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PROCEEDINGES

THE MODERATOR: Good evening and welcome to
tonight's meeting on the Proposed Plan for an Interim Action
at pPit 9 at the INEL. We're really glad all of vou came
mnut tonight on this cold and blustery night, and we look
forward to a productive meeting.

I am Ann Marshall. T work for Advance Sciences,
and DOE Tdaho hasg asked me to moderate this meeting. As
Moderator, I see mv task as two-fold. First, to move us
through the agenda in a way that assures that evervone who
wishes can participate fully in the meeting. and secondly,
to trv to help vou get out of the meeting quickly enocugh to
go home and spend some time with vour family. In fact, we
recognize that's probablyv one of a dozen things vou'd rather
be doing tonight, and we appreciate the fact that vou've

come out for the meeting.

Firet, let'’s introduce the folks up front. On my

left and vour right we have the representatives of the three
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gencies, At the far en
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the Acting Deputv Assistant Manager of DCE Idaho's
Environmenteal Resitoration and Waste Management Program.
Next to him is Mary Jane Nearman. She's the EPA Regional
Proiect - - Remedial Project Manager. and 7 believe this is

vour first meeting at the INEL. and T'd like to welcome vou,
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Marv Jane. Next to Mary Jane 1g Dean Nvgard. He's with the
Idaho Department of Health & Welfare. He's the Project
Manager for the Federal Facilities Agreement & Consent
Order.
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Idaho Pit 9 Acting Project Manager, the first person here.
Right next to him is BRill Craft, who is EG&G's Proiject
Manager for Pit 9. And at the end of the table is Bill
Nitschke - - I'm sorry, Bob Nitschke is EG&G Unit Manager
for the Chemical & Radiological Risk Assessment Unit. Both
Bill and Bob have been working with DOE Idaho to prepare the
respective documents for the Pit 9 Interim Actibn.

There are a couple of other people I'd like to
point out. At the back of the room standing there is Reuei
Smith. He's the INEL Communitv Affairs Representative.
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He
responsible for meetings 1liKe this and for a variety of
public involvement activities.

At the front we have Nick Nichols. He's the INEL
Public Affairs Officer. As vou know, tonight's meeting is
focused on the Pit 9 Interim Action. If vou have other
questions vou'd like to have answered. we ask that vou
direct them through Nick, and he will help vou get vour
questions answered,

Let's take a moment to look at the agenda. In
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just a moment ., Jim will take over to set forth the purpose
of the meeting, give vou a little background of Pit 9,
provide an overview of the Pit § project concerns and
objectives, describe the proposed remediation alternatives

and answer some

ions on issues that have come up to
date. He'll conclude with a sequence of events of how the
process will work, and after that we will have a period for
questions and answers, These will be guestions of
clarification on the presentation or on the interim remedial
action.

Finally, there will be a formal comment session
wheﬁ vou can make vour interests and concerns on the Pit 9
Interim Action Known to the agency representatives.

A couple of little administrative matters. The
comment period for the Pit 9 Interim Action or Proposed Plan
for the Interim Action hegan on December 13t ‘
on Januaryv 12th. If vou need a copy of the Proposed Plan,
there are copies at the back of the room.

You will notice that we have a Court Reporter here
tonight. She will prepare a transcript of tonight's
meeting, and it will be placed in the information
repositories.

And now I'd like to turn the meeting over to Jim

Wade.

MR. WADE: Thank vou, Ann. I'd 1ike to take a




10
11
12
13
14
15

-3 [
~J [o2]

[
o0

20
21

22

24

25

minute and thank vou folks for coming out tonight, also. T
understand the weather and the time constraints, and we're
veryv appreciative vou're here to help us figure out the best
solution for remedial activities at the INEL.

wWe're going to jump right into the purpose of the
meeting. The purpose of the meeting, as is the purpose of

the Propose

{2

Plan, is to select the preferred alternative

D

for remediating the Pit 9 out at the RWMC. Our proposed
Plan has identified several alternatives that we have
evaluated against the evaluation criteria, and it identifies
what we, as the agency, believes is the preferred
alternative.

The purpose.of the meeting tonight is to get vour
input on not onlyv the preferred alternative, but all the
alternatives identified, and to make sure that we're going
to do the right thing at the RWMC and at the INEL with
regards to remediation. |

The bullet here about describing other remedial
options, if we have an option or an alternativé that wasn't
considered as part of our Proposed Plan, we still take
comments on those. If- we're pnot looking at all the problemé
or issues, we need vour help to help us make sufe we're

going to do the right thing.

We're going to jump now into a little higtory on

the RMWC and where is Pit 9. This picture here shows - -
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and T'm aning Yo have to stepn away from the micraphone, If
vou have trouble hearing, let me Know. Let me grab the
pointer. This picture shows - - this is the RWMC, located
in the southwest corner of the INEL. This area here - -
this area here is called the Subsurface Disposal Area. This

corner right
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microphone?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Stand by the mike.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: We can hear vou.

MR. WADE: Okay, I heard a "mike" and a "I can
hear vou," so I'll stand by the mike.

This corner right here is where Pit 9 is located
within the Subsurface Disposal Area, and we have another
slide - - Doug?

Now within the Subsurface Disposal Area, this kind

of clarifies it as to where Pit 9 is located.
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slide to the top of the screen as much aé‘possible there?
MR. WADE: TForgive us for havinglto do it. We had
a wireless mike set up, and it wasn't Qorking right, so
we've got to tryv to make this work this wav. Can evervbody
see this now? Okav, Doug?
Now Pit 9 is an inactive waste dispasal site that

was active in the pre-1370 davs when this is the wayv




10
11
12
13
14
15

(.Y
()]

3
~3

is
20
21
22
23

24

transuranic waste was disposed of prior to 1970.

Transuranic waste consisting primarily of long-1ived
radicactive isotopes. It was containerized and then dumped
in the pit, covered with soil, and then covered with another
bed of s0il to help minimize the chance of it spreading to
existing or surrounding areas.

What ie

L ]

in Pit 9? We have radioactive and
hazardous wastes, These wastes are made up of process
sludges and other materials from processes involved, and,
I'm sorry, process sludges and graphite and other egquipment
from chky Flats and also from the INEL. Our waste forms
are the drums for approximately the drums, approximately-
4,000 drums and 2,000 boxes of - - and now if we could
switch over to that other slide, Doug.

This is an example of a sludge drum. This is not
actual waste. IT's an example of how the drums were
packaged with the waste, and then the next slide is how the
boxes were packaged with the waste. These are examples of
how the waste was packaged prior to being buried in the pit.

The volumes of waste we're talking about, the waste
itself is approximatelyv 150,000 cubic feet, 110,000 cubic
feet of transuranic waste and 40,000 cubic feet of INEL low
level waste. This waste buried in the pit, as the previous

alide ghnwed. and then covered with s0il is where we get the

interstitial soil, the goil that surrounds the boxes and
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harrels, and could possibly have hecome contaminated based
on breaching of the drums cor the boxes degrading.

We then cover that soil with the overburden soil,
which is approximately 250,000 cubic feet that is used to
cover, to prevent the contaminated waste from being on the
surface. It gives us a total volume of 750,000 cubic feet.

Now what's the problem with - - oh, I'm sorry, I'm
jumping. We got confused. How is this waste arranged in

the pit? Thi

pl his area down here is where the majority of the

Rockv Flats transuranic contaminated waste is at. Now we
know that it's actually intermingled throughout the pit,
based on some flooding that's occurred out at the Site and
some other reasons. We believe it's just all through there,
but some of the INEL low level waste that we Kknow of, these
large metal objects located at the north end of the pit that
is low level waste that we believe will be relatively easy

to decontaminate or actually might not even have to

remediate, based on

the - - thev're not part of the transuranics.
What's the problem? The problem is that Pit 9 has

approximately 18 kilograms of uncontained americium and
plutonium. To put that in perspective of 18 kilograms, it's
roughly 40 pounds. Ané when vou think of - - I'm trving to
think how bezt to relate this to what is what, The nnly

thing T can think of. if vou look at what's in vour smoke
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detector in vour honse,. helieve it or not vour smoke
detector in vour house has a small amount of americium in
it, on the ten nanocurie level. So we're talking about a
miniscule amount, as opposed to what we believe is roughly
40 pouhds spread out throughout this entire pit. Why 1is so

much in there being a problem? Because americium and

oTilum oo w
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PLUTONIUN nave 1 ved ha
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vears. This stuff will be there for a long time, and the
problem will exist far into the future, which leads us into
the problem of the americium and plutonium could present a
risk to the RWMC workers if migration occurs to the surface.

How do we think migration to the surface occurs?
Most people think it's going to be rain. Well, vou have
plants growing out there and animals burrowing in the dirt.
Thev could be bringing this stuff to the surface. Once it
gets to the surface, then dust or wind or workers in the
area could then cause it to be in inhalation problem, and it
uld also lead it to be an ex
two primary risks identified in é Preliminary Risk.
Evaluation, which has led us into this Interim Action.

What are we trving to accomplish? What are our
project objectives? We want to implement an Interim Action,
which is alsc going to be - - which is going to he an
effective solntion, but also lead us toward a_final actjorn.

An interaction is there to reduce the risk immediately. and
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the final action is something that vou're going to do so
that vou can, bhagicallyv, cloge it up and not have to worry
about it anvmore. We want to make this Interim Action lead
to a final action with minimum éxtra work reguired to
perform a final action.

We want to eliminate the near term risks. By
removing the plutonium and americium from the pit, we're
eliminating the risks to the worKkers at the RWMC, should it

rate to the surface

uD

We want to accelerate the start of remediation at
the RWMC. We want to be responsive to what the public and
concerned citizens are asking us to do. We've got a lot of
waste buried out there. We want to be responsive, and if we
can start to clean it up now, we want to do that. This
project is going to help provide data to us in planning
remediation to the rest of the Site. Pit 9 is a small area
as compared to the 88 acres of the SDA, Subsurface Disposal

Area. Any information we can help gather that's going to

help us remediate the entire Site is going to be beneficial.
We also want to ensure cost-effective use of
funding. We don't want to be wasting money on a project
that ien't going to wark.
Now we're going to get into the Proposed Plan.

AUDIENCE MEMEBER: Could I ask vou something on ths

slide?

i0
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MR. WADE: Yes.

AUDTENCE MEMBER: What do the vears mean from 1960
to 19927

MR. WADE: OKkayv, we have what - - we've negotiated
with the State a Federal Facility Agreement and Consent
Order, or it was formerlyv referred to as an Inter-Agency

Agreement, IGA - - IAG, I

n sorrv. I want to g

In that document, we identified the Pit 9 activity
as remediation activity starting in approximately 1899. We
have accelerated that schedule to commence remedial
activities right now. Does that‘answer vour question?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes, thank vou.

