that FERMCO buried the pilot plant problems so 
far dowri in its reponing system, that Energy Department officials had no way 
of knowing the scope of the trouble unless FERMCO pointed it out. 

As late as July 1995, FERMCO officials continued to deceive the Energy 
Department's vitrification project manager and its team leader by falsely 
assuring them that the problems would have no impact on the project's 
scheduled completion date, the report revealed. Two months later, FERMCO 
admitted the project had serious problems that resulted in a lengthy delay. 

Scores of design changes for the pilot project also have led to many problems, 
the investigators found. 

"The significant number of design changes that have occurred and appear to be 
continuing are also indicative of problems within the project," the report said. 
"The (Energy Department) project manager noted these concerns with the 
FERMCO project manager on many occasions.'' Design reviews were 
conducted, the report showed, '%ut are also noted as inadequate." And "lack of 
sufficient involvement by other (FERMCO) project organizations has also led 
(and may continue to lead) to rework situations." 

One of the most serious concerns of the investigators, according to the report, 
is FERMCOs effort to "fast-track" the remaining studies, testing and designs 
that need to be done involving running radioactive waste through the pilot 
plant system (Phase 11) and the building of a fbll-scale vitrification plant 
(FRVP). 

FERMCO's proposed schedule "is indicating activities on both the Phase I1 
and the FRVP are being planned in such a manner as to result in major project 
risk," the investigators warned. FERMCO's schedule "indicates considerable 
overlap between the (pilot plant) and the (Ill-scale plant). The work plan . . . 
design states in numerous instances that data fiom the pilot plant is essential to 
design and procurement of the (hll-scale plant). The two positions are in 
direct opposition." 

J o f 6  

The report warned that if FERMCO proceeds as planned, "care must be 
exercised to assure an honest and adequate explanation is provided as to why 
(pilot plant) data is no longer a prerequisite for the (hll-scale plant)." 

The letter signed on behalf of FERMCO President Bradburne said, "The faster 
that we can complete the pilot plant and gain the necessary information from 
its operation, the faster we can undertake the Ill-scale project and achieve the 
goal of remediation. The 'fast track' schedule for the Pilot Plant will not cause 
any reduction or compromise whatsoever in safety standards and procedures." 

~ Designconcerns . ~ 
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The investigators also expressed concern that basic safety, construction and 
design steps that should have been addressed earlier in the design and building 
process were now more difficult, if not impossible, to change or fix. 

Several of those concerns, noted in the report, were: 

A lack of provisions for clearing the buildup of solids in the primary off-gas 
line. FERMCO's line is about 75 feet long and has several bends, while other 
similar projects nationwide use lines that are much shorter, sometimes only 10 
feet. 

No backup blower for the primary off-gas vent fiom the melter where the 
waste will be turned into the glass-like substance. "Failure of the off-gas 
blower could result inthe escape of (radioactive) gases fiom the melter into 
the building." 

Radiation shielding of the temporary storage tank needs to be evaluated. 

Labels on some valves are incomplete, too small or do not exist. 

Personnel must climb ladders during fieezing, inclement weather in the 
uncovered secondary radiation containment area. 

Insulation used on the melter might be carcinogenic. "This issue needs to be 
resolved to assure providing necessary personnel protection." 

A key processing area contains numerous instances of poor maintenance 
planning: major valves located too close together for access; valves are too 
high to reach; lights are too high to replace bulbs; valves and pumps are in 
awkward positions. In addition, there is no obvious, easy method of correcting 
these situations. 

On a tank that will hold radioactive material, valves are located directly 
beneath the center, "probably one of the more radiation-intense areas in the 
facility. 'I 

There are no apparent provisions for installing a permanent safety rail (at the 
top of the melter). Such a rail will be necessary to prevent an accidental fall. 

In its report, the investigative team noted its limitations in assuring the 
reliability, availability and maintenance of the equipment and machinery 
already in place at the site. Usually, the investigators said, "engineering 
studies, tests or historical operating data for essential components" would be 
reviewed prior to equipment being purchased and installed in such a project. 

"However, since the (pilot plant) equipment is already on hand and the facility 
is essentially complete. the standard reliability studies are not applicable," the 
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repon said. "In addition, major system or equipment redesigns are also out of 
the question. At this stage of construction and startup there is little that could 
be done in a cost-effective manner unless a gross deficiency were discovered. 