MR. WADE: Did everybody hear that question?
Should I repéat the question or - -~ ves, no? OKay.

Okay, in our Proposed Plan, we evaluated five
alternatives. These are the alternatives and a brief
summary of what they were:

h-Y

A ot AT+ %
No Action Alternativ

. . .
o S|
nacive, Ss1imp tituti

y use ins
contfols, such as fences or an access—tyée control to
protect the workers.

In-Situ Vitrification is a process which uses large
amounts of electricity to melt the material in place. You
don't have to excavate it or do those things.

Ex-Situ Vitrification uses the same classifyving or

melting process, only vou pull the waste out of the dground,

i1
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an it through this process, and then re-dispose of the
waste,

The preferred altermnative, Chemical Extraction
and/or Physical Separation. Wwe will excavate the waste,
decontaminate the waste and the soils, and re-dispose of the

materials that are treated to below the clean-up standards

T 1» e e v.d t-\l + 1 FaVetaTal-3s Rk o
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americium and store those, pending off-site disposal.

The last remedy or the last alternative evaluafed
was Complete Removal, Storage, and 0Off-Site Disposal, where
we would simplyv dig up evervthing that's in the pit and the
soil, package it up and store it until an off-site disposal
site becomes available.

We, at the agencies, have determined that the
Alternative 4, Chemical Extraction and/or Phyvsical

Separaﬁion is the preferred alternative. Why did we pick

this as a preferred alternative? We feel that - - or wve
believe that we can remove a minimum of 90 percent of the

americium and plutonium. We feel that tge processes we've
been - - that the companies we've been involved with have

told us that thev have a high confidence level that we can
meet the standard. We also believe that the currently - -
and this is the kev

point - - that the currently available decontamination

processes will ensure that the raguired clean-up Jevels that

“12
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are agreed to hy the agencies can be met. Not nnly ran they
be met, but they have the greatest potential to exceed these
minimum clean-up levels.

We at the agencies will agree to ciean—up levels,
but if we can get a process that does a better job than the
minimum, then that's what we want to do. And we also
believe that the preferred alternative will have the
greatest potential to cost effectively reduce any other

contaminants that ar
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the pit that could at some time, or
for whatever reason, be potential hazards.

Thg preferred alternative allows us to store the
concentrated contaminants at the INEL pending off-site
exposure. While we feel it's better to have these materials
stabilized and stored where we can monitor them and Keep
track of them and do it that wav in the pit where we can't
plav the migration scene of where thev're going or how
thev're doing it.

Bv removing the contaminants from the pit as in the
preferred alternative, the contaminants pose little or no
near long-term risk, as thev would remaining in the pit - -
I'm sorrv, contaminants posing little or no long-term risk
would stav in the pit or be re-disposed of in the pit.

Questions - - as Ann said, our comment, public

comment neriond started Decembher 12th - - or December 13th,

and extended througb January 12th. We've had several




no
da

D

n

scoping meetings thronghont Tdaho., We've also had Jetters
coming in from various citizens throughout the State, giving
us thejr opinion and asking their questions. We've tried to
summarize some of those questions and issues, and in
summarizing the majority of the letters, we've come up with
three basic questions that the public is asking us that we

s

want to trv to aggressively answer here, as well as thev'll
he answered in the Responsive Summary.

wWhy was the preferred alternative selected over
Alternative 2, which is In-Situ Vitrification? There are
several reasons for this. Number one, we've been approcached
bv the commercial industry, and thev've told us that they
have on the shelf commercial processes-thaf could come in
and remediate this kind of waste. We are giving them a
chance to show us what thev've got._ The In-Situ process 1is

not readv vet to be used on this level. It's twa to four

e

ears away, with some research and development needed tc do

'
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s. We're not discounting In-Situ. We're saving it's not
readv now. lLet's see what else is out there. When I say
not readyv for use, scome of the problems that could occur
because of the large amount of drums and boxes, there 1s a
high metal content in the pit. The high metal content could
lead to arcing. which is kind of a short - - hecause it's an

electrical process, ift's going to gshort circuit the process o

and cause notential prohbhlemns.

14




1 Al=sa, there's a gueatjon that was noted in the

2 Nuclear Waste News, which is a publication that some nf vou

3 guvs might not see, but it dealt with or it had an article

4 in there on volatile emissions control, and the fact that I-
5 SV still has some problems with their off gas system and how
6 thev're goiné to equate these kind of problems or handle

7 those kind of things., We're not discounting the process.

3 We're just not ready to - - we want to go in, and we don't
9 want to do a research and development on Pit 9. We want to
10 do an Interim action and take a positive approach to

11 remediation.

12 The next question, why wasn't capping considered?
13 For those of vou not familiar with capping, it's, basically,
14 taking the pit now and covering it with a concrete-type cap
15 _or some kind of cap so that the stuff can't migrate to the
16 surface. Wwe didn't feel'iike that was actually an Interim
17 Action. We felt like that's kind of a temporary action that
18 reduces the immediate risk, but doesn't reduce anyv long-

19 term risk. It also doesn't meet our project objectives or

20 the obiectives of the CERCLA process in leading towards a

21 final action. It would actually almost make a final action
22 more difficult. So we did look at capping, but it wasn't an
23 ‘alternative that we evaluated in our Proposed Plan.

249 And the last question that we're getting is wnch

25 like the guestion thart we got over here: Why are we

15
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Aaccelerating the schedule?  If we've got a schednle thar
savs we're going to do this in 1999, why are we pushing so
hard to do it in 19922 We - - T keep wanting to call it
the IAG. The Federal Facility Agreement that had it in
1992, had it listed as a‘technology demonstration. We've
changed it from a technology demonstration to an Interim
Action. We don't want this to be a testing phase. Wwe want
to actually go in and remediate waste. We want to be

ublic is looking for, what the State

g
o
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esponsive to what th
is looking for, and what we, the DOE and the agencies feel
is an aggressive approach to clean up ©of some inactive waste
sites. 8o we're accelerating the schedule, bhasically,
because we can, because we think it's a good idea and
because we want to take an aggressive approach to
remediation at the Site.

Sequence of events. Manv of these things have
alreadyv occurred. We've issued the Interim Action or the
Proposed Plan, and we‘ve had public workshops to help brief

and give vou, the public, a background on what we're talking

Public comment period is in effect, and is
scheduled to he completed January 12th. Our public meeting,
that's tonight. We're holding that now.

Now vou've got:address ruhlic commants and Drenare’

Responsiveness Summary. That's already started., We're

16




answel'ing the aquestions and comments that are coming in in
letters and the comments and formal commentsg that vou Tolks
make tonight are going to be addressed in the Responsiveness
Summary, and that becomes a part of the Record of Decision.
The Record of Decision being what we, as the agencies,
finally decide as to what alternative we are going to use

arnd whatr Fha ~1 o
alict waaw o waw Ouw

o

n-up criteria will be, and then it’'s signed
by the agencies, and that then becomes our Record of
Decision, how we're going to remediate Pit 9.

Following a Record of Decision, we are then going
to - - we've got a Testing of Processes and Equipment Phase.
Now this kind of leads into another question that we've got.
You‘know, we said that In-Situ Vitrification requires fwo to
four vears of research and development prior to using, so
that's kind of a test phase for I-SV. Yet here we're
ralking about a test phase. What's the difference between

the two? This test phase isn't a testing of the process to
see if it works. It's a testing to make sure the process
works here in Idaho. You Know, there's been a - - as an
example, there was a plutonium clean-up effort that occurred
in Johnson Island, that thev went in and actually cleaned up
plutonium and americium contaminated waste. 8o we know
there jis a svstem that works, We have to make sure it works

here 'in Idaho. 8o that's this phase. It's not making sure

the pracess works. It's making sure it works here in Idaho

17
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for the kind of constituents we have in our pit.
Full-scale remediation is expected to commence hy
late 1992 and continue, roughly, two to three vears. NoOw
fhese last times, again, are estimates based on several
things. The comment period can be extended if it's

requested, so there are several things that are going to

EL o - 1, . A1 4 o . 1
L1IE&CT tnese rreEe wining 8¢ those times are estimates,

o

a
but we really believe that we can begin full-scale
remediation by the end of 1992.

That concludes the background and history of what's
Pit 9, where it's at and what.the proposed plan says. NOwW
I'm going to turn it back over to Ann and we'll begin the
question and answer period to clarifyv questions on the
Proposed Plan or the presentation, so that we can make sure
that we're providing vou folks with the right information to
provide us with vour comments. Thank you.

THE MODERATOR: This portion of the meeting will be

1 Al 4 1
handled 1in T that vou pleaen raige vour hand

e
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and then when vou're recognized, stand ané speak loudly so
that all can hear.

If it appears that vour question falls in the
categorv of & comment, then we'll ask that vou hold that for
the comment portion of the meeting. This portion of the
meeting should focus really on clarifving issues and

information that Jim presented or anvthing else related to

18
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the Propogsed Plan for Pit 9.

A1l questiong raised and responses provided will be
recorded by the Court Reporter and included in the
transcript of this meeting. In general, however, theyv will
not be included as a part of the Responsiveness Summary.

Out of fairness to the panel, please ask one

So let’'s take the first question. We'd like to
keep this section of the meeting, by the way, to about a
half an hour. In the back there?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I have a question about - - did
vou say that there's an independent contractor or another
company that's offered to do‘the alternative, that's the-
preferred alternative? And what other qualifications - -

THE MODERATOR: Could we do one question at a
time?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Right, well, why would vou choose
s contractor? Who is it?
THE MODERATOR: The question is; is there an
independent contractor that has been identified to carry out
the remediation, and what are the qualifications of this
contractor, whv was that contractor chosen?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: {Th-huh.

MR. WADE: Okayv, let me give vou a brief history

on how we're handling this part.

19
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The Department of Energy has jssued a Reaguest for
Propnsal to the private industry, that gives them the
guidelines on what's in Pit 9 and how we want this - -
what's in there, and then we're waiting, we have rnot
selected a contractor vet. We are waliting for prospective

bidders to answer this Request for Proposal with how they

. e o . - |

are going oo Ccome in and 4o this.

We have established, vou know, I could go through
the whole Request for Proposal package, but in there there's
a multitude of criteria theyv have to meet, including health
and safety plans, sampling and analyvsis plans. They have to
conform to all the requirements and regulations stipulated‘[
by the agencies and by DOE orders.

When we get the proposals in, we evaluate them
against the criteria that we're using to select the right
contractor, and from that peint on, we'll know who it is and
what the process is.

I

A4+ I o S we ' 1a
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ne we don’'t have & contractor identi
We don't have a process idenfified.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: 8o vou haven't received any bids?
Do vou have a date for the submission of bids?

MR. WADE: Yes, we do. The bids are due on
danuvary 20th. We have had two pre-bid conferences, and

we've had several inquiries from prospective hidders. Wwe dr

helleve that we're going to get approximately four or five o

20
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hids frowm =everal major companies wha have expressed
interest,

Also, up to this point they have been telling us
informally that they have these processes, thev have these,
technologies, and 1if given the c¢hance, thev can come 1in and
show us what they can do for us. So through our Request for

Prommnaal narbtarme and thie Tntarim Artinn
crobogal package ancg Tnlg nterin STl

wa'ra mivinag them
AL 1, We're giving tnem

the opportunity to show us what they can do.

THE MODERATOR: In the white shirt there?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My question is directed to
Mr. Craft. Are vou an EG emplovee, then?

MR. CRAFT: Yes, sir, EG&G.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is EG&G eligible to contract this
for Pit 97

THE MODERATOR: The question is, is EG&G eligible
To compete for this contract?

MR. CRAFT: No, sir, we are not competing. We
will - - excuse me. We are going to - - we will act as the
agent for DOE to implement the contract.”‘So it has gone
out. We sent the contract out. We're expecting bids back
on |
January 20th. EG&G will perform the evaluations, the
technical evaluations to select the technically best
contract. And afrer that is dnne, then we will go into

price negotiations to determine fair and equitahle price for
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the contract.

THE MODERATOR: Tn the back, the woman with the
brown dressg?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, are they - - are the
companies that are bidding companies that are in the nuclear

industry now? And if not, why - - I guess I don't

undargtand why the neonle
g4 why The aennle

............ he n the companiea that are already

out at INEL aren't the ones who are handling this, since
thev are the most knowledgeable.

THE MODERATOR: The question is, are the companies
who are bidding in the nuclear industry now? Why are the
companies that are already at the INELrnot bidding on this
or handling the problem? Is that right?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes.

MR. CRAFT: These are commercial industries that
have approached the Department of Energy and said, "We have
a process on the shelf that can remediate the tvpe of

have in

1 Pit 9."

So we are going out, we initially went out, and I
think there was somewhere in the vicinity of 40 companies
that showed an interest in coming in to do the work. After

the initial conference with these companies, we had., I

believe, 18 companies represented at the last conference.

“and from these companies, with the information, as Jim

described it, that we provided them, the technical
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information that they will have 10 meet thé levels that
thev will have to decontaminate the waste and_the clean-up
criteria thev'l]l have to meet, we expect to get four or five
bids.

But, again, it is from companies that have proven

technologies on the shelf. We do not want to do a research

AUDIENCE MEMBER: So thev're involved in the
nuclear industrv right now?

MR. CRAFT: Yes, ma'am.

THE MODERATOR: The gentleman over here?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes, I noted from the handout
about the summary of Site risks, some of which, based on the
risk of dust, fugitive dust, et cetera, from the Pit 9 area,
that thev're rather high risks from that area. I guess my
question is, based on that, does Pit 9 have an Air Quality
Permit, and is it and its emissions and potential emissions

Fatal
1

A ami oo assv b ey A + 1
11 Lcp L3 e 0 L) [~ L

1 inventory
THE MODERATOR: Did evervone heér the question? I

won't belabor it to repeat. I take vour silence for ves.
MR. NYGARD: No, there is not an Air Quality

Permit for Pit 9, and one 1s not reguired. The clean up

for

Pit § is being handled under the Federal Facilities

Agreement.
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AUDNTENCE MFMBFR: No, T didn't sayv under cliean up,

I mean now,. Tt isn't being cleaned up - -

MR. NYGARD: No, there's not a permit for that,
and that's why we're undertaking this effort.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: shouldn't there be one now?

Shouldn't they have applied for one, considering - -
MR. NYGARD: Okayv, I sese what vou're getting at.

You're getting at whether or not the substantive
regquirements for the Permit would be met, which is required
bv the Federal Facility Agreement & Consent Order, that
those specific controls will be addressed in the design and

remedv.

AUDTENCE MEMBER:
remedy phase.

basis of the clean-up,

up. But because of that risk,

Quality Regulations and the

hagm!l+ +hadt
L 1 L.

.
nasn wiid articular

pa te

si
emission for aﬁ Air Quality
could |
be - -

MR. NYGARD:

emissions inventory is

is putting tngether an emissions inventory for TNEL.

are people in the Air Cualitv

Apparently there's

.Right.

I'm not talking about during the

a real risk, and it's the

and I'm real supportive of the clean-

according to Idaho Air

potential for the emissions, why

. ,
put in for and lied for an

23 TV
app

Permit, because apparentlv thev

it looks like there's a real risk to human health.

Myv understanding where the

right now is the Air Quality Bureau

There .

Rureau that are 10ooKking at
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that for the Site. That's an ongoing kind of thing.
However, what we're talking about tonight is the

Pit 9@ and the clean-up of Pit 9 and how, I believe where

vou're coming from, there's & risk out there through the air

pathway, why isn't something being done or shouldn’'t there

be a Permit? Is that the angle?

f
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.
can vou is that all of the

I ha 18
State requirements. for an Air Permit will be addressed in
the Remedial Design for this clean-up. And this is - - what
this is, is a Proposed Plan. And in this Proposed Plan,
under the section on applicable and relevant and appropriate
requirements, vou'll see that those issues will be
addressed. And I have already talked with the air people in
DEQ about coordinating review on that.

MR. NITSCHKE: 1I'd like to add one thing. That
particular result was more of an artifact of the modeling
assumptions and isn't a reflection of realityv out there.

I =
L

+ A4A A 1
wrida T 4i14a GO ndic

, . .
-~ -l
o is help indicate to the deci

i the ision
makers were the substances to migrate to‘fhe surface, then
it does pose that inhalation, ingestion and direct exposure
risk. We're in the process of refining that model risk
assessment interim process, and we'll provide them better
information. But those particular numbers aren't reflection

of reality.

AUDIENCE MEMBFR: Well, disn't it - - s0 it's not
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An accurate model?

MR. NITSCHKE: No, it's an accurate for the purpose
it served. We're refining it for vet a more rigorous
decision, and we don't wait until we can do things perfect
in the risk assessment business. Wwe do what we can, provide
information back, see where the weaknesses are, see where we
ought to put our resourcea to better do it, identify the
risk drivers and go from there.

THE MODERATOR: Yes?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The 1980 WIPP Manual sayvs that
there's no suitable geolegy at the INEL for buryving the
long-lived radjonuclides, but since we've planned to put teﬁ 
percent of them back in the ground or leave ten percent of
them *here, the americium and the plutonium, does that mean
that the DOE has changed its mind on that?

THE MODERATOR: Could vou hear the gquesticn in the
back? The question was that the WIPP - - what was the

document?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The 1980 WIPP‘ﬁanual for

the - - to plan WIPP.
THE MODERATOR: The 1880 WIPP - - perhaps it was
the EIS -~ - document said that there was no suitable geclogy

at the INEL for burving wastes, and vet the question 1is, why
is that ten percent of the radionuclides might possibly go

back 1nto the ground?
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AUDTENCE MFMBER: The plutonium and americium, that
90 percent would he remnved. That's the goal. And what
about the remaining ten percent, given that there is no
suitable geology at the TNEL to bury any of them?

THE MODERATOR: Ninety percent would be removed,

what happens with the remaining ten percent, since there is

no suitable geciogy at the INEL for burial of radionuclides?

MR. WADE: I want to answer this in two different
wavs. Number one,. the 90 percent is mérely a goal. We
believe We can get much better than that.

Number two, the clean-up criteria is based on risk.
If we are removing plutonium and americium, we're doing it
to get the risk to acceptable levels to where the public and
the environment will be considered not at risk per the risk
evaluation criteria. Returning some amount of this to the

pit or returning some amount of this waste to the ground is,

perhaps, not suitable geology in Idaho, but vou're removing

1

o wnd petr sl xa s P | 1
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t re removing what we consider to be the
risk - - the contaminants that are putting the workers at
the RWMC and, perhaps, the environment, we're removing that
amount of risk. And what is left, what is returned to the
pit will be below the risk criteria to be not considered
risk drivers.

MR. LYLE: FKeep in mind this is alsc an interin

actjon,'and this will - - whatever wagte 1is back in the
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grostind or left in the ground will be evaluated for the final
action, the Remediagl Investigation Feasibility Study for
that same area.

THE MODERATOR: You've been really patient in the

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Jim, in bis comments, alluded to
clean-up strategv that was done at Johnson Island for
removing some americium and plutonium. As T understand, the
clean-up strategy over there involved contaminated soils,
and as with Pit 9, we're dealing with the buried waste
phenomenon, which vou've got drums of waste, and I have some
question as to in evaluating these "proven technologies",
are we looking at apples and comparing them t¢o an orange
grove, vou know, that tvpe of thing? Are we - - is the
proven technology actually applicable to the true pit, the

oo e ey ey e = o e 2 A A BIEY) ™=
o LIt Ll TIINELIT O AIG)IIC.L_! r 1

t 8?

THE MODERATOR: Did evervone hear the question?

MR., WADE: That's a vervy valid comment, and I
guess my reference to the Johnson Islanddblean-up was merely
a way of saving there is a process that cleans up plutonium
and americium. That was a soil-washing technology. We know
that. We understand that, but the same, vou Know. this is
an example of this tvpe of clean~-up with this tvpe of
constituents. We are not going to select a remedy that is

merely a soll-washing Tvne reumedy. We're dgoing to select a
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remedy thal meets onr full coriteria, our regquest for
nroposal package indicates that can do what's in Pit 9. We
supplied these prospective bidders with an inventory of
what's in the pit, and again, that was merelyv an examplie of
a known process that requires no tests or no‘phases to prove

the process works. It would just be applving that test to
the INEL and then having that company prove that it would
work at the INEL.

MR. LYLE: And we believe what we'll actually get
is proposals made up of a train, if vou will, of processes
that will treat different waste tvpes. That scil-washing
technique may be there as part of that proposal and used to
clean up plutonium contaminafed s0il, some of the
interstitial so0il that Jim taiked about, if we find that's
plutonium contaminated. And that could be next to some
other process that mayv be able to deal with the sludge or

whatever else,

neck.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes, mv question relates to the
game thing. You're talking about these as proven
technologies. Are vou specifving in the RFP that rthe
outputs of these technologies have to meet waste acreptance
ariteria? Will they have to meet current WIPP acceptance

criteria. or what do vou anticipate to he the appropriate
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criteria in the future? You're talking ahout storing this
stuff for 15 vears before it goes anvwhere. What's being
done to assure that the product will be able to go
somewhere?

THE MODERATOR: Did evervone hear the question?