"Maintainability is based on the ability to access equipment for repair or 
replacement; having adequate manuals and procedures, ample spare parts. 
etc." according to the report. "Again, because of the (construction) stage . . 
most facility and process features are fixed and significant changes are not 
acceptable. I' 

PublishedMarch 25, 1996. 
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Fernald pilot plant cost jumps 
Problems add S14M 

BYMIKE GALLAGHER 
The Cincinnati Enquirer 

The price for a problem-plagued pilot cleanup plant at Fernald has jumped an 
additional $14 million because of design, construction and testing problems, 
The Enquirer has learned. 

This is the second increase in the estimated cost since 1993 and officials of 
Fernald Environmental Restoration Management Co. (FERMCO), the 
company hired by the government to clean up the nuclear site, said they 
cannot rule out hrther pilot plant cost increases. 

The taxpayer-hnded cost of completing the pilot project now is estimated at 
about $56 million, an increase from the $42 million estimated during the past 
year, according to internal FERMCO reports. 

In 1993, FERMCO originally estimated the cost of the pilot plant at $14.4 
million. 

Responding to Enquirer questions Thursday, U.S. Department of Energy 
officials, in a written statement, contirmed the latest increase. 

"DOE is evaluating the situation," but has not yet determined how to react to 
it, the statement said. 

Design, construction and testing problems already have caused FERMCO to 
hiss two deadlines - in November and March - to start testing material 
through the pilot plant. 

The Energy Department penalized FERMCO $675,000 in November for 
missing that start-up. Government investigations into the pilot plant problems 
revealed FERMCO employees had purposely hidden the severity of the 
problems that led to the delays. 

Some of the past problems at the pilot plant cited by the government include 
faulty and poorly designed pipes; misplaced valves; missing safety rails; and 
welding problems on tanks that will hold radioactive material. 

FERMCO, also responding to Enquirer questions in writing Thursday, said the 
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$14 million cost increase was due to "a change in the estimated operating 
efficiency of the facility." 

. ,l . . .. 

Additionally, FERMCO also plans to delay the pilot project's completion date 
by another six months into 1998, a move that energy department sources said 
could result in possibly hundreds of thousands of dollars in penalties against 
the company. 

2 of3 

The pilot plant is designed to test a vitrification process that would 
encapsulate about 20 million pounds of radioactive waste into glass pellets. 
The wastes now are stored in two silos at the 1,050-acre former 
uranium-processing plant. 

If the pilot project is successful, FERMCO plans to use the process in a 
full-scale plant that will cost an estimated $200 million. 

Critics of the FERMCO vitrification project say it is a gamble of taxpayers' 
money because the vitrification process being developed at Fernald never has 
been used successhlly in the United States. Even the Energy Department's 
Fernald area manager, Jack Craig, in earlier interviews, conceded Fernald's 
vitrification project may not work. 

According to internal company reports, FERMCO cost and scheduling experts 
have determined that the pilot vitrification project cannot be completed 
without at least a $14 million increase and six-month schedule delay. They 
have suggested issuing a "change proposal" - a formal, written request asking 
the Energy Department to approve the additional money and time. 

However, on Thursday, senior management officials decided instead to first 
prepare a proposal to take finding from other site cleanup projects to use for 
the increased pilot plant costs, FERMCO records and senior management 
sources said. 

If the Energy Department agrees to allow FERMCO to fund the pilot plant 
costs from other cleanup projects' budgets, those other projects would be 
delayed or halted, resulting in additional costs to the taxpayers when they are 
re-funded, Energy Department sources said. 

FERMCO also could face additional and substantial financial penalties even if 
the government allows the company to raid the other projects' budgets, several 
Energy Department officials told The Enquirer. 

?No matter what is decided or how it will be funded, taxpayers will still be 
footing the bill for the additional $14 million increase," said one FERMCO 
senior management official. 

The Energy Department would have to approve any reshuffling of knds 
already budgeted for other projects to pay for the pilot plant increases and 
whether anv other Fernald cleanup. project can be delayed or halted. 
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The Fernald Cleanup 
Key project may be scrapped 

BYMIKE GALLAGHER 
The Cincinnati Enquirer 

The company cleaning up the former Fernald uranium plant may drastically 
alter or even scrap a failing nuclear waste cleanup process that already has 
cost taxpayers $72 million. 

Correspondence obtained by The Enquirer shows there are continuing 
problems with a vitrification plant pilot project - a key component for cleaning 
up the most radioactive waste. 

Vitrification is a process in which radioactive material is encapsulated in pieces 
of glass that then can be safely shipped elsewhere for burial. A 111-scale 
vitrification plant has been the government-approved plan to handle 20 million 
pounds of radioactive sludge in two Fernald silos since Fluor Daniel Fernald 
(formerly FERMCO) completed feasibility studies in 1993. 