MR. CRAFT: You actually asked two questions. One,

vy 'yve mant a poritariz foar the anils that can he nut ack
iy A v oL B\. — ol T d b W b AN o S LS Ly [P N G Ay ) L L L e WA A pr I v [ Y
into the pit. And there is a criteria that must be met
before it can be placed into - - back into Pit 9. And

that, as Jim discussed earlier, is based on risk. We have
levels that will be based on the final risk assessment that
we must meet, and that will reduce the risk to the EPA
guidance shooting for a ten to the minus six risk level,
which means one chance in a million.

The other is the product. The product, we take
the americium, plutonium and concentrate it. And that will

be stored in an interim storage for 15 - - up to 15 vears

wh

ia at wve esair
138 Wiidi Sal1d

,
in th aced Plan And h

il e iizia 4

opefully within
that 15-vear period, there will be develobments on either
how we can further treat that waste or a permanent disposal
area.

And in answer to vour last guestion, as of today
there is nnt a permanent disposal area for that product.

MR. LYLE: ¥hat we have done in the Request for

Proposals, 1s we have provided incentives for the hidder to
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meet as many different acrceptance oriterias as they can. Tf
they can reduce the waste, ¢lean it up to the point where we
can throw it in the landfill or if we can dispose of it
strictly as low-level waste or dispose of it as just a
hazardous waste at a commercial facility, what we plan to do
is provide them incentives to minimize the amount of waste
that we have to get agide and fi

1vYa anr what rte A o with
ure T wWhNat o G0 W1Un

1l

So we are trving to encourage them to meet whatever
waste acceptance criterias there are out there for different
tvpes of facilities, if that makes sense to vou.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I don't think vou're answering my
question. My question has to do with the 90 percent or the
95 percent that's cleaned up. What form will that be in?

If that were done today, would it meet the waste acceptance
criteria? If there were a WIPP available, could vou ship
that to WIPP?

MR. LYLE: The answer to that is no. We could not
ship it to WIPP. WIPP is only available‘for what we call
stored transuranic wastes, the material that has been stored
after 1970. This waste was disposed of prior to 1970. WIPP
is not available for that material at this time. Now 1t mav
be in the future, okav? So the WIPP waste accentance

criteria right now is not a criteria.

AUNDIENCE MFEMBER: Is it not a guide to what vou
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might expect ta have to meet in the future?
MR. LYLE: Sure, sure.
AUDJENCE MEMBER: Do vou anticipate that the.

product from this process will meet the WIPP criteria?

cUld
MR. LYLE: We %%%d certainly hope so, ves, or come

as close to that as we can, depending - - with the different
waste tvpes that we have, okay, we will have to evaluate

those waste tvpes against the processes to determine what

. sr JP—— - . o~ - L] elbany ! ' 3
best we ¢an get out of That why Jim was talking about

oy

2
N
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goals of cleaning up greater than 380 percent. Okay, we're
hoping that we can exceed those. Until we get through the
proposals and see what's available, I can't tell vou what
the exact waste forms or product forms are going to be like
coming out of this.

MR. WADE: Before we move on, I heard one thing
that vou had said, and I want to make sure I understand.

The 90 to 95 percent we're talking about cleaning
up, that stuff will meet the low-level waste criteria to be

re-disposed of back in the pit. The 90 to §5 percent that

we're talking about cleaning up will be returned to Pit 9.
I want to make sure - - we're talking about hopefullv a very

minimal amount that will be stored pending off-site
dispnsal. 8o vou had said the 90 to 95 percent is that
going to be ready to go to WIPP.  That's never going to go

tr WIPP, hecause it's going to be cleaned up to be returned

s ]
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ta the pit., We'tre talking about the npercentage that doesn't

get c¢leaned up that might have to go to an off-site disposal

facility.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: The definition for TRU waste is
100 nanocuries per gram. The waste in Pit 9 is ten

nanocuries per gram or lower, so it's a factor of ten bhelow
it already. I think that's the definition. |

THE MODERATOR: The woman in the back with the red
sweater.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: 1Is the Request for Proposal
available in the libraries?

THE MODERATOR: Is the Request for Proposal
available in the libraries?

MR. WADE: No, it 1is not.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: <Could it be?

THE MODERATOR: <Could 1t be?

MR. WADE: I'm going to turn this over to Bill

. Craft. He's in EG&G procurement.

“MR. CRAFT: As of right now, thé Request for
Proposal is not free for the public repository, because the
bidders themselves have to sign an agreement not - - because
of proprietarv information that mav be used in their
request, and vou don't - - it's not just a free document for
all npeople to have. Thev have to sign a release in order -

- when theyv come in to bid on the process, theyv had to sign
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a4 veleane, 8o 1t is not free, vou know, we're not free to
put 1t in the repositorv.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: John Horan. T will first make a
statemént before mv question, so don't count this as two

quesilion

74}

What T see has happened is that there_really is no
purpose for this meeting tonight for comments or the others
that have taken place, because of this action that has
already been taken soliciting bids. Because apparently,
vou're already ruling out some of the alternatives that we
would like to talk about tonight and others have talked
about. That's the observation.

THE MODERATOR: Could vou hold that one for the’

comment peried? I think that that's one that would

appropriately - - there's going to be a comment period right
—- A e D I o S P Pl TR LY e R P T A 1+
QlLLTL vii< HUTOoOLLUHD LT OoT wWiQl LAV .LllYy YUT O LIWID . ER [ LS .

know what yéur question, vour follow-up guestion is, but if
it relates to that, we would reallv like to capture that for
the formal Responsiveness Summary.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: All right, let me ask myv question
then.

Jim, in vour statements vou made that Jjustification
for doing this is because of migration to the surface and
exposure o current workmen near Pit @. Then_you went on,

vou said that - - and this i1s the contradiction that I see.
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You deny the practicality of the concrete cap, bhecause that
would be - - that would not be a long-term so]ﬁtion, hut the
expasure ta the workers is only a short-term solution, or a
short-term problem.

MR. WADE: I would say that T don't believe it's a
short-term problem, because we're talking about americium
and plutonium, which are long-lived radionuclides. Tf they
migrate - - they will be in that pit for thousands and
thousands of vears. Migrating to the surface doesn't give
them a temporary, vou know, thev're only not going to be
there for a little while and then disappear. Thev will be
there for a long time. |

And then to follow that up, capping is not - - it
does not lead us toward a final action. It reduces the
short-term risk, but again, that plutonium and americium
will be there long after any concrete-tyvpe cap would be
eroded away. So it does provide a short-term solution. It
does not meet our project objectives or the objectives of an
interim action leading vou toward a finai‘action, and it
doesn't reduce the risk to the environment or the long-term
risk to the workers.

- Bob might be able to expound on the risk-tvpe part
of it.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Let me ijust comment. The Risk

Asgsesgment 1s based upon worker exposure?
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MR. WANRF: For this Tnterim Action, right.

MR. NTTSCHKFE: We evaluate an occupational
exposure, and one of the things that Jim didn't mention, but
IT'11 Jjust vell - - no, one of the things that Jim didn't
mention is the Risk Assessment that we're working on now 1is
a more complete one, in the sense of it addresses additioconal
pathwava. And one of the things that wasn't done az nart of
the preliminary health evaluation was the groundwater
pathwav. And capping technology is such that it's not
protective of a long-term thing when vou're looking at
groundwater travel times of hundreds and thousands of vears
and contaminants that will persist for that long.

THE MODERATOR: There's someone over here who
hasn't had a chance vet in the blue shirt.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: How well do vou know that
americium and plutonium are the only sources of risk out
there? I notice aircraft nuclear propulsion mentioned, and,
well, really, just how well do vou know what all is buried
there?

MR. NITSCHKE: -The Risk Assessment that was done is
hased primarily on shipping records and process knowledge.
We feel verv good about the records that we have. Theyv were
pretty late in the game. It's not like 1%52. We have a
verv, vou knoy, a real good understanding of the Rocky Fjat;~

process and thelr waste streams and what was shipped to us.
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And hased on that informAation, then we can sort
through those contaminants of concern, identifyv those that
have the most quantity, tnatl are the most toxic, and those
are the ones that become thé risk drivers.

S0, again
S agair

s F

VOl

know, of the whole suite of things,
those that contribute the most risk under the scenarios
presently evaluated are the isotopes of plutonium and
americium.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: So vou're saving that the whole
scheme is based on what vou know to be there, but, vou know,
something like AMP that was a classified program is probably
larger uncertainties. And in that regard, do vou consider
the possibilityv of unknown itemé in the Risk Assessment and
in the choice of preferred alternatives?

THE MQODERATOR: Could vou hear the question in the

g
)
)
=

J

AUDIENCE MEMBERS: Yes.

MR. LYLE: As far as in the Risk Assessment, I'm
not sure how we would take that into account. What we will
do, after we get into remediation, we will recover this
waste. We'll be looking for things that were unexpected,
okav? And what we have tried to do is set ourselves up so
that we have the opportunityv to identify what that is, work
around it, go do nther remediation in that pit while we're

trving to figure out what that exact hazard is and how we're
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aoing to deal with that aspecific thing.

In environmental restoration in general, vou have
to be readv for things like that, vou kKnow. As Bob
mentioned, as we get into some of the older pits and
trenches at the RWMC, back to 1952 where vou don't have
great records, that's going to be a whole new ballgame, a

Tt ~FfF a+rnff
4 =S 4L

ot of b mavhe a 1ot of =su

t v

v ses, which is one of the

reasons why we're picking
Pit 9. We know more about it, and we can learn from that
process hefore we get into some of those Kinds.

THE MODERATOR: Is there somecne else on -this side
that hasn't spoken vet? Yes, sir.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Several vears ago I had been
asked to participate in an emplovee Risk Assessment or the
risk to emplovees that would be digging up the waste, and I

2 I R TR, |
1Cirudgec

C

was pleased to hear Bob Nitschke sayv that ne ha
that in the Risk Assessment. I1'd like for vou to speak

further to that,

Vitrification seems to

yaecange the In-Situ

= LE ]

be a method that diminishes risk to empld&ees.

MR. NITSCHKE: I guess that's myv gquestion. Thanks,
Burt.

Point of clarification, when I talked about risk,
it was an occupational worker that was a hypothetical guy
that's standing at the pit boundary that turns out to he Thj,‘

leave-as-is aption. What if we do nothing?
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The question with how we deal the risk to the

worker procesgs dependent falls into the balancing criteria

of implementability - - it's & bigger word than my mind
right
now - - but those tvpes of things will be addressed. You

know, if the risk to worker cleaning it up is greater than
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Remedial Project Manager's decision to say that that is not
an acceptable technology.

THE MODERATOR: We've gone about 30 minutes.
There's still some hands. What's vour pleasure, to mavbe
extend it another five minﬁtes to try to catch the remaining
gquestions? 0OKay, good.