In an Aug. 15 letter to Jack Craig, the U.S. Enerw Department's Femald site 
manager, the company's president, John Bradburne, said the company is 
considering changing or scrapping the vitrification project because of 
"equipment reliability uncertainty" in the pilot plant operation. 

Scrapping the vitrification process "has been discussed but no formal decision 
has been made yet," Energy Department spokes-man Gary Stegner confirmed. 
'There has to be a backup plan if vitrification doesn't work." 

Graham Mitchell, chief of the office of federal facilities oversight at the Ohio 
Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA), said a meeting is planned for next 
spring with the Energy Department and Fluor Daniel Femald to discuss 
whether to continue with vitrification or pull the plug on the $72 million-plus 
project. 

The Enquirer revealed last March that the pilot vitrification plant was in 
trouble and that the Energy Department investigation said alternatives should 
be considered. Fluor Daniel Fernald and the Energy Department stafFat the 
site repeatedly have said the project is on track. 

The company originally estimated the total pilot plant project would cost only 
$14.4 million That cost now has jumped to $42 million, and is expected to 
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reach $56 million, according to the company. Another $30 million has been 
spent for research and study of the vitrification process. 

Repeated requests by The Enquirer to interview h4r. Bradburne for this story 
were denied. 

Failure of the pilot plant threatens a timely cleanup of the nuclear wastes at 
Fernald. A full-scale plant is supposed to be built using design, construction 
and processing information learned from the operation of the pilot plant. 

One alternative mentioned in Mr. Bradburne's letter would be to replace the 
full-scale plant concept with "several smaller vitrification units." 

Mr. Stegner said the Energy Department is "studying the concept'' of 
switching from a full-scale plant to several smaller units. He added that 
building several smaller units was one of several alternatives looked at several 
years ago during feasibility studies before the decision was made to build one, 
full-scale vitrification plant. 

But Tom Schneider, Ohio EPA's project manager at Fernald, said switching 
from a single full-scale vitrification plant to smaller units would represent a 
significant change in Fluor Daniel Fernald's plans. He said he had not seen 
enough data fiom the company to determine what it would cost to make the 
change, whether the project would face additional delays if implemented or 
whether mini-vitrification plants would even work. 

The idea of scrapping the vitrification process infbriates Gene Branham, vice 
president of the Fernald Atomic Trades & Labor Council, which represents 
700 workers at the site. 

By abandoning vitrification, the more than $72 million of taxpayers' money so 
far spent on the project "would have been wasted and taxpayers should scream 
loud and long,'' Mr. Branham said. "So far, (Fluor Daniel Fernald and the 
Energy Department) just can't get that project to work." 

Mr. Stegner, of the Energy Department, said if vitrification is eliminated 
alternatives would be considered, including encasing the material in cement. 

Fluor Daniel Fernald in February proposed encasing wastes fiom a third silo in 
cement rather than vitnfjlng it. 

In its initial plans - approved by U.S. EPA and the Energy Department in 1993 
- the company agreed it would vitri@ the Silo 3 waste, along with the more 
radioactive ahd dangerous contents of Silos 1 and 2. 

Cementation has been used successfully at many Energy Department cleanup 
sites. It is far less costly and less time consuming than vitrification but 
provides only a fiaction of the protection from radiation and radon emissions 
because of the porous nature of cement, said Mr. Schneider. "That proposal is 
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on the table and is currently under review," he said. 

Fluor Daniel began work on a $2 billion government contract to oversee 
cleanup of the former uranium processing plant in 1993. From the begmung 
the vitrification project has been plagued by design, construction and 
operating problems. 

Last year, the company said it could meet a U.S. EPA deadline of this Monday 
to complete a design project after testing the pilot plant by running 
non-radioactive material through it. 

The company "will not meet the Sept. 30 deadline set by EPq" said Mr. 
Stegner of the Energy Department. "The pilot plant is not working as a 
complete unit. There are problems there." 

The biggest problems are the pumps and piping used to move the 
non-radioactive material through the pilot plant to the melters, where it would 
then be super-heated with other additives to v i t e  it, said OEPAs Mr. 
S chneider. 

"They've also had problems with the way pipes were designed," he added. 
"Some of the pipes were put in with 90-degree angles and that's prevented 
material fiom flowing through properly." 

"We have to have a way to get the material fiom inside the silos to whatever 
treatment system we use, whether that's vitrification, cementation or anything 
else," Mr. Schneider said. "This is a major problem and it has to be addressed." 