8ir, did vou have a question?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Am I to assume, or is this a
guestion that vou have never sampled the interstitial soils
to find out if the contamination is in those soils?

2

(Y 4l ATV o ™ — +
MR. WALLD: rarc oI

our Redguest
includes a detailed sampling and analysi; plan, which will
sample the interstitial soils and sample the whole entire
pit to find out specificallyv how much is in the interstitial
soils, how much has migrated into the overburden that we are
considering to be the overburden, and where is the cut-off

hetween the onverburden and the interstitial soils? We're

developing - - our prospective bhidders will have to develop
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4 detailed sanmpling and analveis plan that will provide us
with that information.

ATNTENCE MEMBFR: Tsn't that basic information for
anv intelligent person to make a response, a logical
response? |

MR. WADE: We're looking at the inventory of the

Lot mwm i bld o bln { + 1 i
10 gre Witniln i€ pic. = n the pit,
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and it's what's in the pit that has provided a risk.
AUDIENCE MEMBER: But you don't know whether it's
moved out of the package vet, do you?
MR. WADE: No, we don't know where it's at,
because we don't have detailed sampling plans - -
"AUDIENCE MEMBER: Why not?
MR. CRAFT: Let me go back to do we know if it's
g ﬁﬁ{f&iiyeébd

moved out of the package. Thev have done some - hev've

gone in and dug up some of the o0ld waste from other areas

- W
that had drums, and I'm trving to think 17 wasg the Pad A
stuff older than Pit 97 It was put in around the same time
frame.

MR. LYLE: About the same.

MR. CRAFPT: About the same time frame, and whenever
thev expose the drums and containers, wooden containers
were, basically, totally disintegrated. They were there in
form only, and there was no structure left.

The metal drums themselves showed different degrees
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of deterioration, anvthing from small pin holeas to sides
totally rusted away.

So we do have evidence of similar-type buried waste
in other areas that these containers are disintegrating
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: But vou haven't done any recent
sampling as to what those soils actually contain in the way
of these hazardous materials? In other words, 20 vears ago
we were sampling the interstitial soil, and I would assume
that after 20 vears vou would have defined that problem to a
more detail?

MR. MCKENZIE: To answer vour question, ves, there

is - -

THE MODERATOR: Could you identify yourself,
pPlease?

MR, MCKENZIE: I'm Doug McKenzie, and I'm with

EG&G, as part of the Pit 9 Project.

As péft of the retrieval project that took place iw~
the earlv 1970's, Pit 9 had the surface soils removed and
samples were taken in several areas in the pit as part of
looking to see if Pit 9 was a candidate for retrieval under
an early drum evaluation.

During that period of time, swhether - - very high
levels of alpha contamination was found in the soil directly

above and surrounding those areas that were removed. We're
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talking a million counts or hetter, which at the time was
the upper iimit of the insfrumentation used.

So, ves, there is alpha contamination, which in
this ¢ase is probably plutonium or americium in the
interstitial soils, at least in several areas that were
checked during that drum retrieval part.

AURTENCE MEMBER: When was this done?

MR. MCKENZIE: When was EWR and IWR.

MR. LYLE: Early and mid '70's.

MR. MCKENZIE: Yeah, 1973.

THE MODERATOR: Let's take the woman in the back
with the pink - -

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My question is, once vou choose
the contractor, is the public going to be involved in

everv - - in - - will theyv tell us exactly what thev're

E

going to do before thev start to do it? Because I think the

public needs to be involved at that point as well as right

now. TIf this 30 minutes or 35 minutes really counts, I
think we need to knok exactlyv what moves‘fhey're going to
make and why and have an opportunityv to comment on that.

MR. WADE: That same concern was expressed 1in the
Public Scoping Meetings that were held in the beginning of
December. It is our - - we have everv intention to keep the
ptiblic informed and make sure that we've got - - part of tﬁ{ﬁ"

CERCLA process is community acceptance of the preferred

12
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alternative. oOur preferred «lternative right now, becduse
we don't have a particular process identified, 1s, vou know,
phvsical separation, chemical extraction. We will keep - -
we are hoping now and we are Jooking at the process of
setting up televideo conferences, so that we can Keep the

public informed on what we're doing, and allow the public to

P O I T . B T T s . '
ontinue providing us input on the process that we
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L]

accomplishing.

MR. LYLE: I would suggest that if vou have
comments on public participation during remedial
design/remedial action, which is the phase vou're talking
about, that vou make those part of vour comments on this
particular project. We're still in the process of
determining how to conduct public participation during those
follow-on phases. We haven't entered into remedial
design/remedial action.

THE MODERATOR: Is there anvone else who hasn't had

.
a guestion? Go ahead.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The gentlemanﬂover there, T think
Mr. Horan, brought up a point that makes me a little
curious. |

I can see the reason for having the hearings
tonight for a lot of the information that's coming out.
What disturbs me is that in the presentatjon vou list the

alternatives that are considered, but I get the impression
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that yvou've made a definite chnice, and that if all the
conments were 80 percent for In-Situ Vitrification or any of
the other alternatives, it &till isn't going to be quite
good enough. TI'm real uncomfortable with saying we're
considering this on comments, and vet I feel like vou've
made vour decision on the technology you're going to use.

e [ ) . 2
MR. LYLE: We haven't mads our decigion.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: T know vou're saving vou haven't,
but it's all packaged nicely.

MR. LYLE: What we're tryving to do to make this
happen in a timely manner is, we're accepting some amount of
risk bv going our with this request for proposals, so that
if, indeed, this is the chosen alternative that we can move
out smartly with thist When we get the Record of Decision
on this Proposed Plan, we're on a pretty tight time
schedule. We have to be in the field no later than 15

months later doing real remedial actions.
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MR. LYLE: So what we're tryingwto do is, we're
betting on what the outcome is going to be here. We're
taking some risks here. If evervthing shows that we need to
go to some other aiternative, then, vou know, then that's
right and we‘ll.not he letting the contract. We're goling
through the process of evaluating proposals and =so Iforth.

We will not be letting the contract before the decision is
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made.

AUDTENCE MEMBER: I understand that, and T know
that the Reqguest for Proposals is not public information.
Is it fair to ask, did the Request for Proposal limit

anvthing, or did it list all of the alternatives and say,

"Base vour Proposal on what vou think is best®"?

MR. WADE: T'l1l take that. Our Request for
Proposal did not identifyv any alternative. What we sent out
in the Request for Proposal is we have an inactive waste
site at the RWMC. This is what is the inventory of that
pit. What can vou do to c¢lean it up? We have not said,
"Come in with this particular process or that particular
process.” -

.

the private indu

We are asking the public or

'J’I
et
Q

Lry
come tell us what vour process is. If I can - - in the

oposed Plan, we have a comment here that savs., "The

resources and technology necessary to implement this have
not been fully identified” and the completion of this
Pfoject, upon the successful selection of ‘a cost-effective
technology. We have made no decisions. Tt's like Jerrv
said. We are hedging our bets, because we believe that. If
we don't get a good proposal, or if we get a proposal that,
veah, we can clean up evervthing in the pit, but it's going
to cost vou 20 trillien dollars, then we're going to step

back and re-evaliuatie. And we'll change our preferred
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alternative, and we'll start this process ail over again.

We havé not locked ourselves into doing anvihing.
You're right, we are banking that this will work, bhut if it
doesn't work, we're not going to just keep pushing forward
to make it happen.

THE MODERATOR: The woman in the black sweater?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I had a question about how the
RFP was transmitted to public industries. Was it by
comments -~ - AUDIENCE MEMBER: Could vou repeat the
question, please?

a

- ™™ - o
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THE MODERATOR: How was the proposed, ti

Was it advertised in The Commerce Business Dailv or what?

MR. CRAFT: Yes, ma'am, it was advertised, and the
commercial industry approached us. We gave them a date.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That would be public information,
wouldn't it?

MR. CRAFT: We were requesting people tc come in
with the technologies.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: So the RFP is public information?

MR. CRAFT: No.

MR. WADE: What went out in The Compperce Businegs

Dailv was an announcement that the INEL is interested in

obtaining private, sector participation in a remediation of.

the INEL.
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We then received inpmt or feedhark from the
commercial industry that we are interested, we are - - that
part of it.

Now then, we had a pre-bid conference and worked

- | P e w R 1n = 3 R
out the g the prospective bidders t

details an

rt
m

we think that we're going to prepare a proposal," thev
officially asked for a Request for Pronosal package.

The Commerce Business Dailv announcement was merely

a generic-type "What can vou do for us?”
Once thev approached us and told us, we then
supplied them with the details and will come back with a
detailed proposal. So it was kind of done in two phases.
MR. CRAFT: 1I'm sorry if I understood vour
gquestion.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: No, I was just curious.
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up. Thé gentleman here in the front, black shirt. Let me
list you, and then let's move onto a break. Wayv back, the
gentleman there in the tﬁrquoise sweater and the gentleman
here in the plaid.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Bill and Jim, can vou clarifyv for
me how much of the plutonium and americium vou plan to re-
bury and how? Is that known vet?

MR. WADE: No ., ir'é not.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What are the parameters and what

37
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THE MODERATOR: The guestion was how muah of the
americium and plutonium do vou plan to rehury, what are the
parameters on that? And the answer?

MR. WADE: That's - - we have established some
clean-up criteria, but we don't know how much is going to go

acmlr hoaranaa
u‘-/l'\r At e S bl A T N

®

e have to wait and ses what we get from our
prospective bidders.

OQur goal, as identified, is to remove 90 percent of
the plutonium and americium from the pit.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That would be stored above ground
until some permanent - -

MR. WADE: The remaining product, so to speak, the
concentrated - -

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes.

MR. WADE: That would be placed in an above-ground

storage, similar to what's out at the RWMC right now,

THE MODERATOR: Sir, in the bacﬁ?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I have a guestion regarding the
RFP and how the language on preferred alternative is into
the RFP, namely with technologies, with some of the other
alternative technologies that vou have. Are vou excluding
those technologies from being a combined tie-in wifh the

phyvsical segregation? Is that some of the - - have vou made

48
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that decision that Alterpative 4 is the only thing vou're
going to accept bhids on?
MR. CRAFT: No, sir, we have not. T think it was

explained earlier. I think Jerry said it may be 4

combination of one, two, three, four or five alternatives or

o

processes. I shouldn't say alternatives.
Going the preferred alternative, one of the reasons

it's our preferred alternative is because the commercial

industry have implied that these are the alternatives that

‘are on the shelves immediatelv available to us today. Now

thev may use a combination of two or three, and nothing in
the RFP prohibits them from two companies, three companies
joining together and saving, "We, as a group, are making a
bid to come in and we're going to use the combinations of

one, two, three technologies."

AUDIENCE MEMBER: In the evaluation, however, is
there an advantage for béing tied to the preferred
alternative? Do vou get bonus points as part of the
e;aluation for being part of the preferréa alternative? If,
for instance, a certain person were to come with either one
of the five technologies or another technology and show that
thev have the ability to do that, will thar ke Jjudged on the
same level as one that is a preferred alternative for?

MR. WADE: The answer to fhat is nn., Our ‘criteria

in the Request for Proposal package is to meet fhe clean-un
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criteria that we've identified. T don't want to gav it that
way, but, "You show us vour process and how it's going to
meet our «lean-up criteria, and we evaluate that." That
kind of leads back to the lady over here's quegtion. We're
not hedging our bets that we want this particnlar preferred
alternative. We, at the agencies, have determined this 1is
what we feel 1s the best alternative right now. If vou or
the private industryv or anvbody can show us there's a better
way, then we're going to do it. Our goal is not to do it
this way. Our goal is to c¢lean up the INEL and the RWMC
to the appropriate clean-up standards.

We're not concerned with how it's done. We're
concerned that it's done in a proper way to meet and get rid
of the things that have created a risk for us.

So all evaluations are based on the criteria of
meeting clean-up standards, not on doing it the way that we
want it done.

THE MODERATOR: 8ir, vou were next.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: 1Is it becauseﬁthis whole process
is outside of NEPA that this is going forward without anvone
evaluating whether or not there is a net benefit for doing
this? We don't know what the effluence from these nrocesses
are going to hke. There are a lot of unknowns., We don't

know what, vou know, what form the matrerial i1s going to he o

in. Is the reason that this hasn't been done hecause this
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jg emtside of NFPA?  Ts that why nobody has Tooked at the
big picture vet,

MR. WADE: N First off, we're not outside of

NEPA. The appropriate NEPA documentation - - for NEPA, 1in
case there's people that don't know, National Environmental
Protection Act - - excuse me, I'm getting confused, excuse
me, Did we get it now?

National Environmental Policv Act. There's
required documentation per that Act that we have to do.
We're not outside the NEPA world. We are doing a NEPA
determination right now to see what level of documentation
is necessary. An Environmental Assessment is being
performed and wiil be performed. We have to wait until we
identifv a subcontractor and a process before we can talk
about some of the things that vou're asking, effluence and
This and that and the other.

Once we get a process, then we finalize an
Environmental Assessment. We're not doing this outside of
the NEPA process and those answers or those questions will
he answered as we develop a subcontractor, and as we
identify a process. It's hard to encompass anvthing and
evervthing, so once we identify a process, we finalize our
Environmental Assessment.

AUDIENFE MEMBER: Assessment, not Tmpact Statement?

MR. WADE: Again, we're working on the pact now of
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dning an Fnvironmental Determination.  What level of NFP3
dncnmentatimn will be necessary. We can't make that
determination until we see a process.

THE MODERATOR: We made one final commitment to the
gentleman in the plaid shirt. And then I would encourage
anv of vou who have remaining questions, we've been askKing
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front during the break and get vour questions ansvered.

Sir, in the plaid?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Could vou just explain one more
time how, based on this more recent questions that have been
asked, that in vour response that vou're being so open aboﬂh
contractors' abilityv to use innovative design to make this
clean-up possible, and vet how can vou be so open about
taking anv kind of shot that anv contractor can take at
cleaning it up, and vet on the other hand say that the

information given to those people is somehow - - cannot be

e el T mb 4T mmmtE saes R pmepomen = 1 1
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question was asked earlier, now after heﬁfing vour response
to how open vou are about taking a shot at cleaning the
stuff up, how is it that that information given to those
contractors is somehow not available for the public?

ME. CRAFT: Let me answelr vour question. I was
Just informed that anvbody that would like to look or o

regquest the RFP c~an do sc¢ through our procurement office,
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the FOR&S procirement office. And they will, at that time,
inform vou of anyv restrictions that would apply if you, vou
know, want ta look at or get a copy of the RFP, same type
restrictions we do apply to the contractors that requested
one.

So if vou want to request or look at it through
the procurement coffice, vou can réquest it.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm not a bona fide contractor,
so I'm sure they would not let me or other members of the
public look at it.

MS. STIGER: The Request for ?roposal that's - -

THE MODERATOR: Excuse me, could vou identify
vourself, please?

MS. STIGER: I'm Sue Stiger with EG&G.

THE MODERATOR: Sue Stiger with EG&G. I can't
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MR. LYLE: The answer to the question, as Bill
just explained, that document is available through the EG&G
procufement office, okav? That's what the man just said.

MR. CRAFT: Right, and the RFP itself should be
available to the public. There are some supporting
documentation that is not available. So vou have to go
through the procurement office so that they can clarify what

vou wouild have to do to go through the RFP, because some oOf
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the supporting document is not available.

THE MODERATOR: Let's take a 15%-minute hreak, and
after that we'll come back and receive formal public
comment .

If vou'll return to vour seats, the room and the
ageats about 8:1% p.m. Thank you. |

{A brief recess was taken.)

THE MODERATOR: This portion of the meeting is
designed for vou to present vour, what we call, more formal
comments, express vour thoughts and opinions to the agency
about the Pit 9 Proposed Plan for the Interim Action.

To help the Court Reporter, I'm asking that vou
come to the microphone in the center‘here, please, and speak
very clearly, state vour name and address so that we can
have that for the record and record vour comments as
accurately as possible.

If vou choose not to comment at this meeting or if
the form at the back. It's on ivorywcol§red paper, and
there's an address on the back of the agenda to whom vou c¢an
send the actual comments, Jerrv Lvle.

Those comments need to be turned in or submitted to
DOE bv Januarv 12, 1992, as we've mentioned.

You may want to Kknow or vou mav ask, logically,

what happens to vour comments after vou've made them? Your ©
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commertt e will receive thonghtful consideration.  After the
comment period has ended, DOE will summarize all of the
questions asked and the comments made during this period
and, also, the ones that are mailed or submitted in other

‘ 1
waye hnd trhaoan we 11 recg

WAVS. And then w ond in a document called a

s pon n
Responsiveness Summary.

DOE Idaho expects to éomplete the Responsiveness
Summary and release it to the public some time this spring
as part of the Record of Decision on the Interim Action for
Pit 9. The Responsiveness Summary will be sent to the INEL
information repositories, to everyone here who signed in
tonight with an address, and to anvone else who has
specificallyv reguested it.

This is vour opportunity to comment. The agencies

will listen to vour comments, but thev will not interrupt
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comments this evening. Their responses and their comments

or. reactions to your comments will come then in a

Responsiveness Summary.

If someocne makes a comment that is unclear,
however, or that the agencies do not understand, they may
ask vou for clarification. That's the advantage of the
verhal comments at this time.

The purpose is to make sure they understand clearly

what the individual's statements are, When vou make vour

wm
wm
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~of bringing in outside people in to do the work.

statewent, vou are advised to take a4 asingle turn of five
minbtes, up to five minutes, and this limitation should
ensure evervone who wishes will have an opportunity to
comment,

I1'11 signal when voti've got about a minute left, so
that vou can wrap vour comments up. 1f vou feel that you
~an't put all of vour comments into that five-minute period,
please then do take a comment form or submit additional
comments in writing.

With that said, let's start with the first comment.
wWho would like to volunteer?

MR. DAY: Mv comment is addressed to the Board,
and - -

THE MODERATOR: What is vour name?

MR. DAY: Kim Dav, and I don't understand the
criteria for the emplovment of the contract company
will be coming in. And I would like to see, and I'm sure a

lot of other people in the public would like to see that the

contractor coming in would hire the Idaho emplovee instead

I'm sure that higher technical positions will be
filled hv the subcontract company, but T would definitely
like to see an emplovment increase of the Idaho peoplie.
Tdaho Falls, Blackfoot, 8hellev, the whole Snake River

Valley area invelved,
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Trhat's all T have, thank vou,

THE MODERATOR: Mav I ask one question, Mr. Dav?
Could vou state where vou're from, please?

MR. DAY: Shelleyv, Idaho.

THE MODERATOR: Next? Mr. Horan, did vou want to

come back and make a comment, as a part of this comment

period?

MR. HORAN: ©No, I think I'll let it stand at that.

THE MODERATOR: Beatrice?

MS. BRAILSFORD: My name is Beatrice Brailsford.
Myv. address is 310 Center, Pocatello 83201. I am the Eastern
Idaho Coordinator of the Snake River Alliance, and the
comments, guestions and concerns I'm presenting this evening
are on behalf of our 1,100 individual, familyv and business
members. We will be submitting further comments bhased on
the excellent guestions we've heard tonight.

One. What is the purpose of this Interim Action?
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potential of external exposure and inhalaéion hazards to
workers, and to expedite overall clean-up at the RWMC.®
Pages 5 savs that the primary. obijective is, "To reduce
exposure of workers, the public, and the environment to
contaminants.” One of the Preferred Alternatives' prime
public relations Supports, which is evidentlv to provide an

opportunity for private contractors to give a shot at it,
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Adoes not gseem to e part of the statement of intent.
Two.  The administrative record notes that
information on the inventory of contaminants in Pit 9 1s

both incowmplete and unanalvzed. The public brochure says

v

- el
Lot

o~ RS L
112 waao

}

{ Wa A i i i
> inven based on available shipping

L]

4
L

m
pt
Q
a1
[ X

Lo "N
Liia

-

records and the Radiocactive Waste Management Information
System, which I understand is itself hased on available
shipping records and, perhaps, a single retrospective letter
froﬁ the Rocky Flats Plant. From myv notes of the August
National Academv of Science Meeting on the INEL's Buried
Waste Program, I understand that 30 percent to 40 percent of
the Rocky Flats shipping records contain discrepancies fromwﬂ
this period. How certain is the inventory of contaminants N
in Pit 97

Three. The Idaho National Engineering Laboratory

-
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distributed material at that me NAS Meeting that
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indicate that in August, plutonium was the focus at Pit 9.
The administrative record now states thai the major risk
driver was americium 241, which contributed approximately 92
percent of the calculated total cancer risks for
radionuclides. Should the public expect further significant
changes in the Site characterization?

Four. At that same NAS Meeting, Leo Duffey
remarked that he thought clean up should he delaved until it

can be done remately. Wow that Mr. Duffev has bheen
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nominated to he Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Restoration, do you see any possibility that funding for Pit
9 clean up will be delaved?

Five. Most members of the Snake River Alliarnce
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acceptable to us. Please understand, however, that the

Alliance supports effective and environmentally responsible
clean up over quick clean up.