Despite the continuing design, mechanical and operability problems that have 
prevented completion of the pilot plant, the company still says it can complete 
the non-radioactive material test in January. It also says it will complete the 
entire pilot project in 1998. 

In a faxed response to Enquirer questions, the company's public relations 
office said: "We will review all information gathered to date and determine the 
most appropriate path forward." 

Whether one full-scale plant or several mini-vitrification plants are later built, 
the project's overall costs are conservatively estimated to be more than $240 
million, according to company and Energy Department'records. 

PILOT PLANT TIMELINE 

1992: Energy Department selects FERMCO, a company formed by Irvine, 
Calif.-based Fluor Daniel, as new manager of Fernald site. The $2.2 billion 
contract is hailed as a model for cleaning up other nuclear weapon sites. 

1994 Among other site cleanup projects, FERMCO begins building a pilot 
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vitdication plant to test a process that will encapsulate 20 million pounds of 
nuclear waste in two silos in glass. Construction problems surface 
irnmediatelv. 

Sept. 15, 1994: FERMCO officials issue report after finding that 
subcontractor used unqualified welders, installed inadequate reinforcing bars 
in radiation-shielding wall, and the wrong joint in a stabilizing footer. - 
Sept. 22, 1994: A FERMCO engineer discovers another incident of a 
radiation-shielding wall built without the required number of reinforcing bars 
needed to support it. FERMCO tells subcontractor to drill into wall and insert 
dowel rods as a way to fix problem. 

Oct. 24, 1994: FERMCO subcontractor installs anchor bolts into concrete 
wall and more than 15 feet of the wall cracks and concrete forms tilt. 

Dec. 13, 1994: Tons of structural steel were installed and erected without the 
required protective coating, in violation of design specifications, a FERMCO 
report reveals. 

May 12, 1995: Welds on a pilot plant tank are found to be defective and do 
not meet design specifications. Repairs are ordered. Latest of a long history of 
welding problems discovered at the pilot plant. 

June 15, 1995: FERMCO misses its ori@ pilot plant completion deadline 
due to construction, design and other problems. The company tells the U.S. 
Department of Energy that new construction completion date will be Jan. 29, 
1996. 

June 22, 1995: FERMCO sends letter to R.E. Schweitzer Construction Co. 
ordering it to stop all welding on pilot plant tanks because unqualified welder 
was found working on them. 

June 26, 1995: FERMCO officials detail numerous new problems discovered 
in construction of pilot plant, including faulty weld reinforcements and 
mismatched bottom shell plates of tank. Orders given to subcontractor to start 
submitting written repair procedures instead of verbal ones. 

July 3, 1995: FERMCO misses deadline of starting non-radioactive testing of 
the pilot plant. Company officials say problems leading to delay should be 
fixed for a new test date of March 15, 1996. 

Aug. 25, 1995: FERMCO officials issue a report revealing that a 
subcontractor employee was forced to cut through a pipe to replace a broken 
gasket below a metal tank that will eventually hold radioactive material. 
Company quality control specialist says more pipe cutting may occur since 
design is flawed and that is only way to get to some gaskets. 

Nov. 27, 1995: The Enquirer reveals that construction, design and equipment 

11/14/96 15:37:06 
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problems could delay start-up of nuclear testing process by up to 17 months. 

Nov. 28, 1995: Thomas Grumbly, then the Energy Department's assistant 
secretary for environmental management, calls for an investigation of 
FERMCO's troubles with the pilot plant. Mr. Grumbly says FERMCO 
deceived the Energy Department about extent of problems. 

Jan. 29, 1996: Promise by FERMCO officials to have construction of pilot 
plant completed is not met. Work to fix problems and complete work 
continues. 

March 1996: FERMCO again fails to complete construction of pilot plant - as 
it pro.mised the Energy Department - due to ongoing problems. 

May 17, 1996: Energy Department confirms Enquirer report that FERMCO's 
newest estimate to complete the troubled pilot plant jumps more than $14 
million. 

July 30, 1996: Energy Department penalizes FERMCO $8 10,000 for unsolved 
pilot plant problems for the time period Oct. 1, 1995 through March 3 1, 1996. 

Aug. 15, 1996: In a letter to the Energy Department, FERMCO President 
John Bradburne says the company is considering several small vitrification 
plants rather than one large one. He also mentions the need to have an 
alternate plan in place if the vitrification project proves unsuccesshl. 

Sept. 10, 1996: FERMCO changes its name to Fluor Daniel Fernald. 