Six. Alternative 2 - In-Situ Vitrification: Our
understanding is that there is a record of volatile organic

compounds moving away from the melt zone in In-Situ

"Vitrification. Please discuss that in the Responsiveness

Summary .
Seven. Alternative 3 - Ex-Situ Vitrification:
What material would vou return to Pit 9 and why? Would its

=
1

nd Tid &+ 0O
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urn mean A disposal =i
Eight. Alternative 4 - Chemical Extraction and/or
Phyvsical Separation: Thought we appreciate the disclaimer
on Page 4 that, "The resources and techndiogy necessary to
implement this Interim Action have not been fully
identified,"” vou must describe the envisioned processes for
Alternative 4 in more detail if vou expect public
understanding. If vou do not gain public understanding, vou

cannnt gain public support. Again, what materizl would vou

return to Pit 9, and whv? Would its return mean that Pit 9
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wonld hecome a RCRA disposal site? What opportunities for
public review will he available for the two test phases of
Alternative 4? The Proposed Plan promises that TRU mixed
waste will be stored and managed in accordance with all
ARARs and TBCs "until an ultimate disposal facility is
identified under the TRU Contaminated Pits and Trenches ROD
or the WAG-7 Comprehensive ROD". Those Records of Decision
are scheduled for 1999 and 2000. What has led vou to

believe that an ultimate disposal facilityv will be

identified by then?

+

I would also like to note that having made it five .

minutes before 8:00 on January 7th, portions of the RFP made '~

available to the publicg, éfter we go through a process of
application, a comment period deadline of January 12th - -

THE MODERATOR: You have a minute left.

MS. BRAILSFORD: - - seems a little short.

Nine. Alternative 5 - Complete Removal, Storage,
and 0Off-Site Disposal: As is true for Alternative 4, we are
interested in learning at how vou arrived at the cost
estimates for long-term disposal. For this alternative vou
project 8116 million; for the preferred alternative, $23
million. These are totals, presumably for 10,000 vears.

The Waste Tsolation Pilot Plant in New Mexico is the closest
thing we have fo a reality - - I use the term loosely - -

check for long-term dispogal. WIPP costs $110 million a
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vear now and the only thing disposed of in WIPP thus {ar are
some very large chunks of salt.

Ten. For Alternatives 3, 4 and 5: When do these
actions cease to be guided by CERCLA and become RCRA Waste
Management activities?

Eleven. Among the most helpful portions of the

A e F o o A A v
LTTL SV HICG L L]

r*

packets on Environment t Applications are
the comments of the regulatory agenéies, which help the
public understand the technical information and put the
significant issues in perspective. They alsoc give evidence
that what usually appears to be a bureaucratic model is, in
fact, a group of individual minds. We find that reassuring.
Now I understand that the Department of Energy need no
longer bear the Environmental Permit burden in clean-up
actions at INEL, but there's no indication in the material
available in the Pocatello Public Library that the State of
TIdaho or the Environmental Protection Agency are involved in
P

+ Q 9~ - i :
L 8 clean-up 1in any way. U WOould D

public - - and vourselves - - if the admiﬁistrative record
included more of the give and take found in Environmental
Permit Application packets.

THE MODERATOR: Could vou wind it up fairly
quicklv, Beatrice? Thank vou.

MS. BRAIJLSFORD: There's more, but - -

THE MODFRATOR: Beatrice, could we have a copy of
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vour comments sn that we could make them part of the record?
Thank vou.

Is there someone else? And if vou would like,
Jerrv, we can extend individual times, if there's not a lot

o A e -
LIl CORHHEIIL

Beatrice, we 3just had a ruling. If vou would like
to finish vour comments, because we don't have neople
jumping up and down vet.

MS. BRAILSFORD: John Horan is going to. You've
got to volunteer. I'11 go after vou, John.

MR. HORAN: Let her finish first.

THE MODERATOR: Everyone is so polite.

MS. BRAILSFORD: Twelve. On September 9, 1991, tﬂé
Snake River Alliance submitted comments on the Warm Waste
Pond at Test Reactor Area. Those comments essentially

A e v

recommend that the process be ise,
since vou've never before failed to heed our advice, they
were ignored. Now I see that our comments are not in the
Warm Waste Pond administrative record, and I'm resubmitting
them this evening.

Thirteen. And this is my last point. At the
Tdaho Falls public meeting on the RWMC Vados Zone, the State
of Idahe and the DOE made comments indicating that a

conscious effort had been made to avoid the inconvenience of

public participation, first by avoliding an Air Quality
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Permit requirement (and

then
attendant public comment).,

with that approach. .
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its attendant

hv avoiding an Interim Action Proposed Plan

dc.r fn'|1\f t'hcn de

public comment) and

{and its

I suggest you he veryv careful

Someone sometime might call vou on it.
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the inconvenience of public participation got us in this

mess to begin with.

easy, quick, quiet fix. We're here

the fix. Thank vou.
THE MODERATOR:
MRf HORAN:
a ladv and her last sentence.

Which was

MS. BRAILSFORD:

MR. HORAN: John Horan.,

of one.

March of 1979.
causes for the accident, as well as
One of their major conclusions was,
public understanding of the effects

ionizing radiation or strategies to .

hazards of exposure to radiation.”

The same situation exists todav

later.

million dollars to clean up Pit 9,
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Tdaho Falls,

Burving waste in Pit 9 was a cheap,

tonight to trv to fix

John Horan?

Beatrice, I never like to come between

"thank vou".
a constituency
ocourred i

arcidant
accident

i

A Presidential Commission investigated the

the public reaction.
"There is inadequate
of low-levels of

mitigate the health

in Idaho 12 vears

DOE is more willing to spend a guestimated $115

while they are unwilling
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to spend one percent of that effort to educate the lavmen
that the radioclogical and environmental risks are actually
well below similar risks we already accept on a day-to-day
hasis.
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intermediate levels of radiocactive waste is itself a waste
of taxpayver's monev. All the emphasis 1is on radioactive
containment, with apparently no interest or effort on cost
containment.

In the vears when the INEL was a center of
excellence, it took only $§18 million to build the Materials
Testing Reactor. And I recognize that these were 13850
dollars. John Q. Public¢ is in no position to comment
knowledgeably on this proposal. The Proposed Plan provides

very little guidance to help him. Nowhere is he told that

oL A pinygaT PTroill 1o al LioR LU gl Lo I

!

the next 100 to 1,000 vears. As a result of the radiation
phobia which EPA and the State have alwavs encouraged, for
political aﬁd other self-serving purposes, one can only
expect emotional and biased responses from individuals and
groups in the name of cleaning up the environment.

0f course, thev don't Know that all of us have
measurable guantities of transuranic isotopes in our foad,
water and hodies from the nuclear weapons testing of the

'40°'s through '60's. If the program - - if the Proponsed
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Plan were presented to an independent technical group for
peer review, which it really should he, it wouid be rejected
out of hand as a ridiculous waste of wmoney and effort. in
no way would it be considered “"an imnediate Site threat

requiri

g a qguick reduction in risk". Instead, I feel
confident i; would be judged a political boondoggle, a
frivolous waste of tax dollars, which with such a plan, it
is no wonder that the Governor of Idaho, in his ignorance or
seeking political headlines, wants no more waste shipped to
Idaho.

I also feel it's an insult to American technology.
and I'm very‘pleased with tonight's presentation to hear
that vou have gone out and asked American industries to come
in with their best technologv. But the current estimate for

6500 contaminated drums, 1500 of which are believed to be

3 o~ a nNnnn A +
““““““ = U0 per arum To recover

.

relocate. And - -

THE MODERATOR: You have one minute left.

MR. HORAN: Thank vou. The same containers were
safely shipped to Idaho by truck in full accord with
Iﬂternational Safety Guides. So if onlyv ten percent of
these taxpaver dollars could be used creatively, say, for
the Neutron-Boron Capture Therapv Project, which could save
thougsands of lives each:year. Realize. not hvpothetical

ones such as the person with an excess cancer risk of one
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out of three for external exposure.

To wrap up, Madam Chairman, one final point:
Nowhere in this proposal is real consideration given to cost
henefit analvsis. Some scale is needed to inrerpret'the use

"~ 31 L T . — N Trw b oma e mmn e s

of tax dollars. Despite the thinking of bureaucrats

- ]
PR

L

Congressmen, there is only so much money available to waste
on waste clean-up. Are we getting the best value out of the
mega bucks being spent or proposed? Costs should be the
driving factor. Based on anv criteria of cost benefit, the
minimum amount of money should be wasted on this project at
this time. The no-action alternative might be the wisest
choice to allow technology to develop further with more
experience over another ten vears. Nothing is lost by
delav. There will be no change i the so-called

environmental risk, but if one must act, if one must spend

- L. [T 44 -
L4

s =2 =T M R - P ol oa L S, P B £ 4 .
ev, v all means select the In-Situ Vitrification and

Fud

save $60 million in tax money.
Thank vou for the extra time.
THE MODERATOR: Thank vou, Mr. Horan.
Next?

MR. VOILLEQUE: . I'm Paul Veilleque from Idaho

Falls. I didn't come with comments, but I've written some
while I was here, The risks stated in this Plan are not
realistic. There ig currently no significant risk to the

INEL workers., There will not be anv significant risk durirne.
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the institutional control. There is a five-foot laver of
s0il overburden on the original cover. That's why there's
no Alr Quality Permit required for this location. There's
no radiocactivity on the soil, on the surface soil.

A large risk, quote unquote, was fabricated by

assuming that all the waste was uniformly mixed with all the

h] Flis. mamd owmd o} { - hn - nw A
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These details are not provided in the Plan that's
distributed. It doesn’'t say anvthing in here about how that
calculation was done.

This Proposed Interim Action was described earlier
as the reason for it was to eliminate the near term risk.
There is no near term risk.

Natural processes are not expected to bring those

‘nuclides to the surface for hundreds, if not thousands, of

vears. It seems to me that in Appendix G of a previous
assessment of alternatives for dealing with this waste, it

was clearly thous

wa 3 Y nds of years

ntw i

an ated to hring these

icipate
things up. TIf vou includg biclogic mechénisms, vou mav
reduce that time. But it's not a near-term risk.

You'd like us to endorse a $100 million pig in a
poke. There's no description of the technologies, their
effluence, their wastes, the consequences of their

operation, the risk to the workers who are involved in this.

The budget in here indicates no construction is required to
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do this. This 39 all going to be done in tents or open

air, I suppose. Jt's astonishing that this is a credible
proposal.  Tt's not 38 credible proposal that vou presented
as one. You present a schedule that assumes that vou've
made the right selection, one that assumes that no
Environmental Impact Statement is regquired to do thig, which
is, again, astonishing. Even though vou have, as vou state,
no clear picture of what the technology is going to he or
what the effluence or effects are.

There's no assessment of the risks, the overall
risks to workers and to the public from doing this.

I'll just close by saving that while it’'s clear
some members of the public are concerned about buried waste
at the RWMC, and the DOE is anxious to respond by throwing
money at this problem, it's far from clear that the proposed
action vields a net reduction in the risk.

THE MODERATOR: Could vou spell vour last name,

MR. VOILLEQUE: Yes, it's v—o—i¥1—1-e—q~u~e.
THE MODERATOR: Thank vou. Next?

MR. BALDWIN: My name is Burton Baldwin, and I'm
from Idaho Falls.

I'm distressed somewhat by a confusing thing that

happened. T thought it was a fairly simple question about

rriteria, vet one member of the panel stated that there were
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indeed criteria fnr the waste material to he met, while
another member of the panel stated there are goals. .And
we're not gquite sure what the contractors, who will be
removing the waste, can do for us, and we'll find out.
With that Rind of background, I cease to have as
much confidence as I had in the ability of this project to
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the emplovees of the contraétor selected to do the job and
the emplovees of the present INEL contractors who will be
auditing and inspecting and verifving their progress.

Digging up the material in Pit 9 is a risky
process, much greater risk than we should allow. We should
not increase that risk by attempting to do this very dquickly
without selecting processes that are very safe. The long-
term risk then is the lifetime of those persons exposed
during the digging-up process. You have deliberately
faulted the In-Situ Vitrification process, which is
inherently more safe to the people performing that job, by
refusing to acknowledge that the vitrified material left in
place can be more safely removed and packaged and ultimately
disposed than can the material that vou propose to dig up in
its present dirt loose form.

With regard to previous comments about long-term

waste, there is, in fact, a real experiment, if vou will, &

real demonstration that radicactive materials from reactor

6S
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aperations were successfully buried withont containment for
thousands of vears. And that occurred in the OCLA Reactor,
a natural reactor in Africa. The migration of the plutonium
and fission products and activation products was highly
restricted. They were nearly immobile, and from that

demonstration, if vou will, provided by Mother Nature, the
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We ought not to neglect that known knowledge. To proceed
immediately to dig it up seems to me to expose it and, thus,
our people in the State to unwarranted risk. Thank vou.
- THE MODERATOR: Thank vou. Other comments?

MR. FARNSWORTH: Rick Farnsworth, Idaho Falls. I
have some - -

THE MODERATOR: Would vou spell vour first name,
please, is it Rick?

MR, FARNSWORTH: ©Oh, Rick Farnsworth.

THE MODERATOR: Rick Farnsworth, sorry.

]
MR. ¢ That's okay I have some problems

and, again, this isn't a prepared speech,»éo bear with me.
But I have some problems. As has been said, and I agree
wholeheartedly, the short-term risk is not high enough, in
mv opinicn, to move this proposed evaluation seven vears up,
while at the same time doubling the cost of what could be
done with this compared to other alternatives. T have a

concern fhiat DOE gseems to be somewhat leeryv of the research
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and development aapect of various remediation activities,

and T have a concern that after all, can not 850 million buy
vou & hetter process than an alternative that can lead to
nothing more than interim storage of the waste and sowething

i T T —_ S

[ ] b e T 1. — o ) P, B | P,
Liladl wlll evelltlidlly TJlidve 1O De Cledliegd up

nationally at a
later date?

With regard to the evaluation of alternatives, T
have a concern regarding Alternative 4. In comments that I
have asgsked in the prévious‘question and answer session, I
have reached the understanding that there has been no
mention made of the need for contamination control during
the retrieval process. Why is that? Estimates I have from
friends that I have worked with have estimated contamination
control at another approximately $30 to 840 million over
what is currently estimated. That doesn't come cheap.

L . TRV TR » — R, 1 e e
1A 4d4l50 Ilidve 4 CoOlicer [

n with the criteris in the
Request for Proposal. In the Request for Proposal, it is
said that the criteria is S0 percent removal of plutonium
and americium from Pit 9. The problem I have witﬁ that is
that eliminates all In-Situ technologies that could produce
a more final product that is more valuable in the long-term
and more of a final fix than retrieval, putting it in drums
and finding someplace that's willing to buy it or take it

nff our hands.

anvway, I would recommend that as a minimum in the
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criteria, that vou start to look at reductions in the
expected groundwater contamination levels of the final waste
action as opposed to a capricious and arbitrary decision on
removing plutonium and americium. That doesn’'t cut 1t,
because it's going to eventually be put somewhere else, and
nobody has looked at the treatment. Nobody has looked at
the leechabhility of that material or eventually treating it.
It is not included in this proposal.

With regard to the Proposed Plan, the Proposed Plan
talks about the vitrification as being not as good of a
long-term effectiveness as the proposed retrieval,
segregation and storage somewhere else; I asked why can
that be so when various studies, both on nuclear waste
glasses as well as preliminary studies on both ISV and exit
vitrification have looked at a product gquality that
increases 1,000 to 10,000 times as a minimum, in terms of
value, whereas the proposed concept only plans to remove - -

when the proposed concept only plans to remove 90 percent.

In essence, all you are doing is reducingﬂthe cancer risk hy
an order of magnitude of ten times.

And for those reasons, I think vou need to consider
this again. I think vou néed to evaluate the criteria, and
I think vou need to devélop gomething that is fair for all

of the technologies. I also ask that vou delav this

evaluation so vou can start to do good research and

72




10
11
12
13
14
15

[ENY
L |

f
[

=
0

24

25

develapment in coming at new remediation rechnologies that
are a final solution instead of just an interim solution.
Thank vou.

THE MODERATOR: Thank vou, Mr. Farnsworth. The
next commentor? Are there other people who wish to comment
tonight?

MR, SEALANDER: Mv name is David Sealander.

THE MODERATOR: Could vou spell vour last name?

MR. SEALANDER:- Yes. S-e-a-l-a-n-d-e-r. I'm kind
of late getting here, and I have never worked at the Site,
so I.don't havé much on-the-ground experience out there. I
have toured it once, and seen a few things there. I favor
research there and studving things and increasing basic
knowledge of potential industrial applications and other
things.

However, I have some strong feelings in opposition
to the manner in which things have been done in the past and
feelings about the wayv they should proceed. There was - -
I've heard a lot of talk about technological'correctness and
technological solutibns‘ What mess there is out there was
not made bv. technology as so much a bunch of cavalier
bastards that didn‘'t have enough self respect or enough
concerﬁ about what thev were doing, other than just dump it
on the ground. TI've heard storijes - - T don't know if these

are confirmable - - bhut when that area was flooded out

73




10
11
12
13
14

—
(o3

19
20
21
22

23

0o
n

there, the harrels came to the zsurface and the security
guards went around shooting holes in them with automatie
weapons to sink them. I don't know 1f that's correct or
not. But if they were, it's also indicative of the cavaiier
jerks who might serve as security guards out there.

Now someone said thev're not concerned about this
atuff coming to the surface, and I'm not sure that's a hig
risk. But we live under a natural law called gravity, which
is drawing that stuff toward the agquifer. And I think this
is a serious matter that needs to be addressed, and I do
believe that people who have said that we need to go very
slow, I'm not saving, vou know, we shouldn't go at this verff
cooly and thoughtfully, but I don't believe there is such ah
thing as no risks, no risks, no risks, involved with sitting
on this. That stuff is, like I sayv, being pulled by the
force of gravity and groundwater seepage and so on toward
the agquifer, and the fact that if we make strong arguments

on behalf that there's no risk involved in

leaving it where
it is, aren't Qe saving to the rest of thé country and the
rest of the world, there's no risk involved in this sloppyv
disgusting manner of dealing with these very very very
extremelyv hazardous materials, and just hring all vour trash
and dump 1t out here, because there's no risk in it. T
don't know about some technological people or people that

work out there., but I am reallv disgusted bv an attitude
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that miaght play into that kind of a wmeasage to the reat of

the country and the rest of the world. Tt'as not to say we

don't have to find places to put things and that someone - -
we don't need to take our share of responsibilities. And

1 1

we don't need to ship it off into somebody else's back vard

all the time. I mean, we need to take care of our own

mess, but T don't believe we should welcome trash being

]

dumped here, and I want to stand behind whatever Governor
Andrus savs. This is no place for a waste dump to be
welcoming trash in here, and it almost seems to me by some

of the things that have been expressed here tonight and

‘other'places, that people think that's Jjust hunky dory. I

think it's sick.

THE MODERATOR: You have one minute left.

MR. SEALANDER: I do believe that we shouldn't
defer too long on this. I think there is cause for some
urgency in getting on with the job. We don't Know what the
national financial situation will be in the future. We
don't know what social and economic world situations will be
in the future. If we have the abilitv and have the
knowledge and the capability of achieving, rectifving of
this problem, we should bioody well get on with it as quick:
as we can and in as thoughtful wav as we can. Thank vou.

THE MODERATOR: Thank vou, Mr. Sealander.

The next commentor? Is there anvone #lse who
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wighes to comnment?

MS. PRQKSA' My name is Margo Proksa, and T'm from
Pocatello.

THE MODERATOR: Margo, if vou could pull the
microphone down, and spell vour last name, please.

MARGO PROKSA: P-r-o-k-s-a. I just wish we were
41l a lot more intelligent.

THE MODERATOR: Additional comments? Tf not, that

2 w2

. 4 - = L " 3 1 3
appears to wrap up the commentis tonight meetln

3T onignt 8 meelling.

Before we leave, I'd like to ask vour indulgence

for vour comments on one-additional thing. If vou could

help us to improve the qualityv of the meetings that we hold,

we'd like vour comments on the vellow meeting evaluation
form. For those of vou who are in a hurry, vou Jjust need
to circle from one to five how well we did on a variety of
aspects of the meeting tonight. And for those who want to
comment in more detail, we encourage that, as well.

We want to maKe these meetings as fruitful as
possible for vou, and we know we can improve with vour heip.
hank vou all for att I have gpecial thanks
to those of vou who took the time and effort to ask
gquestions and make comments.

Are there anv comments from the agency
representatives before we leave the closing remarks? If

nat, then thank vou all very much for coming.
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REPORTER'S AFFTIDAVIT

STATE OF IDAHO )

County of Bonneville }

I, KAREN KONVALINKA, do hereby certify that I am a
ified Shorthand Reporter and a Notary Public in and for
the State of Idaho;

That I took down the proceedihgs aforesaid at the
time and place therein named and thereafter reduced the same
to tyvpewriting under my direction and control.

I further certify that I have no interest in the
event of the action;

WITNESS MY HAND AND SEAL this the o%Z day of

Januarv, 1992.

{Signature)
ﬁotary PubYic in and for
the State of Idaho,
residing at Idaho
Falls, Idaho.

(Seal)

My commission expires: Perpetusal
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