Sept. 30, 1996: Fluor Daniel Fernald will miss an EPA regulatory milestone by 
not completing a design work package due to ongoing design, construction 
and operability problems with the pilot plant. 

Fernald's vitrification project plagued by serious problems 

Recent correspondence between Fluor Daniel Fernald President John 
Bradburne and Jack Craig, the Energy Department's Fernald site director, 
reveals ongoing problems with the vitrification pilot project and the possibility 
that it may be sigdicantly changed or even discarded. 

AUG. 15, 1996: 

Letter from John Bradburne to Jack Craig discussing a "replan" for the site's 
vitrification project that includes switching from a proposed full-scale plant to 
several mini-vitrification plants. Also mentioned is the possibility of discarding 
the vitrification project entirely for an alternate option. 

AUG. 30, 1996: 

Letter from Jack Craig to John Bradburne warning the Fernald company 
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president that EPA-mandated project deadlines must be complied with. Mr. 6 3  1 
Craig pointed out a sigmficant regulatory deadline will be missed for the vit 
project on Sept. 30. 

FERNALD'S VITRIFICATION PROJECT PROBLEMS 

i; . 

The report that Energy Department and Fluor Daniel Fernald officials are 
considering revamping or even eliminating the site's vitrification project is the 
latest in a cascade of problems that have been reported since The Enquirer 
first broke the story on Feb. 1 1. Company officials have repeatedly denied or 
downplayed Enquirer reports detailing the project's troubles. 

Feb. 1 1-14: The Enquirer revealed that Fluor Daniel Fernald and its parent 
company, Fluor Daniel Inc., have cheated the government out of millions of 
dollars, jeopardized the safety of workers and neighbors, and have wasted 
millions on a problem-plagued vitrification project at the Fernald site. The 
series also reported that taxpayers footed the bill for $16 million in severance 
pay to 476 private employees of the company in 1993 and 1995 as a way to 
reduce the Fernald workforce. 

Feb. 13: A secret plan was being developed by Fluor Daniel Fernald to change 
two major aspects of the proposed vitrification process, that, if implemented, 
would increase the cost of the entire vitrification project by tens of millions of 
dollars. The company's then-president denied the Enquirer's report, saying no 
such plan was being studied or developed. One week later, the company 
admitted the studies were being done, and implementation would increase the 
project's cost by millions, but declared it wasn't really a secret. 

March 3: Life-threatening structural defects were ignored and covered up by 
Fluor Daniel Fernald employees in the construction of the vitrification pilot 
plant, The Enquirer reported. Hundreds of internal company documents 
obtained by the newspaper revealed the problems. Despite the records - and 
statements by the vice president of the construction company working on the 
plant verifjing the problems - Fluor Daniel Fernald officials downplayed the 
seriousness of the report and said they found "no merit" to the newspaper's 
claims. 

March 25: A special Energy Department investigative team found the Fluor 
Daniel Fernald pilot vitrification plant project was riddled with design, 
schedule and construction problems that would substantially escalate the 
project's multimillion-dollar costs. The team noted numerous safety problems 
with the plant, confirming The Enquirer's March 3 report. The team, in its 
report, noted for the first time that the Fernald vitrification project was so 
problem-plagued that the Energy Department should possibly consider 
scrapping vitrification and research alternate cleanup methods. 

May 17: The pricetag for the pilot cleanup plant jumped an additional $14 
million because of design, construction and testing problems. Fluor Daniel 
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. <  Fernald officials, who earlier denied Enquirer reports that the problems would 

escalate the costs by rmllions, confirmed the second increase in the estimated 
cost since 1993. The taxpayer-funded cost of completing the pilot project is 
now estimated at about $56 million, an increase from the $42 million 
estimated the previous year. In 1993. the company estimated the cost of the 
pilot plant at $14.4 million. 

Vitrification costs at Fernald 

Taxpayers have paid more than $72 million toward this problem-plagued 
project. 

Total project estimated costs 

1993: $90 M 

1996: $240 M (+) 

What taxpayers have paid to date 

Feasibility study and research: $36 M 

Pilot vitrification cost to date; $42 M 

Total paid to date: $72 M 

Vitrification Pilot Plant 

1993: $14.4 M - Estimate to build pilot project 

1996: $42 M - Current spending 

1998: $56 M - Projected total cost 

Source: News reports 

Publisned Sept. 29, 1996. 

conrmaat? Questions? CriticiarS? Con- Grea Noble, online editor. 
Enlirr contents CoWripht (c) 1996 by The Cincinnati Enauirer. a Gannctt Co. Inc. nmspapcr. 
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